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HISTORICAL SURVEY. 

[The following Historical Survey has been prepared by means ~f the texts of the var~~s. 
reports of the Temporary Mixed c.om~ission and of the Thtrd ~om.mtttee of the Assembly. -: 
sections which have been inserted m thts resume by the Secretanat m order to connect the qUQta 
tions from the competent Commissions have been printed. in italics.] 

The effectwe regulation of the inter-national trade in arms and ammumtitm is a matter ?I vital 
and urgent importance in connection with the qu~stio1~ of reduction. of armaments. By -(l~tcle 23, 
paragraph (d), of the Covenant, the League of Nattons ts entrusted wtth. the general su~ervmon of t~e 
trade u:ith the countries in which the control of this traffic is necessary tn the co111mon mterest; a~ ~ts 
regulatilfn has been, moreover, recognised by the tec~nica? organisati?ns .of the League as an tndts
pensable measure of a general character in connectwn wtth the appltcatwn of the fifth paragraph of 
A rticl~ 8 of the Covenant. 

The control of the international tniffic in am:s. has long been the subject of consideration 
by Governments. As long ago as 1887, a treaty on the matter was agreed to' by a number of 
Powers. The subject was discussed at the Peace Conference in Paris and a new treaty to replace 
that of 1887 was drawn up and signed by the Powers which took part in the Conference. (See text 
of the St. Germain Convention and Protocol, Document I, pages 29 to 37.) . . . 

Since then it has been the subject of consideration by the Permanent Advisory CommiSSt?n 
and the Temporary Mixed Commission, as well as by the Assembly of the Le~gue at both tts 
previous meetings (1920 and 1921) and on a number of occasions by the Counctl. On all ~hose 
occasions it has been agreed that it is pre-eminently in the interest of civilisation that the mter
national traffic in arms should be subjected to control by international action. 

It is unnecessary to elaborate the reasons for this opinion. Every Member of the Assembly 
is doubtless aware of the grave and sordid scandals connected with the trade in arms. 

The Arms Traffic Convention which was signed at St. Germain in September 1919 was 
intended to fulfil the two following purposes: · 

(a) To prevent the importation of artns, except under the strictest possible control, to 
certain defined areas inhabited by backward peoples. The purpo.se of this part of the Treaty is 
evident. The task of preventing bloodshed in great· parts of Africa and in the countries which 
border the Red Sea is rendered far more difficult if the inhabitants have access to unlimited 
quantities of artns and munitions. It was felt to be especially desirable to bring this part of the 
Treaty quickly into effect in order to prevent dissemination to these parts of the world of the 
surplus stocks left over from the war.· 

(b) To secure by a system of licensing full publicity for all international traffic in artns. 
The parties to the Convention undertook not to allow the export of arms from their territories : 
except with a licence from the Government authorities, which should indicate the quantities the 
export of which was allowed, and the destination to which they were sent. 

The Treaty further provided that copies of these licences should immediately be forwarded 
to a central office to be established under the League, and that they should be published. It 
was believed that, by securing in this way the fullest publicity for traffic in artns, something at 
least would be done to get rid of the evils attendant upon it. · 

The Convention of St. Germain was drafted on the assumption that it would be universally 
accepted by the Governments of all countries. While, of course, it is essential to secure the 
co-operation of countries which produce arms and munitions, it is nevertheless desirable that 
every country, whether it produces artns or not, should be a party to such a Convention. 

When the St. Germain Convention was signed, the principal parties to· it also agreed to a 
supplementary protocol to the effect that they would bring its provisions into immediate effect 
without waiting for formal ratification. This protocol, unfortunately, was not acted upon except 
by a few of the principal signatories and in respect only of the defined backward areas m:ntioned 
above. Since then, great efforts have been made to bring into force the Convention. At both 
meetings of the Assembly of the League- 1920 and 1921- very strong resolutions were agreed 
to, urging the Governments of Members of the League and of States outside the League to ratify 
the Convention or to adhere to it as the case might be. The Council of the League has addressed 
a number of letters to the Governments, inviting them to act in accordance with these Assembly 
resolutions. In reply to these letters, thirty-four Governments have, up to the present, expressed 
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their views on the subject, Of these, eleven Governments have actually ratified the Convention 
and four others have expressed their willingness to adhere to it. The remainder, including all 
the principal signatories, except the United States of America, and also the otl}er States which 
produce arms and munitions, have expressed their willingness to ratify the Convention when all 
the other producing States are ready to' do so. Germany and Austria, which used to be great 
produce~ of arms, are bound under the provisions of the Peace Treaty by the St. Germain 
Convention. 

It therefore appeared that, as the result of three years ot continuous effort, the Council and 
the Assembly of the League might have had reasoP to hope that the Convention of St. Germain 
would be generally brought into effect without undue delay. (A.124.1922.) 

CO-OPERATION OF THE UNITED STATES IN THE WORK OF THE TEMPORARY 
G 

MIXED COMMISSION. 

The Government of the United States, on whose action depended the ratification of the Con
vention by most of the producing countries, sent to the Secretary-General, on July 28th, 1922, 
the following letter: · 

"The cOJnmunication wliich the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
addressed' to the Secretary of State of the United States of America on November 21st, 
1921, has had careful consideration. . 

"In that communication the Secretary-General was so good as to bring to the 
knowledge of the Secretary of State a re5olution adopted on October Ist, 1921, by ·the 
Assembly of the League of Nations, suggesting that the importance of ratifying the · 
Arms Traffic Convention of St. Germain should be strongly impressed on all the States 
signatories thereto, whether Members of the League of Nations or not, as well as the 
decision of the Council of the League that the Assembly's resolution should be brought 
to the notice of all States. which had not notified the League of their intentions on the 
subject. . . 

"In reply to the inquiry made by.the . Secretary-General in pursuance of this action, 
whether the Government of the .United States of America is prepared to ratify the 
Convention of St. Germain, the Secretary of State begs to state that the ~errns of the 
proposed Convention have been carefully examined and that, while the Covernment 
of the United States is in cordial sympathy with efforts to restrict traffic in arms and 
munitions of war, it· finds itself unable to approve the provisions of the Convention 
and to give any assurance of its ratification. 

. . . "The Secretary of State 3.Iso desires to ·call attention to the fact that the Govern
ment of the United States is desirous to co-operate for. the purpose of suitably controlling 
traffic in arms and munitions, and to this end the_ Congresf of the United States has 
already enacted legislation providing that, 'whenever the President finds that in any 
American country, or in any country in which the United States exercises extra-terri
torial jurisdiction, conditions of domestic violence exist, which are or may be promoted 

· by the ·use of arms or munitions of war procured from the United States and makes 
proclamation thereof, .it shall thereafter be unlawful to export, except under such 

· limitations and exceptions as the President prescribes, any arms or munitions of .war 
from any place in the United States to such country until otherwise ordered by the 
President or by Congress.':· (A.31.1922.) · 

This communication from the Government of the United States defined the sit·uation. After this. 
it was untikely that the St. Germain Conventiqn, in its existing form, would be signed by all the 
principal Powers. 

In view of this situatioP, the Temporary Mixed Commission, on September Ist, 1922, adopted 
the following resolution: 

;'The Commission takes note of the communication of the Department of State 
stating that the Government of the United States is not able to ratify the Convention 
of St. Germain.. The Sub-Commission considers that this· constitutes a fait nouvea11. 
The Commission is of 'Opinion that the question of a Convention on Arms Traffic must 
be re-examined in its en•irety in the light of the existing situation and 'With a view 
to fi~ding the basis of a possible collaboration with the United States." (A.31.1922.) 

After examining the sit11ation arising from the inability of the United States to ratify the COIIVen
tion of St. Germain, the Third Assembly (1922) adopted the following resolutions: 

"(a) The Assembly considers it highly desirable that the Government of the United 
States should express the objections which it has to formulate to tl1e provisions of the 
Convention of St. Germain, as well as any proposals ·which it may care to make as to 
the way in which these objections can be overcome. . 

"(b) The Assembly is of the opinion that the Temporary Mixed Commission should 
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be instructed to prepare a scheme for the control of the international tufraffic in afrmsmtso 
· h' h · d 1 'th th rivate man acture o ar · be considered by the conference w 1c IS to ea WI e P . h' k dvisable 

"(c) The Assembly requests the Council to take such steps as 1t t m s a 
to carry out the purpose above indicated." 

It was at once apparent to _the Te~porary Com':Jlission th~t neither .thepreparation(b)ofof ~~i~ 
scheme for the control ot the mternatwnal traffic m arms lrud down Ill paragraph 
resolution nor the e.xecution of a scheme for the control of private manufactur~ co_uld be _success
fully undertaken until the co-operation of the United States Government, as mdicated m pa~a
graph (a) of the above resolution, had been obtained. It was in this sense that. the Com~sslo~ 
reported to the Council in accordance with paragraph (c) of the Assembly :esolutl?n. The o:~s 
considered the arguments put forward to be well founded, and re_ques!ed.Its President to. ad bl 
a letter to the Secretary of State of the United States on the. lines mdicated by ~he Assemh ~ 
resolution. Accordingly, on May 1st, 1923, the Acting President of the Council despatc e 
a letter to the Government of the United States. 

In this letter, after a brief review of the St. Germain Convent·ion, the President of the Council 
u:rote as follows: · . • 

"In reply to the note addressed to the United States on November 21st, 192~, you 
were good enough to inform the Secretary-General, on July zSth, 1922, that ·~bile the 
Government of the United States was in cordial sympathy with efforts to r~~nct traffic 
in arms and munitions of war, it found itself unable to approve the proviSIOns of the 
Convention and to give any assurance of its ratification'. 

· "The Third Assembly, which met shortly afterwards, in September, had therefore 
to consider the situation thus created .. 

"The Third Committee of the Assembly, refemng to this reply, expressed the 
following opinion: 

" 'This reply puts an end to the hopes that the Convention of St. Germain 
in its present form would receive general acceptance. 

" • As has already been said, it is most desirable that some treaty should be unic 
versally accepted for the control of the international trade in an;ns, and that all 
civilised counhies should co-operate in a common policy of regulation. 

" 'Whether that can be done, however, depends on the attitude of the United 
States of America. It is important, therefore, that the Members of the League 
should endeavour in every way to meet the views of the United States Govern
ment, and to secure their co-operation in a common policy.' 
"In the meantime, the work carried out by the Permanent Advisory Comlnission on 

)filitary, Naval and Air Questions and by the Temporary Mixed Commission for the 
Reduction of Armaments had led these bodies to the conclusion that the two problems 
of the private manufacture of arms and the international control of the arms traffic were 
too closely connected to be dealt with separately, and that the solution of both had 
to be sought at the same time and by the same methods. The Third Assembly therefore 
adopted the following resolutions: · 

"'The Assembly, having noted the proposal of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
for an international agreement for the control of the manufactm e of arms by private 
companies, urges the Council to consider the advisability of summoning at an appro
priate moment a conference of the Members of the League to embody this agree
ment in the form of a convention. The Assembly is further of the opinion that 
States not Members of the League should be invited to participate in this con
ference and to co-operate in the policy on which it may agree. 

" 'The Assembly cons;ders it highly desirable that the Government ot the 
U,~ted States should e_xpress the object~ons which it has to formulate to the pro
VISIOns of the Conventwn of St. Germam, as well as any pro.posals which it may 
care to make as to the way in which these objections can be overcome.' 
"Since these resolutions were taken, the Council and the Temporary Mixed Com

mi~sion have ~ven their att~ntion to this matter, with the result that the Council passed, 
at Its l~t sesswn, the resolutiOn quoted at the beginning of this letter. In virtue of this 
resolutwn, ~have the honour to ask you whether the United States Government would 
~e ready to m~o':ffi the Members of. the League of Nations as to the general lines on-which 
1t ~ould be willing to co-operat~ m an attempt 1 o solve on a universal and permanent 
bas1s the two probleim" of the pnvate manufacture of arms and the international control 
of the arms traffic. 

"In ~rder to enab~e you. to form an accurate opinion of the scope and nature of the 
work earned out on th1s subJect by the organs of the League, I beg to enclose the report 
of the Temporary Mixed Comlnission to the Council and that of the Third Committee 
to the last Assembly (1922), in each of which two chapters are devoted to these questions." 
(A.35.1923· Part II.) . 

lJ~ring the session of the Fourth Assetttbly (1923), all de~isions giving effect to the resolutions of 
the Thtrd ;tsse"!bly relatmg to the control of the international trade in arms had to be suspended by 
the Counctl unttl the reply of the Government of the United States to the letter sent on May lst, 1923, 
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had been received. ·This reply, the text of which is given below, arrived at the Secretariat d1wing the 
Assembly: . 

" Washington, September 12th, 1923. 

"The Secretary of State of the United States of America has given most careful study 
to the communication from the Acting President of the Cpuncil of the League of Nations 
dated May 1st, 1923, asking the views of the United States regarding the control of the 

· traffic and private manufacture of arms set forth in the Convention of St. Germain, 
and begs to inform you that the Government of the United States is in cordial sym
pathy with any efforts suitable to restrict traffic in arms and munitions of war. 

"As evidence of its inte~ests in the matter, it may be recalled that, by a joint resolu
tion approved April 22nd, 1898, as amended March 12th, 1912, the following provision 
was made with respect to the regulation of the shipment of arms from the United States: 

" 'That, whenever the President shall find that in any American country condi
tions of domestic violence exist which are promoted by the use ot arms or munitions 
of war procured from the United States, and shall make proclamation thereof, it 
shall be unlawful to export, except under such limitations and exceptions as the 
President shall prescribe, any arms or munitions of war from any place in the United 
States to such country until otherwise ordered by the President or by Congress. ' 

"By a resolution approved January 31st, 1922, this provision of law was extended so 
as to include any country in which the United States exercises extra-territorial juris
diction. It is also the policy of the Government to restrict the sale of Government 
supplies of arms and ammunition. 

"After a careful examination of the terms of the Convention, it has been decided that 
the objections found thereto render impossible ratification by this Government. 

"While the application of the Convention to certain designated areas or zones, 
extending in effect the Brussels Convention, may fulfil a useful object, the plan of the present 
Convention is much broader. The distinctive feature of this plan is not a provision for 
a general limitation of armament but the creation of a system of control by the signatory 
Powers of the traffic iii arms and munitions, these signatory Powers being left free not 
only to meet their own requirements in the territories subject to their jurisdiction but · 
also to provide for supplying each other with arms and munitions to the full extent 
that they may see fit. 

"There is particular objection to the provisions by whieh the contracting parties 
would be prohibited from selling arms and ammunitions to States not parties to the Con
vention. By such provisions this Government would be required to prevent shipment 
of military supplies to such Latin-American countries as have not signed or adhered 
.to the Convention, however desirable it might be to permit such shipments, merely 
because they are not signatory Powers and might not desire to adhere to the Convention. 

"It should be observed .also that the acceptance by the United States of an agree
ment of the nature and scope of the Convention of St. Germain would call for the enactment 
of legislation to make it operative and particula,rly for the imposition of penalt;es applicable 
to private arms-producing conce~s as a means of establishing an effective control. 
This Government is not in a position to undertake to obtain the enactment of such 
legislation. 

"Finally, it may be observed that the provisions of the Convention relating to the · 
League of Nations are so intertwined with the whole Convention as to make it imprac
ticable for this Government to ratify, in view of the fact that it is not a Member of the 
League of Nations." 

The Assembly was of opinion that it was the duty of the League of Nations to persevere, 
and it therefore adopted the following resolution: 

"IV. (a) ·The Assembly recommends that the Temporary Mixed Commission 
should be invited to prepare a new convention or conventions to replace that of St. 
Germain for the Control of the Traffic in Arms. 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should be requested to draw up the draft 
convention or conventions .in such a form that they might be accepted by the Govern
ments of all countries which produce arms or munitions of war. 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should, however, also make alternative proposals 
for a convention or conventions which might be adopted by some of the producing 
Powers even if others refused their co-operation. 

"The Assembly recommends that the Council should invite the United States 
Government to appoint representatives to co-operate with the Temporary l\Iixed Com
mission in preparing the draft convention or conventions." 
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In its session of December 1923, the Council, having examined this resolution, reTses_tet~ 
the Temporary Mixed Commission to prepare one or more conventfons to replace that 0 am 
Germain in accordance with the instructions of the Assembly. . t 

The,Council, moreover! in fulfilment of th_e last paragraph of the above resolutwn!ns!hic}~ 
the Government of the Umted States of Amenca a letter, dated Dec~mber 14th, 192~· ~ d ' 
after alluding to the contents of his letter of May rst, 1923, the Prestdent of the Counc~l conclu es 
as fol!uws: · 

"I have the honour, on behalf of my colleagues of the Counc~, to invite ~h~ G<?vern-. 
ment of the United States to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Commrssron m the 
preparation of the draft convention or co.nventions suggeste~ by the Assembly. .

1 
h 

"In sending this invitation to the Government of the Umted States, ~he Counci as 
felt that the problem of the control of the traffic in. arms- a_pr~blem which, the Federal_ 
Government will agree, has an eminently moral and humamtapan chara.cter - cannot 
be entirely solved except with the help of all the great producmg countn~. . . 

"I have the honour to enclose not only the report of the Temporary Mrxed Com~Is-. 
sion to the Council and the report of the Third Committee to th~ Assembly, both_ of w~ch 
deal with the question raised in this letter, but also the resolutron of the Council, se1tmg 
out the constitution and character of the Commission." · · 

The United States Minister at Berne (M~. Grew) (since appointed Under-Secretary of State) 
replied to this invitation by the following letter to the Secretary- General, dated February znd, 1924: 

"With reference to the communication addressed to the Secretary of State in Decem
ber 1923 by M. Branting, Acting President of the Council of the League of Nati?ns, 
inviting the Government of the United States to co-operate with the Temporary Mrx~d 
Commission in the preparation of the new Convep.tion for the Regulation of the Traffic m 
Arms, to supersede the Convention of Saint-Germain, and with reference to my letter 
to you dated December rsth, 1923, relating to the same subject, I take pleasur~ in 
informing you that I have been instructed by my Government to attend the meetmgs 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission which open on February 4th, 1924, in order that 
I may be fully advised with regard to the proposals made and particularly to receive 
information respecting the draft Convention which it is understood will be considered 
by the Commission. . 

"I shall, of course, have no authority to bind my Government in any way to whatever 
conclusions may be reached by the Commission. I shall be glad, however, to transmit to 
my Government any recommendations which may be formulated; and, in case any 
appropriate plan is devised, the question of securing necessary legislation will receive· 
proper consideration by the Government of the United States." 

~Ir. GREW took part in the work of the ninth session of the Temporary 1\-Iixed Commission, 
which was held at Geneva in February 1924, and of the eighth session of the First Sub-Commission, 
in Paris, in March 1924. When Mr. Grew was appointed Under-Secretary of State he was replaced 
by Mr. Gibson, his successor at Berne, who took part in the work of the tenth session of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission at Geneva in July 1924. 

CO-OPERATION OF PERSIA IN THE WORK OF THE TEMPORARY 
MIXED COMMISSION. 

The Persian Government, which, in a letter addressed to the Council on September r8th 
1923 (see below), had declared itself interested in·this question, was also invited by the Council t~ 
send a representative. to atte~d the meet~gs of the Temporary Mixed Commission on the question 
of the control of the mternatronal trade m arms, and was represented by Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh. 

"The Persian Government has instructed me to forward you, on its behalf a formal 
declaration relative to the suppression of illicit traffic inarms and ammuniti~n. As a 
member of the Le_ague of Nati?ns •. Persia has de~ided to support any equitable measure 
or ~eement which may assrst m. the prevention. and stoppage of this traffic, against 
w~ch ~he has already taken steps m her own temtory by means of particularly severe 
legrslation. 

"~a sover~ign State, however, the Persian Government must be in a position to 
defend Its neutrality, to meet such undertakings as may arise under the terms of Article 10 
of th_e Covenant, and, therefore, to import for its own use the· arms and ammunition 
requrred f~r the small army of 75.~00 me~ whi~h it dee!lls indispen~able for the protection 
of 1ts frontier and the fulfilment of 1ts duties of mternatlonal sohdanty within the meaning 
of the treaty of guarantee now under consideration by the League of Nations 

"Chapter II of the ~aint-Germain ~o.nve~tion, whic~ was sig_ned in 1919 'by certain 
Powers and drawn up w1thout the participation of Persia, contams certain stipulations 
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which place our country in a prohibited zone and which are to-day embarrassing the 
Government by impeding the lawful importation of such arms and ammunition as it 
requires to carry out its duties. I am instructed to protest officially against Article 6 
of the Convention referred to and to point out that Persia was never consulted and that 
she cannot recognise the validity of any document which disposes of her sovereign rights 
without her assent. 

"Persia requests~the Council of the League of Nations to assist her in putting an 
end to this difficulty and at the same time to furnish her with the means of associating 
herself with any appropriate measures against the illicit traffic in arms and ammunition 
in general agreement with _the other Members of the League or by direct treaty with each 
of the Powers signatory to the St. Germain Convention, which it is impossible for her 
to recognise as it stands. 

"In the hope that the Council will comply with our request and give a favourable 
consideration to these observations," etc. . 

POSSIBLE CO-OPERATION OF STATES NON-MEMBERS OF THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 
IN THE SOLUTION OF THE PROBLEM OF THE TRADE IN ARMS AND OF THE 

PRIVATE MANUFACTURE. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission believes that it has given etfect to the meaning of the following 
sentence of the resolution adopted by the Fourth Assembly (I923): "The Assembly is further of the 
opinion that States not Members of the League should be invited to participate in this conference and 
to. co-operate in the policy on which it may agree", by svbmitting the fotlowingresolution to the Cof!ncil: 

"The Commission resolves to.recommend the Council to invite the Governments 
of all States not Members of the League of Nations to express an opinion as to how they 
would be prepared to co-operate in the solution of the problems of the traffic in arms and 
ammunition and the private manufacture of arms." 

From the point of view of these two problems, the non-Member States may .be divided into 
two categories: (I) those which are not bound by any obligation in the Treaties of Peace: (2) those 
which have obligations laid down in the Treaties of Peace in respect of the trade and the private 
manufacture of arms. · 
. Apart frotn the United States, which do. not come into the question, Russia, Mexico, Ecuador, 
etc., ~elong to. the first category; Germany belongs to the second category. (The position of 

· Turkey in this matter may be regarded as a special one.) 
In respect of the international traffic in arms, Germany is bound by Article rz6 of the Treaty 

of Versailles, which says: 

"Germany undertakes to accept and observe the agreements made or to be made 
by the Allied and Associated Powers or some of them with any other Power with regard 
to the trade in arms and spirits, and to the matters dealt with in the General Act. of Berlin 
of February 26th, r885, the General Act of Brussels of July 2nd, r8go, and the conventions 
completing or modifying the same." 

In respect of private manufacture, she is bound by Article r68 of the Treaty of Versailles: 

"The manufacture of a.rms, munitions, or any war material shall only be carried out in 
factories or works the location of which shall be communicated to and approved by the 
Governments of the Principal Allied and Associated Powers, and the number of which 
they retain the right to restrict. 

"Within three months from the corning into force of the present Treaty, all other 
establishments for the manufacture, preparation, storage or design of arms, munitions, 
or any war m~terial whatever shall be closed down. The same applies to all arsenals 
except those used as depots for the authorised stocks of munitions. Within the same 
period the personnel of these arsenals will be dismissed." 

Article 170 of the Treaty may be regarded as dealing with both the traffic and with private 
manufacture: 

"Importation into Germany of arms, munitions and war material of every kind shall 
be strictly prohibited. 

"The same applies to the manufacture for, and export to, foreign countries of anns, 
munitions and war material of every kind." 

During its July I923 session, the Council examined this question, and, while reco~sing the 
advisability of postponing its decision on the matter in order to give time to the Umted States 
Government to reply to the letter of May 23rd, took note (as the Minutes show) that such a course 
would not prejudice its action at the next session. 
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The following resolution was adopted: 

"The Council having examined the. resolution adopted by the Temporary LMixed 
Commission recom~ending that the Governments of all States not M~mbe~s of the eagrJ 
of Nations should be invited to state their views as to the manner m :which theyd wou . 
be willing to co-operate in the solution of the problen;ts of-the t;af!ic m ~s an mU;m- . 
tions and of the private manufacture of arms, approvmg the pn_nc1ple of this resolutiOn 
without 11-t the same time prejudging the oblig~tion :which. certam of these G<?vern~e!lts 
have undertaken in the Treaties of Peace, considers 1t adVIsable to postpone 1ts decision 
on the matter until such time as the reply from the United States Govern.ment ~o th~ · 
letter addressed to it by the President of the Council on May 1st, 1923, IS received. 
(A. 35· 1923. Part II.) 

No further decision was taken on this question. 

THE DRAWING UP OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION BY THE TEMPORARY 
MIXED COMMISSION. 

The Fifth Assembly (1924), after taking note of tlze draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary 
Mixed Commission, and feeling that the time had arrived for giving effect to the wishes of preceding 
Assemblies, adopted the following resolution: . · · 

"The Assembly requests the Council to submit to the Governments of States Members 
and non-Members of the League of Nations the draft Convention relating to the Control 
of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War drawn up by 
the T~mporary Mixed Commission, and to request these Governments to inform the 
Secretary-General, before the Council meets in December, whether they are prepared 
to take part in a Conference to be convened in April or May 1925 for the purpose of 
discussing this draft Convention.~· 

In execution of this resolution, which was adopted by the Council at its meeting on September 30th, 
1924, the SecretarY_-General sent, on October 9th, 1924, to all States Members and non-Members of 
the League of Natums, the draft Conventi011 drawn 11p by the Temporary Mixed C0111mis_sion. 



DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE INTERNATIONAl TRADE. IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 

IMPLEMENTS OF WAR 

PREAMBLE 

. . . 

Whereas the Convention of Saint Germain signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned has not entered intq full force and effect ; · · 

Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international trade in 
arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the fullest possible publi-
city in regard to such trade ; · 

Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act of 
July -2nd, I8go, regulating the traffic in arms and munitions in certain regions, no longer meet 
present conditions ; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries is neces
sary to ensure the efficacy of the. measures adopted by the various Governments both as 
regards the import of .arms, ammunition and implements of war into these couiltries 
and their export from their own· territory i 

Have appointed: 
... .. 

. . \ . -
Chapter l. -DEFINITION OF THE ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR 

THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE OF WHICH IS TO BE CONTROLLED. 

Article I. 

' l 
This Convention applies to the following arms, munitions and implements of war : 

I 

CATEGORY I. 

I. ARMS AND MUNITIONS, ASSEMBLED OR COMPONENT PARTS, 
EXCLUSIVELY DESIGNED FOR LAND, SEA OR AERIAL WARFARE, 

WHATEVER THEIR MODE OF EMPLOYMENT. 

(a). -All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the 
armed forces of the different States, including : 
Pistols. and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and_ developments of the same, designed for 
siiigle-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of 
barrel more than ro em.; 
Rifles, muskets, carbines ; 
Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns ; 
Aerial gun sights ; 
Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles; 
Flame throwers ; 
Cannon, long or short, bomb throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mountings, 
recuperators, accessories for -mounting· and sighting apparatus ; 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpedoes, depth charges, etc. ; 

. Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth charges ; 
Projectiles of all kinds ; 
Ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus; 
Bayonets, swords and lances ; 

(b). -Ali arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of the 
different States, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for 

· military purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 

2. IMPLEMENTS OF WAR HEREAFTER ENUMERATED AND COMPONENT PARTS 
WHICH ARE CAPABLE OF BEING UTILISED ONLY IN THE MANUFACTURE OF THE SAID MATERIAL. 

Ships of all kinds designed exclusively for war, including submarines and su·bmersibles ; 
, Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes designed exclusively for war·; 

Tanks; 
Armoured cars. 
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CATEGORY II. 

PARTS CAPABLE OF. USE 
ARMS AND MuNITIONs, AssEMBLED OR CoMPON!N~uRPOSE~ . 

BOTH FOR MILITARY AND OTHE · • . 

. I. Fire-arms, designed or adapted for non-military purposes, that will fir& cartridges that 

can be fired from fire-arms in Cate!;oryfi. th boulder of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, not 
2. All other rifled, fire-arms, finng rom e s . • . 

included in Category I. · 
3. Ammunition for the ar~s enumerated above. 
4· Gunpowder and explos1ves. 

CATEGORY III. 

ARMS AND MUNITIONS HAVIN~ NO MILITARY VALUE. 

~I tbe arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories I and II, such as : 

Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder; • 
Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and length of barrel of xo em. 
or less ; 
Smooth-bore shot guns; . . · · . . 
Double-barrelled shot-guns of which one barrel 1S nfled, the other smooth-bore, 
Single-shot :pisto!s ; .. 
Fire-arms firing nmfire antmunitlOn ; 
Muzzle-loading fire-arms ; 
Life-saving rockets. 
Guns for whaling or other fisheries ; 
Signal and saluting guns. 
Humane cattle-killers of all sorts. 
Ammunition for the above. 

Chapter Il. - EXPOR~ AND TRANSiT OF ARMS, MUNITION·s AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to prohibit the· 
export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war enumerated m Category I, except 
on the conditions hereinafter mentioned. 

Article 3· 

Notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties may grant in respect 
of arms, munitions and implements of war whose use is not prohibited by international law, 
licences for the export of arms, munitions and implements of .war enumerated in Category I,. 
in the following conditions : • 

:i:. Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government recog
nised as such by the Government of the exporting country. 

2. The Government acquiring the consignment must .act through a duly accre-
dited representative. · · 

3· Such representative must produce a written authority from the Government he 
represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state that 
the consignment is required for delivery to that Government for its own use. 

4· The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, be that 
given as an appendix to the present Convention. 

Each licence must contain a description sufficient for the identification o.f the arms, 
munitions and implements of war to which it relates and the names of the exporter and 
the acquiring Government, ports of embarkation and disembarkation, means of transport, 
intended route and destination. · 

5· A separate licence shall be required for each separate consignment which crosses 
the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water or air, and shall accompany 
each separate consignment. 

6. A return of the licences granted shall be sent quarterly to the Central Interna
tional Office referred to in Article 8 of the present Convention by the issuing Governments · 
importing Government~, when High Contracting Parties, ~hall also for~ard quarterly 
to the Cen~ral Internatu~nal O~ce a return of ~he same ~cence.s enclosmg particulars 
of the heading under which the Imported goods Will appear m their imports statistics. 

Article 4· 

Further, licences for the export to private individuals of component parts covered by 
Category I may be granted on the following conditions : 

The said component parts must be exported direct to a recognised manufacturer or" war 
material, duly authorised by his own Government, on a declaration from him to the effect 
that the said component parts are requir~d by him. 

The Government which grants the licence and the Government of the importer's coun
try shall take all adequate precautions to ensure that the said component parts are sent 
direct to their destination. 

.. 
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The licences granted in the terms of the present Article shall, so far as practicable, be 
drafted according to the form annexed to the present Convention, and shall conform to the 
provisions of the present Convention, and particularly to those of Article 8. 

Article 5· 

Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under inter
national conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties, when they have 
reason to believe that any consignment of arms, munitions or implements of war in transit 
through their territory does not conform to the provisions of the present Convention, under
take to investigate the circumstances and if necessary to prohibit the transit. 

Article 6. 

Without prejudice to the provisions of Article 7, arms and munitions in Categories II 
and III may, if the exporter's country so desires, be exported without licence. Provided, 
nevertheless·, that in the case of arms and munitions of Category II the High Contracting Par
ties hereby undertake to determine from the size, destination and other circumstances of 
each~~:onsignment whether these arms and munitions are intended for war purposes. If such 
is the case, the High Contracting Parties undertake that the shipments shall become subject 
to Articles 2 to 5· -

Article 7-

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to prohibit the export of arms, muni
tions and implements of war enumerated in Article 1, to the maritime or territorial zones 
specified in Article 9· · 

Nevertheless, the High Contracting Parties may grant export licences, notwithstanding 
this prohibition, provided that they conform to the provisions of Articles 3 to 5· The compe
tent authorities must satisfy themselves, before issuing the licences, that the arms, munitions or 
implements of war are not intended for export to any destination or for disposal in any way 
contrary to the provisions of this Convention. 

Article 8. 

A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League of Nations 
for the purpose of collecting, preserving. and publishing documents of all kinds exchanged 
by tbe High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribution of arms, 
munitions and implements of war, as well as the text of all laws, orders and regulations made 
for the carrying out of the present Convention. · 

Each of the High Contracting. Parties shall publish an annual return of the export licences 
which each may have granted· in respect of arms, munitions and implements of war in pur
suance of the present Convention, mentioning the quantities and destination of the arms, 
munitions and implements of w_ar to which the export licences refer. A co.py of this return 
shall be sent to the Central International Office. 
. The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to the Central International 

Office all information which they will be in a position to provide relating to consignments 
under contracts- entered into before the coming into force of the present Convention. 

Chapter III.-- IMPORT OF ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 
. PROHIBITED ZONES. 

Article 9· 

The High· Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory under its juris
diction is concerned, to prohibit the importation of arms, munitions and implemP.nts ·of war 
into the following territorial zones, and also to prevent their exportation to, importation 
and transportation in the territorial zones as well as in the maritime zone· defined below . 

• 0 0. 

Special licences for the import of arms, munitions 'and implements of war into the zones 
defined above may be issued. In the African zone they shall be subject to the regulations 
specified in Articles IO and II or to any local regulations of a stricter nature which may. 
be in force. · 

In the other zones specified in the present Article, these licences shall be subject to 
similar regulations put into effect by the GovernmE:nts exercising authority there. 

Chapter IV. - SUPERVISION ON LAND. 

Article 10. . . 
Arms, munitions and· implements of war exported under licence into the prohibited 

zones shall be admitted only at ports, or other places of entry, designated for this purpose 
by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 

Such arms, munitions and implements of war must be deposited by the importer at 
his own risk and expense in a public warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent 
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t 1 f the Authority and of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil offic~al or a 
~3if~r 0 

or naval officer. No arms, munitions or impleme~t~ of ~ar shall be depos1ted or 
withdJwn without the previous authorisation of the admm1stra_t1_on of the _Staie, Co~onyf 
Protectorate or territory under mandate, unless the arms, mumtwns and 1mp emen s 0 

war to be dl:'posited or \\ithdrawn are intended for the forces of the Government or the 
defence of the national territory. . . h 

The withdrawal of arms, munitions or implements of war depos1tedm those ware ouses 
shall be authorised only in the following cases : 

1 For despatch to places designated by the Government where the inhabi~a_nts 
are allowed to possess arms, under the control and responsibility of the local authontles, 
for the purpose of defence against robbers or rebels. 

2. For despatch to places designated by the Governmen~ ~s warehouses and placed 
under the supervision and responsibility of the loc~l authontles. . .. 

3· For individuals who can show that they reqmre them for the1r leg~tlmate persona) 
use. 

Article II. • 
In the prohibited zones specified in Article g, trade in arms, munitions and implem~nts 

of war shall be placed under the control of officials of the Government and. shall be subject 
to the following regulations : 

I. No person may keep a warehouse for arms, munitions or implements of war 
without a licence. 

2. Any person licensed to keep a warehouse for arms, munitions or implements 
of war must reserve for that special purpose enclosed premises, having only one entry, 
provided with two locks, one of which can be opened only by the. officers of the Govern
ment. 

The person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, munitions 
or implements of war deposited therein and must account for them on demand. For 
this purpose all deposits or withdrawals shall be entered in a special register, numbered 
and initialled. Each entry shall be supported by references to the official documents 
authorising such deposits or withdrawals. 

3· No transport of arms, munitions or implements of war shall take place without 
a special licence. · · 

4· No withdrawal from a private warehouse shall take place except under licence 
issued by the local authority on an application stating the· purpose for which the arms 
or ammunition are required, and supported by a licence to carry arms or by a special 
permit for the purchase of ammunition. Every arm shall be registered and stamped; 
the authority in charge of the control shall enter on the licence to carry arms the 
mark stamped on the weapon. 

5. No one shall without authority transfer to another person either by gift or for 
any consideration any weapon or ammunition which he is licensed to possess. 

Article 12. 

In the prohibited zones specified in Article g, the manufacture and assembling of arms, 
munitions or implements of war shall be prohibited, except at arsenals established by the 
local Government or, in the Cil;Se of countries placed under tutelage, at arsenals established 
by the local Government, under the control of the Ir!andatory Power, for the defence. of its 
territory or for the maintenance of public order. 

No arms shall be repaired except at arsenals or establishments licensed by the local 
Government for this purpose. No such licence shall be granted without guarantees for the 
observance of the rules of the present Convention. · . 

Article 13. 

Wit?in the prohibi!ed zones specified in Article g, a State which is compelled, to utilise 
the t"rntory of a contlguou~ State for the importation of arms, munitions or implements 
of war whether complete or m parts, or of material or of articles intended for armament 
shall be authorised on request t'? have them transported across the territory of such State: 

It s~all, however, when ~aking any such request, furnish guarantees that the said articles 
are. reqmred for. the needs of 1ts o":n Government, and will at no time be sold, transferred or 
~elivere~ for pnvate use or used m any way contrary to the interests of the High Contract
mg Part1es. 

Any violation of these conditions shall be formally established in the following manner : 

. (a) If the importing State is a soverrign independent Power, the proof of the viola-
bon shall be advanced by one. or more of the representatives accredited to it of conti
guous Sta~es among the Hig~ Contracting Parties. After the representatives of the 
other contiguous States _have, ~f necessary, been informed, a joint enquiry into the facts 
by all these represe_ntabves w1ll. be opened, and if need be, the importing State will be 
~ailed upon to _furmsh ex~lanab'?ns. If the gravity of the case should so require, and 
1~ the e~pl~~atlons of_ the lmJ?ortlng_ State are considered unsatisfactory, the representa· 
tlves wlll JOmtly notify the 1mportmg State that all transit licences in its favour are 
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suspended and that all future requests will be refused until it shall have Jurnished new 
and satisfactory guarantees.. . 

The forms and conditions of the guarantees provided by the present Article shall 
be agreed upon previously by the representatives of the contiguous States among the 
High Contracting Parties. These representatives shall communicate to each other, 
as and when issued, the transit licences granted by the competent authorities. 
· · (b) If the importing State has been placed under the mandatory system established 

by the League of Nations, the proof of the violation shall be furnished by one of the High 
Contracting Parties or on its own initiative by the mandatory Power. The latter shall 
then notify or demand, as the case may be, the suspension and future refusal of all tran
sit licences. 

In cases where a .violation has been duly proved, no~urther transit licence shall be gran
ted to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council of. the League of 
Nations. · 

If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition should 
threaten the public order of one of the cqntiguous State signatories of the present Convention, 
th~ini.portation in transit ·of arms, munitions or implements of war, material and articles 
intended for armament shall be refused to the importing State by all the contiguous 
States until order has been restored. 

Chapter V. MARITIME SUPERVISION. 

Article 14. 

. Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, or in future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the provisions of the present 
Convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall carry out the supervision and 
police measures within territorial waters ii). the prohibited zones specified in Article g. 

Article rs. 

Within the prohibited zones specified in Article g, no native vessel of less than soo tons 
(net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms, munitioi).s or implements 
of war. . 

A ship shall be deemed to be native it she is either owned by a native, or fitted out, or 
commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the countries included 
in· the prohibited zones specified in Article 9· 

· This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are engaged 
exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, Colony, Protecto
rate or territory under mandate, where warehouses are situated. 

All cargoes of arms, munitions or implements of war shipped on the vessels specified 
in the preceding paragraph must obtain a special licence from the territorial authority, and 
all arms, munitions and implements of war so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the 
present Convention. 

This licence shall contain all details necessary to establish the nature and quantity 
of the items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, the name 
of the ultimate consignee and the ports of loading and discharge. It shall also be specified 
thereon that the licence has been issued in conformity with the regulations of the present 
Convention. . 

The provisions of this Article do not apply : 

(a) To arms, munitions and implements of war conveyed on behalf of a Government 
either under that Government's authorisation or accompanied by a duly qualified official. 
· (b) To arms and munitions in the possession of persons provided with a licence to 
carry arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the bearer and are accur
ately described on his licence. 

Article r6. 

To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of war within the 
prohibited zones defined in Article g, native 'vessels of less than soo tons (net tonnage) : 

(a) if not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports of the 
same State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate, 

or · 
(b) if not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government as permitted by Article 15, 

paragraph (a), and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones, 

must carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and 
nature of the goods on board, their origin and destination. 

The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels only par
tially decked having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed in fishing within 
territorial waters. 
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Article 17. 

. .- p f within the prohibited 
Authority to fly the flag of one of the dHigh Ct~ntracti~~ ot~~~:~ soo tons (net tonnage) 

zones defined in Article g, shall not be grante to na 1ve vess . . . . 
as defined in Article 15 unless they satisfy all the three followmg conditions · 

. · p h flag they claim to fly or a (1) The owners must be natiOnals of the ower w ose . . . 
company duly registered under the laws of that Power ; I t t . th district of the 

(z) They must furnish proof that they possess rea es a e m e 't 
authority to which their application is addressed or m.ust supply a solvent secun Y as a 
guarantee for any fines to which they may become liable; . th 

(3) Such owners, as well as ~e captain of the vessel, must furmsh p~oof Jh~t illi~ft 
enjoy a good reputation, and especially that they have nev~r been conv1cte o 
conveyance of the articles referred to in the present Convention. 

The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall co~ta!n the ~ndic<~;tions ne~essary 
to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, type of rigginl?, p~nc1pal dimendsion~, {~gisie~td 
number and signal letters. It shall bear the date on wh1ch 1t was grante an e s a s 
of the official who granted it. . b · h 1' 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the .na~1ve vessel ~ollow~d Y. t e vesse s 
registration number in the serial port·numbers must be mc1sed and pamted m wh1te on black 
ground on both quarters of each vessel: · . 

The same marks may be painted in black on the_ sails. . · . . . . 
The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, If practicable, be mc1sed and pam ted m 

a conspicuous position inside the hull. 

Article IS. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime zone 
specified in Article 9-

(1) When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters outside 
territorial waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500 tons burden (net tonnage). . 

(a) Flyi~g the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties ; 
(b) Flying the flag of a recognised nation ; . ' 
(c) Flying no flag ; 

and the Commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the supposed native vessel 

(d) is flying a flag without being entitled to do so ; . 
(e) is not lawfully entitled to fly the flag of any recognised nation ; 
(f) is illicitly conveying arms, munitions· or implements of war, 

he may proceed, subject to the conditions indicated in the paragraphs below to verify the 
nationality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the flag,· if 
this document exist and also the manifest referred to in Article I6. 

Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be presumed to 
be a native vesseL 

(z) With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may be 
sent to visit .the suspected vessel, after she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. The 
officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation. 
Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal in the form ·and language 
in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the case and shall 
be dated and signed by the officer. · . 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the commanding 
officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried out by the warrant, petty or non
commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding officer. 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to 
sign the proces-verbal, and shall have the right to add to it any explanations which they 
may consider expedient. · · 

(3) In the cases referre_d to in paragraphs I (a) and I (b) of this Article, unless the right 
to. fly the flag can be established, the vessel shall be conducted to the nearest port in the zone 
where there is a competent authority of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be 
handed over to such authority. · . 

Should the nearest competent a1_1thority representir~g the Power whose flag the vessel 
. has flown be at some port at such a distance from the pomt of arrest that the warship would 
have to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel to that port the foregoing 
regulation need not be carried out. In such a case, the vessel mav be taken'to the nearest 
port where there is a compete~t authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality 
other than tha~ of the wars~Ip, and handed over to such authority, and steps sha!l at once 
be ta~en to notJ~y the detention to the ~ompetent authority representing the Power concerned. 

!\o proceedmgs shall be taken agamst the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the repre
wntative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without authority from him . 

. , 
"'· 
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The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the nation whose flag 
she had flown, if the latter consents to_ take charge of her. · 

(4). The procedure laid down i;n paragraph 3 may be followed if, after the verification 
of the flag and in spite of the manifest being in order, the commander of the warship- conti
nues to suspect the native vessel of engaging in the illicit .conveyance of arms, munitions 
or implements of war. . 

(S) In the cases referred to in paragraph I (c) of this Article, if it is ascertained, as a result 
of the visit made on board the native vessel, that whereas it flew· no flag, it was also not 
entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, the native vessel shall, unless the innocent nature of 
her cargo can be established to the satisfaction of the commanding officer of the warship, 
be conducted to the nearest point in the zone where there is a competent authority of the 
Power to which the warship which effected the capture belonged, and shall be handed over 
to such authority. 

If it should be established that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, 
munitions and implements of war, the vessel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms, 
munitions and implements of war shall be seized by such authority· and disposed of according 
t~its own laws- the destruction of the illicit cargo of arms, munitions and implements of 
war may be ordered according to the same laws, 

Article Ig . 

. The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full 
enquiry in accordance with the laws of his country in the presence of an officer of the detaining 
warship. . 

If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is engaged, it is not practicable 
for an officer of this warship to attend this enquiry, an affidavit sworn by the commanding 
officer of the warship shall be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry in place of the 
verbal evidence of an officer -of the warship. 

If it i~ proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally flown but that the vessel 
is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State she shall, if that State is one of the High Contrac
ting Parties, be handed over to the nearest authority of that State and in all other cases shall 
be disposed of by agreement between the State responsible for her detention and the State 
whose flag she is entitled to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody of 
the authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship. 

If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct 
but that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements 
of war, those responsible shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag 
the vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority 
directing the enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms, munitions or implements of war may be 
destroyed in accordance with the laws and regulations drawn up for the purpose. 

Article 20. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the Central International Office 
specimen forms of the documents mentioned in Articles 15, I6, 17. 

Article 21. 

Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain 
or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of ohe of the signatory Powers, or holding the 
licence provided foF in Article IS, shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authori-
sation or licence. _ 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that their 
territorial authorities or their consuls shall send to the Central International Office certified 
copies of all authorisations granted under this Convention to fly their flag as soon assuch 
authorisation shall have been granted, as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisa
tion. They also undertake to communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided 
for under. Article IS. 

Article 22. 

. The commanding officer of a warship who may have detained a vessel flying a foreign 
flag shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which 
he acted. 

An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal, drawn up by the 
officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained 
shall be sent as soon as possible to the Central International Office and at the same time to 
the Government whose flag the detained vessel was flying. 

Article 23. 

If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion 
of the vessel or the measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the 
compensation due. If the capturing officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject,.do not 
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accept the decision or contest the amount of the compens~tion award~d, the dispute shall 
be submitted to a court of arbitration consisting of one arbitrator appomted by the Gove:n
ment whose flag the vessel was flying, one a~pointed by the G?vernment of the capturmg 
officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbitrators ~hus ap_pomted. The ~wo. ~rbttrators 
shall be choseri, as far as possible, from among the diplomatic, consul<~:r or JUdicial offi~ers 
of the High Contracting Parties. These appointme~ts mus~ be ma~e with the least po.sstble 
delay, and natives in the pay of the High Contractmg Parties shall ~n _no ~ase be appomted. 
Any compensation .awarded shall be paid to the person concerned w1thm six months at most· 
f10m the date of the. award. . · 
· The decision shall be communicated to the Central International Office. 

Chapter VI.- GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 24 .. 

The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within the prOlhi
bited zones specified in Article 9 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the measu_res 
required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in particular for the prosecution 
and repression of offences against the provisions contained therein and to appoint. the neces
sary territorial and consular officers or special representatives compe~ent for ~his purpose. 

They shall communicate· these measures to the Central International Office and shall 
inform them of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding Article. 

Article 25. 

In time of war, Articles z, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as suspended from operation 
until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any export and transit of arms, munitions 
or implements of war to or on behalf of any of the belligerents recognised as such by the export
ing country and the countries of transit, provided such recognition has been previously 
communicated to the other High Contracting Parties. 

Article 26. 

Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention, declare that it 
accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the High Contracting Parties 
consent and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade 
in arms, munitions, and implements of war. 

Nevertheless, the Convention shall only apply to Powers availing themselves ofthe option 
provided in the previous paragraph if, within the period of one year from the notification by 
the French Government of the deposit of their ratification (or adherence), partial or condi
tional, no opposition to such ratification (or adherence) has been raised by any of the Contrac
ting Parties. 

Article 27. 

All the provisions of former general international Conventions relating to the matters 
dealt with in the present Convention, including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in 
Arms and Ammunitions and the Protocol signed at Saint Germain-en-Laye September roth, 
1919, shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they·are binding between the Powers which 
are Parties to the present Convention. · · 

The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which may arise 
out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations ·or of the Treaties of 
~e<l:c~ signed in 1919 and I92? atVersailles,~euilly, Saint Germain and Trianon or of the Treaty 
hm1tmg Naval· Armaments signed at Washmgton on February 6th, 1922, and the provisions 
of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and published by the League up to the 
date of the coming into force of the present Convention; so far as the Powers which are signa
tories of or benefit by the said Treaties or Agreements are concerned. 

Article 28. 

The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report on the 
operation on the present Convention. 

This report shall be presented to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 

Article 29. 

The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be authentic 
is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day's date and shall be open for signature by th~ 
Powers until. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . [date]. 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall at once 
notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. · 

The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government. 
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Article 30. 

The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to 
the present Convention of the other States, whether Members of the League or not. On 
and after ............... [date] the present Convention may be acceded to by any Power. 
Accession shall be effected by an instrument communicated to the French Government, 
which shall at once notify such deposit to all Powers which are signatories of or accede to the 
.Convention. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government. 

Article 31. 

Disputes between the Parties relating to the interpretation or application of this Conven
tion shall, if they cannot be settled by . direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the 
Permanent Court of International Justice. In case either or both of the Parties to such 
a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of Signature of the Permanent Court of 
International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties, either to the 
Pe~anent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration. 

Article 32. 

The present Convention will not come into force until it bas been ratified by twelve 
Powers, among whom shall be Jhe following: Belgium, the United States of America, France, 
Great Britain, Italy, Japan and Russia. · 

The date of its coming into force shall be the .............. ; ... day after the receipt by 
the French Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter, the present Convention 
will take effect fu the case of each Party ..................... days after the receipt of its ratifi-
cation or accession. ' 

Article 33· 

The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the expiration 
of ten years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denunciation 
shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French Government, which shall 
forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other Parties, informing them of the · 
date on which it was received. 

A denunciation shall take effect two years after. the date on which the notification 
thereof was received by the French Government, and shall operate only in respect of the 
notifying State. 

Article 34· 

The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of five years, the 
present Convention shall, in the light of the experience then gained, be subject to revision 
upon the request of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. 

Appendix. 

· LICENCE TO EXPORT ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

[Name and address of Exporter]. 

is hereby authorised to export the following arms munitions and implements of war. 

[Here will follow a full description of the arms munitions and implements of war, their 
number, weight and other necessary data, including the heading under which the exported 
goods will appear in the export statistics of the exporting country]. 

To [Name of importing Government]. 

The above arms munitions and implements of war will be sent by 

[Here state whether by sea, rail or air.] 

by the proposed following route or routes. 

[Here give port or station of embarkation and disembarkation, route and destination, 
including last port or station of consignment.] 

[Name and address of purchasing agent of the importing Government]. 

[Signature of proper authority of Government of exporting country]. 

.•' 
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ANALYSIS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

It should be pointed out that the work undertaken on this subject by the Temporary Mi~ed 
Commission was based on two articles of the Covenant, Article. 23, which makes the followmg 
provision with regard to the control of the international trade m arms: 

"Subject to and in accordance with the provisions of international conventions 
existing or hereafter to be agreed upon, the Members of the League: 
. .. . . .. .. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • • • • • • • • • • 0 • ' • • • • • • • 

"(d) ·will entrust the League ~th the general supervisi~n of the. trade in a~s 
and anui:lunition with the countries in which the control of this traffic IS necessary m 
the common ~terest" ; 

and Article 8, the penultimate paragraph of which reads as follows: .. 
"The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by prlvate. enterprise _of 

munitions and implements of war is open to grave objections. The Council shall adVIse 
how the evil effects attendant upon sucli manufacture can be prevented, due regard 
being had to the necessities of those Members of the League which are not able to manu
facture the munitions and implements of war necessary for their safety." 

The above articles taken together indicate both the object and the method of the work 
of the Commission on this question. . . . 

Its object has been twofold: in the first place, to control the trade m arms. and mu~tions 
in the countries in whicli the control of this trade is necessary in the common mterest; m _the 
second place, by controlling the general international trade in arms to prevent as far ~-possible 
the evil effects which the Covenant attributed to the private manufacture of murutlons and 
implements of war. . 

The Commission had before it three texts, i.e. the Convention of St. Germain (Document I, 
page 29) and the draft Conventions of Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ (Document 3, page 61) 
and M. JouHAux (Document 4, page 64). In virtue of the decision of the Assembly, it was 
directed to adopt a text which would be likely to obtain the approval of all States and especially 
of all great producing countries .. 

It therefore adopted as a basis for its work the Convention of Saint Germain, which was amended 
and completed, in order to facilitate the adherence of the United States to the future Convention 
and to develop and strengthen that part of the said Convention which dealt with the control 
of the general trade by incorporating in the new draft certain fundamental ideas contained in 
the drafts subriritted by Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ and M. JouHAUX. 

The text finally adopted by the Commission (pages 17 to 26) contains six chapters. 
Chapter I, consisting of the first article of the draft, deals with the definition and enumera

tion of the arms, munitions and implements of war the international commerce of which is to 
be controlled. In this task the Temporary Mixed Commission had the advantage of the technical 
co-operation of the Permanent Advisory Commission, and the classification adopted by the 
Temporary Mixed Commission has for its basis that which the Permanent Advisory Commission 
had prepared at its May session in Paris. In this connection, the Temporary Mixed Commission 
endorses the following remarks, to be found in the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission 
on the subject: 

"After considering the arms and munitions in relation to their intended or possible 
use for war, the Commission decided to form three distinct categories. 

"The Commission decided that a first category should be set apart for arms and 
munitions exclusively designed for war. 

"In view of the developments which have been effected in arms manufactured for 
commercial purposes, and particularly in sporting rifles, there is little difference between 
sporting and military weapons, and the former have acquired a military value which 
must be taken into consideration. The Commission accordingly considered it advisable 
to ~ake a ~nd category to include arms and ammunition which, without being 
des~gned exclns1vely for war, were nevertheless. capable of being utilised to some extent 
for military purpos~. 

"Lastly, the arms ~hich ar~ not covered by the two previous categories, either 
because they are not specially des1gned for war or because they are not capable of being 
utilised for military purposes, have been put into a third category. 
• • 0 • • • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • 0 0 • 0 • • • 0 • ; 0 • • 

• • • • • 0 • 0 

"The Commission has thought it desirable to append a note to the list to the effect 
that it was considered unnecessary to include therein arms the use of which is prohibited 
by international law." 

TI1e Temporary :'llixed Commission thoug~1t it necessary to add to the arms and munitions 
enumerat~ in Category I of the classification established by the Permanent Advisory Commis
!>iun certain implerneno.s of war, as well as certain component parts thereof. 
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Chapter II of the Convention includes all the stipulations relative to the export and transit 
of arms, munitions and implements of wa1. Starting from Article II, which establishes a general 
prohibition, this part of the Convention has for its object the building-up of a system of control 
subject to which all international movements of the material defined in Article I would have 
to take place. This system has for its basis the control of the export of material in Category I 
by means of a .licence which the Government of the exporting country is to grant only in the 
ca~e of d1rect delivery to a Government which it has recognised as such. The Convention, however, 
stipulates that under certain conditions component parts may be exported to private manufacturers 
of arms. The export licence must be as nearly as possible in the form contained in the Annex 
to the Convention (see page 25). 

Af11Js and munitions in Category II may be exported without licence provided that they 
are not intended for warlike purposes. With this end in view, the Governments of the High Con
tracting Parties undertake to determine, from the size, destination and other circumstances of 
each consignment of Category II material, whether this material may be intended for war pur
poses, and in that case to submit it to the same rules which apply to Category I. 

The international trade in material placed in Category III is free. The export of this material 
is, however, prohibited in general to certain maritime and territorial zones which are discussed 
her&fter. · 

The international control suggested in the Convention is based on publicity, and the organi
sation entrusted with it is an International Central Office to be set up by the Council of the League 
of Nations. This Office will receive from the Governments of importing and exporting countries 
quarterly returns of the licences mentioned above and will publish them. 

Chapter III deals with the importation of material defined in Article I in certain maritime 
and territorial zones. The main purpose of this chapter is contained in Article 9, which stipulates 
that the import of all the material defined in Article I is to be prohibited in these zones. · 

. The Temporary Mixed Commission adopted this pririciple and settled the text of the two 
paragraphs of Article 9, which are to be found in the draft (page I9). The Temporary Mixed 
Commission, however, was of the opinion that this question required further consideration by the 
Council. · 

As for the territories to be included in the prohibited zones, the Temporary Mixed Commission 
was of opinion, in view of the new circumstances which have arisen since the Convention of 
St. Germain was drawn up, that the question might with advantage be the object of special 
consideration by the Council. 

-Chapters IV and V deal with the land and sea supervision of the trade and the measures 
to be taken to carry out the preceding provisions in the prohibited zones. .These chapters have 
been drafted. on the basis of the corresponding chapters of the Convention of St. Germain, after 
technical modifications suggested by the Permanent Advisory Commission, and, in the case of 
the maritime supervision, by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

Finally, Chapter VI of the draft deals with general and protocol provisions. 

* * * 

Special mention must be made of the alterations to the text of the Convention· of Saint Germain, 
made with a view to facilitate the adhesion of the United States to the Convention. 

On this subject the Temporary Mixed Commission took into consideration the opinions put 
forward by the Government of the United States in the course of a correspondence exchanged 
between the Secretary of State and the Secretary-General of the League of Nations as well as of 
the declarations made by the representatives of the Government of the United States, Mr. 
GREW, Under-Secretary of State, late Minister at Berne, and Mr. Hugh GIBSON, present Minister 
at Berne, whose assistance to the Commission was greatly appreciated. The objections raised 
by the United States to the Convention of St. Germain may be divided into three heads: 

{I) The Convention of St. Germain does not permit trade in arms with countries 
which are not parties to the Convention, a provision which would preclude the United 
States from supplying arms to many American countries, which have not ratified; 

(2) The United States Government cannot subscribe in advance to international 
obligations which would be dependent on national legislation which the Government 
cannot guarantee that Congress will enact; and 

(3) The provisions of the Convention in relation to the League of Nations are so 
closely interwoven with the Convention that they make it impossible for the Govern
ment of the United States, which is not a Member of the League of Nations, to ratify 
the Convention. 

The draft which has been prepared has eliminated the first objection. Export of arms is 
henceforth permissible, subject to the general conditions laid down in the Treaty, to any Govern
ment recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country (Article 3). 

In this connection, the Temporary Mixed Commission had also to consider the advisability 
of allowing in certain cases the export of arms to belligerents who had not yet acquired a full 
Government status. This question is closely connected with the very delicate one of the neutrality 
of the Government of an exporting country in time of war. By the existing rules of international 
law, the neutrality of a State is not affected if a resident thereof, national or foreign, exports 
arms or munitions to a belligerent. As soon, however, as, owing to an international convention, 
an export licence becomes necessary, the question assumes a new complexion, since there occun:: 
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a Government intervention in the transaction. The Commission is f~lly awa.re of the difficll;lty 
thus raised and think-s that it may be solved by ·means of a new arti~le (~cle. 25) suspending 
the provisions of Articles 2 to 6 in the case of material exported or m transit to .or on beh~ 
of any of the belligerents recognised as such by the export~g country and the cou!ltnes of tran~It, 
provided such recognition has been previously communicated to the other H1gh Contracting 
Parties". · · 

The Temporary Mixed Commission duly appre?iate~ the force of th~ secon~ objection, on 
which Mr. GREW laid special emphasis during the discussiOns: It seemed 1mposs1ble to find .any 
solution which would meet all difficulties arising in each particular case. The Temporary M1~ed 
Commission thinks however that the International Convention could he adapted to the reqwre
ments of nationall~gislatur~ by giving to it a certain measure of elasticity by the. insertion of a 
clause permitting partial or conditional adhesion. With this object, the followmg paragraph 
has been added to Article 26: 

"Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Corive~tion, declare 
that it accepts its provisions partially or conditionally, provided that the H1gh Contract
ing Parties consent, and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the super-
vision of the trade 41 arms, munitions and implements of war." • 

. . 

The Temporary Mixed Commission has made a special study of the question of the relations 
between the High Contracting Parties non-Members of the League of Nations and the League 
of Nations. This question is closely bound up with that of the constitution of the international 
organisation which is to secure the publication of licences and transactions relating to the trade 
in arms. The Temporary Mixed Commission endeavoured to avoid any solution which would be 
likely to constitute an obstacle to ratification by the United States. The text which was finally 
agreed upon lays down that: 

"A Central International Office shall be established by the Council of the League 
for the purpose of collecting, preserving and publishing documents of all kinds delivered 
by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribution of", · 
etc. · 

The reasons for the choice of this text are as follows: 

I. The formation of this organ, its nature and the authority under which it will 
be placed are not prejudged by the text, nor is the method which the ·council may decide 
upon for its establishment. · 

· 2. The Council can therefore decide whether the proposed international organ 
sh:ill or shall.n~t be placed und~r th~ regis of the League of Nations. The Temporary 
Mixed. Commission had to bear m mmd, on the one hand, the objections of the United 
States to any ~ont.rol by the League of N'!-tions and, on the other hand, the difficulty 
th<l:t any o~gamsation of the Le~e of Nations would encounter if it proposed a system 
of mternational control from w~ch the League of Nations would be excluded. The 
Commission thought that this was a matter on which the Council alone could decide. 

3· The text differs from the Convention of St. Germain in that while the Conven
tion was forwarded to the United States, which had not then ratified it as a ne varietur 
whole, this text would only be transmitted to the different States Members or non
~embe~s as a basis for discussion at an international conference, where the present 
diffi~:tJes coul~ be debated .. In consequence, the objection to the role of the League 
of.Nations, w~ch proved an Insurmountable obstacle to the ratification of a cut-and
dried convention by non-Member States would not justify the rejection of a text pre
pared to serve as a basis for discussion only . 

. 4· Finally, even wer~ the Co'!-Ilcil to decide to place this organisation under the 
regiS. of the ~e of Na~10ns (for mstance, as a S_ection of the Secretariat), it is quite 
poss!ble to co~ce1ve solut~o~ accepta~le to Governments non-Members by applying the 
clause of partial or conditional adhesion mentioned above. 



Document 1. 

CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF THE TRADE IN ARMS 
AND AMMUNITION, AND PROTOCOL 

• 
Signed at Saint-Germ~in-en-Laye, September roth, rgrg. 

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, BELGIUM, BOLIVIA, THE BRITISH EMPIRE, CHINA, CUBA, 
EcUADOR, FRANCE, GREECE, GUATEMALA, HAITI, THE HEDJAZ, ITALY, jAPAN, NICARAGUA, 
PANAMA, PERU, POLAND, PORTUGAL, ROUMANIA, THE SERB-CROAT-SLOVENE STATE, SIAM and 
CZECHOSLOVAKIA; _ 

Whereas the long war now ended, in which most nations have successively become involved, 
has led to the accumulation in various parts of the world of considerable quantities of arms and 
munitions of war, the dispersal of which would constitute a danger to peace and public order; 

Whereas in certain parts of the world it is necessary to exercise special supervision over the 
trade in, and the possession of, arms and ammunition; 

Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act of July znd, 
r8go, regulating the traffic in arms and ammunition in certain regions, no longer meet present 
conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable to a wider area in Mrica and 
the establishment of a corresponding regime in certain territories in Asia; -

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries is necessary 
- to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments both as regards the 
importation of arms and ammunition into those countries and the export of such arms and 
ammunition from their own territory; 

And with the reservation that, after a period of seven years, the present Convention shall 
be subject to revision in the light of the experience gained, if the Council of the League of Nations, 
acting if need be by a majority, so recommends; 

Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

The Pres~dent of the United States·of America: 

The Honourable Frank Lyon PoLK, Under-Secretary of State; 
The Honourable Henry WHITE, formerly Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipoten-

tiary of the United States-at Rome and Paris; -
General Tasker H. Buss, Military Representative of the United States on the Supreme 

War Council; 

His Majesty the King of the Belgians: 

M. Paul HYMANS, Minister for Foreign Affairs, Minister of State; 
M. Jules van den HEUVEL, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of His 

Majesty the King of the Belgians, Minister of State; 
M. Emile VANDERVELDE, Minister of Justice, Minister of State; 

The President of the Republic of Bolivia: 

M. Ismael MoNTES, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Bolivia at 
Paris; . 

His lvfajesty the King of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and Ireland and of the British 
Dominions Beyond the Seas, Emperor.of India: 

The Right Honourable Arthur James BALFOUR, O.M., M.P., His Secretary of State for 
Foreign Affairs ; 

The Right Honourable Andrew BoNAR LAw, M.P., His Lord Privy Seal; 
The Right Honourable Viscount MILNER, G.C.B., G.C.M.G., His Secretary of State for 

the Colonies; 
The Right Honourable George Nicoll BARNES, M.P., Minister without Portfolio. 

And for the Dominion of Canada: 

The Honourable Sir Albert Edward KEMP, K.C.M.G., Minister of the Ove1-seas Forces; 
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for the Commo11wealtl1 of Australia: . 
The Honourable George Foster PEARCE, Minister of Defence; 

for the Union of South Africa: 
The Right Honourable Viscount MILNER, G.C.B., G.C.M.G.; 

for the Domini011 of New Zealand: 
The Honourable Sir Thomas MACKENZIE, K.C.M.G., High Commissi,oner for New 

Zealand in the United King<! om; 

for l11dia: 
The Right Honourable Baron SINHA, K.C., Under-Secretary of State for India; 

Tile Presidetu of tile Cliinese Republic: _ 
III. Lou TsENG-TSIANG, Minister for Foreign Affairs; · 
III. Chengting Thomas WANG, formerly Minister of Agriculture and Commerce; 

Tile Presidmt of tire Cuban Republic: - . . . · 
M. Antonio Sanchez DE BUSTAMANTE, Dean of the Faculty of Law in the Umvel'!nty 

of Havana, President of the Cuban Society of International Law; 

Tile President of tlze Republic of Ecuador: 
1\I. DoRN y DE ALsuA, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Ecuador 

at Paris; · 

Tire Presidetlt of the French Republic: 
III. Georges CLEMENCEAU, President of the Council, Minister of War; 
1\I. Stephen PICHON, Minister for Foreign Affairs; 
III. Louis-Lucien KLOTZ, Minister of Finance; . 
1\1. Andre TARDIEU, Commissary-General for Franco-American Military Affairs; 
III. Jules CAMBON, Ambassador of France; · 

His Majesty tire King of tile Hellenes: 
III. Nicolas PouTis, Minister for Foreign Affairs; -
1\1. Athos RoMANOS, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary to the French 

Republic; 

Tire President of tile Republic of Guatemala: 
1\I. Joaquin MENDEZ, formerly Minister of State for Public Works and Public Inst~uc

tion, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Guatemala at Washing
ton, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary on Special Mission at 
Paris; 

Tile President of tile Republic of Haiti: 
M. Tertullien GUILBAUD, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Haiti 

to Ecuador; 

His Majesty tile King of tile Hedjaz: 
III. Rustem HAlDAR; 
M. Abdul RAni AouNI; 

His Majesty tile King of Italy: 
The Honourable Tommaso TITTONI, Senator of the Kingdon}, Minister for Foreign 

Affairs· 
The Hono~able Vittorio SciALOJA, Senator of the Kingdom; 
The Honourable Maggiorino FERRARIS, Senator of the Kingdom; 
The Honourable Guglielmo MARCONI, Senator of the Kingdom; 
The Honourable Silvio CRESPI, Deputy; 

His Majesty tile Emperor of Japan: 
Viscount CHINDA, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of H.M. the Emperor 

of Japan at London; 
M. K. MATSUI, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of H.M. the Emperor 

of Japan at Paris; 
M. H. IJUIN, Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of H.M. the Emperor of 

Japan at Rome; · 

Tile President of tile Republic of Nicaragua: 
M. Salvador CHAMORRO, President of the Chamber of Deputies; 

Tile President of the Republic of Panama: 
M. Antonio BURGOS, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Panama 

at Madrid; 

The President of the Republic of Peru : 
lf. Carlos G: CANDAMO,· Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Peru 

at Madrid; 
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The President of the Polish Republic: 
M. Ignace J. PADEREWSKI, President of the Council of Ministers Minister for Foreign 

Affairs; . ' 
M. Roman DMOWSKI, President of the Polish National Committee; 

The President of the Portuguese Republic: 
· Dr. Affonso DACosTA, formerly President of the Council of Ministers; 

Dr. Augusto Luiz Vieira SoARES, formerly Minister for Foreign Affairs; 

His Majesty the King of Roumania: · 
M. Nicolas Mrsu, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of Roumania 

at London; 
Dr. Alexander V AIDA-VOEVOD, Minister without Portfolio; 

His Majesty the King of the Serbs, the Croats, and the Slovenes: 
M. N. P. PACHITCH, formerly President of the Council of Ministers; 
M. Ante TRUMBIC, Minister for Foreign Affairs; 

• M. Ivan ZoLGER, Doctor at Law; 

His Majesty the King of Siam: 
His Highness Prince CHAROON, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipotentiary of 
· H.M. the King of Siam at Paris; . 

His Serene Highness Prince Traidos PRABANDHU, Under-Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs; · . . · 

The President of the Czechoslovak Republic: 
M. Charles KRAMAR, President of the Council of Ministers; 
M. Eduard BENES, Minister for Foreign Affairs; 

Who, having communicated their full powers found in good and due form, 
Have agreed as follows: 

CHAPTER I.- EXPORT OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION. 

Article I. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the export of the following arms of war: 
artillery of all kinds, apparatus. for the discharge of all kinds ot projectiles explosive or gas-diffus
ing, flame-thiowers, bombs, grenades, machine-guns and.tifled small-bore breech-loading weapons 
of all kinds, as well as the exportation of the ammunition for use with such arms. The prohibition 
of exportation shall apply to all such arms and ammunition, whether complete or in parts. 

Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties reserve the right 
to grant, in respect of arms whose use is not prohibited by International Law, export licences 
to meet the requirements of their Governments or those of the Govemment of any of the High 
Contracting Parties, but for no other purpose. 

In the lase of firearms and ammunition adapted both to warlike and also to other purposes,_ 
the High Contracting Parties reserve to themselves the right to determine from the size, destina
tion, and other circumstances of each shipment for what uses it is intended and to decide in each 
case whether the provisions of this Article are applicable to it. 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the export of firearms and ammtmition, 
whether complete or in parts, other than arms and munitions of war, to the areas and zone specified 
in Article 6. 

Nevertheless, notv.-ithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties reserve the 
right to grant export licences on the understanding that such licences shall be issued only by their 
own authorities. Such authorities .!JIUSt satisfy themselves in advance that the arms or ammuni
tion for which an export licence is requested are not intended for export to any destination, or 
for disposal in any way, contrary to the provisions of this Convention. 

Article 3· · 
. Shipments to be effected under contracts entered into before the coming into force of the 
present Convention shall be governed by its provisions. 

Article 4· 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export licences to any country which 

refuses to accept the tutelage under which it has been placed, or which, after having been plac~ 
under the tutelage of any Power, may endeavour to obtain from any other Power any of the arms 
or ammunition specified in Articles I and 2. 

Article 5· 
A Central International Office, placed under the control of the League of Nations, shall be 

established for the purpose of collecting and prese1·ving documents of all kinds exchanged by the 
High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in, and distribution of, the arms and ammunition 
specified in the present Convention. 
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Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an .annual rep~rt ~howiF5 the.;:?a~d 
licences which it may have granted, together with the quantities and destmatton ° 1e1 ai C t 1 ammunition to which the export licences referred. A copy of this report sh~ll be sent to tIe .en ra. 
International Office and to the Secretary-General of the League of N atlons. . d · 

Further the Hi<>'h Contracting Parties agree to send to the Central Internatwnal Officef~ 
to the Secretary-Gen"erai of the League of Nations full sta.tistical !nfonnation as to the quan 1 Ies 
and destination of all arms and ammunition exported Without licence. 

CHAPTER II. - IMPORT OF ARMS AND AMMUNITION. PROHIBITED AREAS AND 
ZONE OF MARITIME SUPERVISION. 

Article 6. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory. und~r its .jurisdiction 

is concerned, to prohibit the importation of the arms and ammunition spe~Ified m Articles I an~ 2 

into the following territorial areas, and also to prevent their importatiOn and transportatwn 
in the maritime zone defined below: . 

I. The whole of the Continent of Mrica with the exception of Algeria, Libya and the lllmon 
of South Africa. . · . 

Within this area are included all islands situated within a hundred nautical miles of the coast, 
together with Prince's Island, St. Thoma<> Island and the Islands of Amwbon a.nd Socotra. f 

2. Transcaucasia, Persia, Gwadar, the Arabian Peninsula and such contmental parts o 
Asia as were included in the TUikish Empire on August 4 •. I9I4. . · 

3- A maritime zone, including the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf and the Sea 
of Oman, and bounded by a line drawn from Cape Guardafui, following the latitude ?f that cape 
to its intersection with longitude 57" east of Greenwich, and proceeding thence direct to the 
eastern frontier of Persia in the Gulf of Oman. 

Special licences for the import of arms or ammunition into the areas defined above may be 
issued. In the African area they shall be subject to the regulations speoified in Articles 7 a~d 8 
or to any local regulations of a stricter nature which may be in force. In the other areas specified c 
in the present Article, these licences shall be subject to similar regulations put into effect by the 
Governments exercising authority there. 

CHAPTER III. - SUPERVISION ON LAND. 

Article 7-
Arms and ammunition imported under special licence into the prohibited areas shall be 

admitted only at ports designated for this purpose by the Authorities of the State, Colony, Pro
tectorate or territory under mandate concerned. 

Such arms and ammunition must be deposited by the importer at his own risk and expense 
in a public warehouse under the exelusive custody and permanent control of the Authoritj and 
of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military officer. No arms or am
munition shall be deposited or withdrawn without the previous authorisation of the administra
tion of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate, unless the arms and ammuni
tion to be deposited or withdrawn are intended for the forces of the Government of the defence 
of the national territory. 

The withdrawal of arms or ammunition deposited in these warehouses shall be authorised 
only in the following cases: 

I. For despatch to places designated by the Government where the inllabitants are allowed 
to possess arms, under the control and responsibility of the local Authorities, for the purpose 
of defence against robbers or rebels. 

2. For despatch to places designated by the Government as warehouses and placed under 
the supervision and responsibility of the local Authorities. 

3· For individuals who can show that they require them for their legitimate personal use. 

Article 8. 
In the prohibited areas specified in Article 6, trade in arms and ammunition shall be placed 

under the control of officials of the Government and shall be subject to the following regulations: 
I. No person may keep a warehouse for arms or ammunition without a licence. 
2. Any person licensed to keep a warehouse for arms or ammunition must reserve for that 

special purpose enclosed preluises having only one entry, provided with two locks, one of which 
can be opened only by the officers of the Government. 

~e person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms or ammunition deposited 
therein and must account for them on demand. For this purpose all deposits or withdrawals shall 
be entered in a special register, numbered and initialled. Each entry shall be supported by reference 
to the official documents authorising such deposits or withdrawals. 

3· ~o tr~nsport of arms or 3;mmunition shall take place without a special licence. 
4· No W1thdr3;wal from a p~va~e ware~ouse .shall take place except under licence issued 

by the local Authonty on an apphcatwn statmg the purpose for which the arms or ammunition 
are f(:lJUir~. and supported by a Iice~ce to carry arms or by a special permit for the purchase 
<A ammumt10n. Every arm shall be registered and stamped; the Authority in charge of the control 
;hall enter on the licence to carry arms the mark stamped on the weapon. 
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5. No one shall without authority transfer to another person either by gift or for any con
sideration any weapon or ammunition which he is licensed to possess. 

Article 9· 

In the prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6 the manufacture and assembling of 
arms or ammunition shall be prohibited, except at arsenals established by the local Government 
or, in the case of countries placed under tutelage, at arsenals established by the local Govern
ment, under the control of the mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory or for the main-
tenance of public order. _ 

No arms shall be repaired except at arsenals or establishments licensed by the local Govern
ment for this purpose. No such licence shall be granted without guarantees for the observance · 

' of the rules of the present Convention. 
Article IO. 

Within the prohibited areas specified in Article 6, a State which is compelled to utilise the 
territory of a contiguous State for the importation of arms or ammunition, whether complete 
or ii parts, or of material or of articles intended for armament, shall be authorised on request 
to have them transported across the territory of such State. · . -

It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that the said articles 
are required for the needs of its own Government, and will at no time be sold, transferred or deli
vered for private use nor used in any way contrary to the interests of the High Contracting Parties. 

Any violation of these conditions shall be formally established in the following manner: 
(a) . If the importing State is a sovereign independent Power, the proof of the violation 

shall be advanced by one or more of the Representatives accredited to it of contiguons States 
among the High Contracting Parties. After the Representatives of the other contiguous States 
have, if necessary, been informed, a joint enquiry into the facts by all these Representatives 
will be opened, and if need be, the importing State will be called upon to furnish explanations. 
If the gravity of the case should so require, and if the explanations of the importing State are 
considered unsatisfactory, the Representatives will jointly notify the importing State that all 
transit licences in its favour are suspended and that all future requests will be refused until it 
shall have furnished new and satisfactory guarantees. 

The forms and conditions of the guarantees provided by the present Article shall be agreed 
upon previously by the Representatives of the contiguous States among the High Contracting 
Parties. These Representatives shall communicate to each other, as and when issued, the transit _ 
licences granted by the competent authorities. 

(b) If the importing State has been placed under the mandatory system established by the 
League of Nations, the proof of the violation shall be furnished, by one of the-High Contracting 
Parties or on its own initiative by the Mandatory Power. The latter shall then notify or demand, 
as the case may be, the suspension and future refusal of all transit licences. 

In cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further transit licence shall be granted 
to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council of the League of Nations. 

If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition should_ 
threaten the public order of one of the contiguous State signatories of the present Convention, 
the importation in transit of arms, ammunition, material and articles intended for armament 
shall be refused to the importing State by all the contiguous States until order has been restored. 

CHAPTER IV. - MARil'IME SUPERVISION. 

Article II. 

Subject to any contrary proyisions in existing special agreements, or in future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements comply with the provisions of the present Convention, 
the sovereign State or Mandatory Power shall carry out all supervision and police measures 
within territorial waters in the prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6. 

Article rz. 
Within the prohibited areas and maritime zone specified in Article 6, no native vessel of less 

than soo tons burden shall be allowed to ship, discharge, or tranship arms or ammunition. 
For this purpose, a vessel shall be considered as a native vessel if she is either owned by 

a native, or fitted out or commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives 
of the countries bordering on the Indian Ocean, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, or the Gulf of 
Oman. 
. This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which, without going more 
than five miles from the shore, are engaged exclusively in the coasting trade between different 
ports of the same State, Colony, Protectorate, or territory under .mandate, where warehouses 
are situated. 

No cargoes of arm~ or ammunition shall be shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding 
paragraph without a special licence from the territorial authority, and all arms or ammunition 
so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the present Convention. 

This licence shall contain all details necessary to establish the nature and quantity of the 
items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is to be loaded, the name of the ultimate 
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consi,"'lee, and the ports of loading and discharge. It. shall al~o be specified ther~on that the 
licence has been issued in conformity with the regulations of the present Convention. 

The above regulations do not apply: · • . 
I. To arms or ammunition conveyed on behalf of the Government, provided that they are 

accompanied by a duly qualified official. . . . . . 
2. To arms or ammunition in the possession of persons proVIded Wlth a licence to c:rrry 

arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the bearer and are accurately descnbed 
on his licence. · 

Article I3. 
To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition within the zone of m<l:ritime super

vision specified in Article 6 (3), native vessels of less than soo tons burden not exclusively eng_aged 
in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State, Colony, Prote~torate or tern tory 
under mandate, not going more than five miles from the shore, and .Pr?ceedmg to or fron:t <l:nY. 
point within the said zone, must carry a manifest of ~heir. c:rrgo or Sim~lar .docume11:t specif~ng 
the quantities and nature of the goods o11: bo?-r~. th~I_I' ongm and destination. ThiS do~ument 
shall remain covered by the secrecy to which I~ IS entitled by. the law of the .stat~ to which the 
vessel belongs, and must nc;>t be examined dunng the proceedmgs for the venfication of the

0 
flag 

unless the interested party consents thereto. . 
The provisions as to the above-mentioned documents ~hall not apply t? vess~ls only ~artially 

decked, having a maximum crew of ten men, and exclusively employed m fishing_ Within tem-
l:orial waters. · · 

. Article I4· . 
·Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties within the zone of m~time 

supervision specified in Article 6 (3) shall be granted only to such native vessels as satisfy all 
the three following conditions: 

· I. The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to fly. . 
2. They must furnish proof that they possess real estate in the district of the authority 

to which their application is addressed, or must supply a solvent security as a guarantee for any 
fines to which .they may become liable. . . · 

3· Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof that they enjoy 
a good reputation, and especially that they have never been convicted of illicit conveyance qf 
the articles referred to in the present Convention. · 

The authorisation -must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indications necessary 
to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number, 
and signal letters. It shall bear the date on which it was granted and. the status of the official 
who granted it. 

The name of the native vessel and the amount of her tonnage shall be incised and painted 
in Latin characters on the stern, 'and the initial letters of the name of the port of registry, as well 
as the registration number in the series of the numbers of that port, shall be painted in black 
on the sails. 

Article IS. 
Native vessels to which, under the provisions of the last paragraph of Article 13, the regula

tions relating to the manifest of the cargo are not applicable, shall receive from the territorial 
or consularauthorities, as the case may· be, a special licence, renewable annually and revocable 
under the conditions provided for in Article Ig. · · 

This special licence shall show the name of the vessel, her description, nationality, port of 
registry, name of captain, name of owner and the waters in which she is allowed to sail. 

Article 16. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime zone specified 

in Article 6 (3) : . . . 
I. When a warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters outside 

territorial waters a native vessel of less than soo tons burden flying the flag of one of the High Con
tracting Parties, and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the native 
vessel is flying this flag without being entitled to do so, for the purpose of the illicit conveyance of 
arms or animunition, he may proceed to verify the nationality of the vessel by examining the 
document authorising the flying of the flag, but no other papers. . 

~-. With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may be sent 
to VlSit the suspended vessel after she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. The 
o~ sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration and moderation; before 
leaVIng the vessel the officer shall draw up a proces-verbal in the form and language in use in his 
own country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the case and shall be dated and signed 
by the officer. · 
· Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than the commanding 
of!i~. the above-~escri~ed operations may be carried out by the warrant, petty, or non-com
miSwmed officer htghest m rank. 

The. captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign 
the pr?Us-verbal, and shall have the right to add to it any explanations w.hich they may consider 
expedient. , 

3· If the authorisation to fly the flag cannot be produced, or if this document is not in proper 
order, ~he vessel sball be conducted to the nearest port in the zone where there is a competent 
authonty of the Power whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over to such authority. 
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Should the nearest competent authority representing. the Power whose flag the vessel has 
flown be at some port at such a distance from the point of arrest that the warship would have 
to leave her station or'Patrol to escort the captured vessel to that port, the foregoing regulation 
need not be carried out. In such a.case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest port where there 
is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality other than that 
of the warship, and steps shall at once be taken to notify the capture to the competent authority 
representing the Power concerned. 

· No proceedings shall be. taken against the vessel or her crew until the arrival of the repre
sentative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying or without instructions from him. 

. 4· The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be followed if, after the verification of the 
flag in spite of the production of the manifest, the .commander of the warship continues to suspect 
the native vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition. 

The High Contracting Parties .concerned shall appoint in the zone territorial or consular 
authorities or special representatives competent to act in the foregoing cases, and shall notify 
their appointment to the Central Office and to the other Contracting Parties. · -

The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the nation whose flag she has 
flown, if the latter consents to take charge of her. • • 

. . Article IJ. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the Central Office specimen forms 

of the documents mentioned in Articles I2, I3, I4 and IS, as well as a detailed list of the licences 
granted in accordance with the provisions of this Chapter whenever such licences are granted. 

Article IB. 
The authority before whom the suspected vessel has been brought shall institute a full enquiry 

in accordance with. the laws and rules of his country in the presence of an officer of the capturing 
warship. · 

If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has lieen illegally flown, the detained vessel shall 
remain at the disposal of the captor, and those responsible shall be brought before the courts of 
his country. · · 

If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained vessel was correct, but 
that the vessel was engaged in the illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition, those responsible 
shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose flag the vessel sailed. The vessel 
herself .and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority directing the inquiry. 

Article Ig. 
Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against the captain 

or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the Signatory Powers or holding the licence 
provided for in Article IS shall entail the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisation or 
licence. . 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that their territorial 
authorities or their consuls shall send to the Central Office certified copies of all authorisations 
to fly their flag as soon as such authorisations shall have been granted, as well as notice of with

. drawal of any such authorisation. They also undertake to communicate to the said Office copies 
of the licences provided for under Article IS. 

Article 20. 
The commanding officer of a warship who may have detained a vessel flying a foreign flag 

shall in all cases make a report thereon to his Government, stating the grounds on which he acted. 
An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces-verbal drawn up by the officer, 

warrant officer, petty or non-commissioned office;r sent on board the v~sel detained shall be sent 
as soon as possible to the Central Office and at the same time to the Government whose flag the 
detained vessel was flying. · 

Article 2I. 
If the authority entrusted with the enquiry decides that the detention and diversion of the 

vessel or the measures imposed upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the compensa
tion due. If the capturing officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, do not accept the 
decision or contest the amount of the compensation awarded, the·dispute shall be submitted to 
a court of arbiti'ation consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Government whose flag the 
vessel was flying, one appointed by the Government of the capturing officer, and an umpire 
chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as 
possible, from among the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers of the High Contracting Parties. 
These appointments must be made with the least possible delay, and natives in the pay of the 
High Contracting Parties shall in no case be appointed. Any compensation awarded shall be 
paid to the person concerned within six months at most from the date of the award. 

- The decision shall be communicated to the Central Office and to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations. 

CHAPTER V. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 22. 
The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within the prohibited 

areas and zone specified in Article 6 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the measures 
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required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in yarticular for th!l prosecution 
and repression of offences against the provisions contained therem. · 

They shall communicate these measures to the Central Office and ta .t~e Secreta_ry-G~neral 
of the LeagUe of Nations, and shall inform them of the competent authonbes referred to m the 
preceding Articles. · · 

, Article 23. 
The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours t~ secure the accession to the 

present Convention of other States Members of the League of Nations. · . 
This accession shall be notified through the diplomatic channel to the Govef!'men~ of the 

French Republic, and by it to all the signatory or adhering States. The accessiOn Will come 
into force from the date of such notification to the French Government. 

Article 24. 
The High Contracting Parties agree that if any ·dispute whatever should arise betwee~ t~em 

relating to the application of the present Convention which cannot be settled by .n.egotlatiOn, 
this dispute shall be submitted to an arbitral tribunal in conformity with the proVIsions of the 
Covenant of the Lea~e of Nations. 0 

Article 25. . 
All the provisions of former general international Conventions, relating to the matters d~alt 

with in the present Convention, shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they are bindmg 
between the Powers which are Parties to the present Convention. 

Article 26. 
The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible. _ . 
Each Power will address its ratification to the French Government, who will inform all the 

other signatory Powers. · 
The ratifications will remain deposited in the archives of the French Government. 
The present Convention shall come· into force for each Signatory Power from the date of the 

deposit of its ratification, and from that moment that Power will be bound in respect of other. 
Powers which have already deposited their ratifications. · · · . · · 
· _ On the coming into force of the present Convention, the French Government will transmit 
a certified copy to the Powers which under the Treaties of Peace have undertaken to accept and 
observe it, and are in consequence placed in the sa~e position as the Contracting Parties. - The 
names ·of these Powers will be notified to the States which accede. 

In faith whereof the above-named Plenipotentiaries have signed the present Convention. 

Done at Paris 1, the tenth day of September, one thousand jnine hundred and nineteen, 
in a single copy which will remain deposited in the arphives of the Government of the French 
Republic, and of which authentic copies will be sent to each of the Signatory Powers. 

(L.S.) Frank L. POLK. (L.S.) M. Rustem HAIDAR. 
(L.S.) Henry WHITE. (L.S.) ABDUL HADI Aoum. 
(L.S.) Tasker H. Buss. (L.S.) Tom. TrrroNI. 
(L.S.) HYMANS. (L.S.) Vittorio SCIALOJA. 
(L.S.) J. VAN DEN HEUVEL. (L.S.) Maggiorino FERRARIS. 
(L.S.) -E. VANDERVELDE." (L.S.) Guglielm? MARCONI. 
(L.S.) . Ismael MONTES. 
(L.S.) Arthur James BALFOUR. (L.S.) S. CHINDA. 
(L.S.) (L.S.) K. MATSUI. 
(L.S.) MILNER. (L.S.) H. IJUIN. 
(L.S.) Geo. N. BARNES. (L.S.) Salvador CHAMORRO. 
(L.S.) A. E. KEMP. (L.S.) Antonio BURGOS. 
(L.S.) G. F. PEARCE. 
(L.S.) MILNER. (L.S.) I. J. PADEREWSKI. 
(L.S.) Thomas MACKENZIE. (L.S.) Roman DMOWSKI. 
(L.S.) SnmA OF RArPuR. (L.S.) Affonso COSTA. 
(L.S.) J. R. LoUTSENGTSIANG. (L.S.) Augusto SoARES. 
(L.S.) Chengting Thomas WANG. (L.S.) N. Misu. 
(L.S.) Antonio S. de BUSTAMANTE. 
(L.S.) E. DORN Y DE ALSUA. (L.S.) Alex. Vaida VoEVOD. 
(L.S.) G. CLEMENCEAU. (L.S.) 
(L.S.) S. PICHON. (L.S.) 
(L.S.) L. L. KLOTZ. (L.S.) Dr.,Yvan ZOLGER. 
(L.S.) Andre TARDIEU. (L.S.) CHAROON. 
(L.S.) Jules (AMBON. (L.S.) Traidos PRABANDHU. 
(L.S.) N. POLITIS. (L.S.~ D. Karel KRAMAR. 
(L.S.) A. RoMANOS. (L.S. Dr. Eduard BENES. 

1 Srnne of the signatures were affixed in Paria and &OJ_ne at Saint.Gennain-en-Laye. · 
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.PROTOCOL. 

· At the moment of signing the Convimtion of even date relating to the· trade in arms and 
ammunition, the undersigned Plenipotentiaries declare in the name of their respective· Govern
ments .that they would regard ~t as contrary· to the intention of the High Contracting Parties 
and to the spirit of this Convention that, pending the coming into force of the Convention, a 
Contracting Party should adopt any mea£ure which is contrary to. its provisions . 

. Done ai: Saint-Germain-en-Laye 1, in a single copy, the tenth day of September, one thousand 
nine hundred and nineteen. · . · · · ; 

Frank L; PoLK: 
Heziry WHITE. 
Tasker H. Buss. 
HYMANS .. 
J. VA~ DEN HEUVE~. 
E. VANDERVELDE.· 
Ismael MONTES. . 
Arthur :James BALFOUR. 
MILNER. 
Geo; N, BARNES. 
A. E. KEMP. 
G.- F. PEARCE. 
MILNER. 
Thos: MACKENZIE. 
SINHA OF RAI:PUR. 
j. R. LoUTSENGTSIANG. 
Chen.gting Thomas WANG. 
Antonio S._ de BusTAMANTE. 
E; DORN Y DE ALSUA. 
G: CLEMENCEAU. 
S.·PICHON. 
L .. L. KLOTZ. 
Andre TARDIEU. 
Jules ~AMBON.: 
N. POLITIS. 

· A. RoMANos . 
. . . 

· M. Rustem HAIDAR. 
ABDUL HADI Aoum: 
Tom. TITTONI. 
Vittorio SciALOJA ... 

· Maggiorino -FERRARIS. 
Guglielmo MARCOJ!II. 
S; CHINDA. 
K. MATSUI. ,.. 
H. !JUIN. 
Salvador CHAMORRO. 
Antonio .. BURGOS. 
I. J. PADEREWSKI. 
Roman DMowsKI. 

· Affonso COSTA. 
Augusto SOARES. 
N. Mxsu. 

·Alex. Vaida VoEVOD. 
Dr. I van ZoLGER. 
CHAROON. 
Traidos PRABANDHU. 
D. Karel KRAMAR. 
Dr. Eduard BENES. 

' 'some 0 f the sign~tuies W.:~ affi.J<ed in Paris and some &t Sai;.t-Gennain-en-Laye. 



Document 2. 

TEMPORARY MiXED COMMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION 

OF ARMAMENTS. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE NIN-:r:H SESSION, 

Geneva (February 4th-7th, 1924). 

FIRST MEETING (PUBLIC} 

held em Monday, FebrtUlry 4Jh, r924, at 3 p.m. 

:r. Statement by the Representative of the United States of America. 

0 

Mr. GREw expressed his Government's appreciation of the invitation to participate in the 
meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission, and his own full appreci~tion of the cordi~ recep
tion extended to him no less than of the courteous remarks of the Charrman. It was With keen 
satisfaction that he fdund himself at this meeting with a view to evincing thr sympathetic interest 
of his Government in its labours and in the sincere hope that these labours might be crowned 
with full success. He believed that at the start he should explain clearly the capacity in which 
his Government had instructed him to take part therein. · 

The attitude of his Government towards the Convention of St. Germain was known to the 
Commission. It was set forth in the communication addressed by the Secretary of State of the 
United States to the Secretary-General of the League on September rzth last, a copy of which 
was before the Commission. He need not elaborate that communication: it spoke for itself. While 
his Government expressed cordial sympathy with any efforts suitably to restrict traffic in arms 
and munitions of war, there were certain features which rendered its acceptance by the United 
States impracticable. 

It was therefore particula:rly agreeable to his Government to note the resolution of the Fourth 
Assembly requesting the Commission to draw up a draft convention or conventions in such form 
that they might be accepted by the Governments of all couni:ries which produced arms or muni
tions of war. His Government was no less anxious than other Powers suitably to control the 
traffic in arms, as had been shown by the action of the Administration under existing legislation 
and by the policy which had actually been adopted in taking measures for the proper restraint 
ot this traffic which lay within the authority of the Executive Departments of the Government. 

He had therefore been instructed to attend the meetings of this Commission, in accordance 
with the invitation extended to his Government in December last, for the purpose of being fully 
advised as to any proposals that might be made, and particularly to receive information respecting 
any draft convention which might be considered by the Commission. While he had no authority 
to bind the Government of the United States, and while he was not here in the capacity of a tech
nical expert, he would be happy to transmit promptly to his Government any recommendations 
that might be formulated by the Commission and to say that, in case any appropriate plan was 
devised, the question of securing the necP-ssary legislation in the United States would have full 
and proper consideration. · · · 
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THIRD MEETING 

held on Tuesday, February 5th, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

2. General Discussion on the Traffic in Arms and the Private Manufacture of Arms and 
Munitions. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the general discussion on the double question of the traffic in arms 
and private manufacture of arms and munitions. - _ _ 

Viscount CECIL, while fully agreeing that a general discussion should take place on the two 
questions, hoped that it was well understood that they were quite distinct and would have· to 
be dealt with in two separate conventions . 

• 
The CHAiRMAN said that this was so. 

Colonel CARNEGIE desired to put forward certain observations in his private capacity and not 
as representing either a government or an employers' group. The two questions of the traffic 
in arms and the private manufacture of arms and munitions were very different in their natur~ 
and must be examined separately after the general discussion had taken place. 

The Convention of St. Germain and the two schemes presented by certain members of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission concerned the traffic in arms, while M. Jouhaux had introduced 
into his scheme the question of the manufacture of arms and munitions. Evidently the two 
questions were connected. If, for example, the question of the manufacture were considered, 
a distinction would have to be made between two sides oi it: the commercial side, in which a 
firm was engaged in seeking orders and endeavouring to obtain contracts; this was the side which 
concerned the question of traffic in arms; secondly, there was the other side: the technical side, 
concerning the actual manufacture. _ . . 

The Commission proposed to find a remedy for the evils resulting from the traffic and from 
the manufacture. The question of control had already been fully discussed and .had been made 
the object of a report to the Second Assembly. This report stated that the alleged evils connected 
with the traffic and with the manufacture had not been sufficiently proved. It was for this reason 
that Viscount Cecil had asked that an enquiry should be made into what were the evil consequences 
of the traffic and of the manufacture. Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith had submitted to the Commis
sion a draft scheme of control which admitted the principle of licences. This principle had been 
approved by the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

The control of manufacture and the control of traffic possessed common characteristics, but 
· there were distinctions which would have to be made. · 

The definition of the material to be submitted to control was not sufficiently clear in the 
Convention of St. Germain, and this was also true of the schemes presented by Admiral the 
Marquis de Magaz and M. J ouhaux. In the scheme which Colonel Carnegie had himself proposed it 
had been laid down .that the arms and munitions in question consisted in material destined exclu
sively for war. Regarding the nature of licences, a distinction would have to be made according 
as to whether they concerned the traffic in arms and munitions or only the manufacture. In the 
first instance, the licences concerned sale or purchase; in the second instance :....: i.e. in case of 
manufacture - licences woUld have to cover models; inventions, rights of shareholders; rights 
of directors, etc., the details of which he reserved the right to refer to at a future meeting. · 

M. J ouhaux's scheme introduced a new element into the work of the Commission. This 
scheme provided for the prohibition of manufacture and put aside the principle of control. The 
Temporary Mixed Commission, however, had approved of the principle of control and not of the 
principle of prohibition. Whether prohibition was in reality an effective remedy was open to 
question. In certain countries, severe laws, amounting even to prohibition, had been enacted, 
but their efficacy-was doubtful. 

M. Jouhaux's scheme contained an interesting suggestion·regarding the information which 
the Secretariat might be able to collect. Private manufacture of munitions and implements of 
war was, however, only a very small part of the industries of great industrial countries.· Infor
mation would therefore have to be collected on the number of factories and on the value of the 
arms manufactured in the various countries. ·· 

M. JouHAUX pointed out that the Workers' Group had submitted a collection of documents 
containing its point of view on the double question of the traffic and of the private manufacture 
of arms, as well as on the immediate steps to be taken. Colonel Carnegie did not believe in the 
efficacy of severe legislation, but it a sincere effort was to be made to reach the desired end 
there was only one means of procedure: to suppress the manufacture. _ 

The Workers' Group had therefore put forward its point of view, but was ready to collaborate 
in amending and completing Colonel Carnegie's scheme. 

It would be difficult, during the present year, to arrive at the drafting of a convention, but 
it was necessary to give due satisfaction to public opinion. The information regarding the manu
facture of arms and munitions already collected should be brought to the notice of the general 
public. As, however, it was probable that the Press would not give the desired publicity to this 
information, a public discussion should be held at the next Assembly of the League of Nations. 
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The Workers' Group had submitted a draft Convention based on the principle.that the c~mtrol 
should be !!elleral- that was to say: that it should cover private manufacture and. the S~ate 
manufact~. If the control were not of a general nature, it would inevitab~y pro'.'e ~n~ffectlve. 

The scheme of the Workers' Group had been submitted I_Il~~y as a bas1s of discussiOn, and 
the Workers' Group was ready to take into account the poss1bi?ties ?f the !Uoment, but, :Unless 
the exanrination of those possibilities were dominated by a higher Ideal, 1t would be Without 
result. 

Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ said that, in presenting his ~Cherne, he Jlad kept to princiJ?les 
which had already been adopted and .had endeavoured to retam the max.Jmum. amoun.t of ~lm
plicity. He had submitted his scheme -in his private capacity to serve as a basis for discussiOn. 

Count HIROSAWA reminded the Commission that he had been nominated as a member. of 
the Commission in his personal capacity and that his opinions did not therefore in any way bmd 
his Government. . . 

·Before studying fully the three draft conventions submitted to the CommissioJ?-. fh:e eff~c!1ve 
collaboration of all States, including States not Members of the League, should, m his opmwn, 
be secured. In this connection, the Commission should.congratulate itself on the fact that. the 
Government of the United States of America had appointed a representative to assi~t in the ~·ork . 

·of the Commission, because his presence was a happy augury for the success ?f its deliberatio_ns. 
He recalled the fact that Japan and some other countries were ready to ratify the Convention 
of St. Germain in case certain other Powers should ratify or adhere to the said convention. He 
also called the attention of the Commission to .the fact that Mr. Hughes, Secretary of State of 
the United States, in his letter addressed to the Acting President of the Council, raised, among 
others, an objection to the provisions by which the High Contracting Parties would be prohib!ted 
from selling arms and munitions to States not parties to the convention, because the Uruted 
States would then be obliged to forbid the despatch of arms and munitions to such Latin-American 
countries as had not signed or adhered to the convention. For these reasons, to secure the effective 
collaboration of all countries in this matter was, in his opinion, the indispensable condition under 
which the Commission might hope to succeed. In these circumstances, it seemed to him desirable 
not to undertake a minute investigation of the different proposals made by his colleagues, in order 
that, in the interval, some steps might be taken to secure the fuller collaboration of all States. . 
Nevertheless, if the Commission should desire to make a technical investigation of. the different 
schemes, he did not wish to raise any objection. He was rather inclined, however, to reserve his 
personal views until a later stage of the discussion.· · 

With regard to the control of the private manufacture of and traffic in arms, he was against 
any proposal which might give to this control such an international character as would interfere 
with national sovereignty. · 

Viscount CECIL recalled the ideal which was inspiring and guiding the League of Nations in 
its struggle against the traffic in opium and dangerous drugs, against liquor traffic in mandated 
territories, and against the traffic in women and children. · In these various fields, important 
results had been attained, but, unfortimately, this was not the case in the struggle against the 
traffic in arms and munitions - a traffic which had resulted in evils quite as great as, if not greater 
than, those which he had mentioned. The manufacture of and traffic in .arms meant indeed the 
maintenance of armaments in the various countries and the sale of armaments to certain countries 
where troubles were being by these means fomented. If a remedy was to be found for these evils, a 
limitation of the traffic should be contemplated whether the manufacture of arms was of a private· 
or of a State nature. Further, the regulation of private manufacture could also be contemplated. 
· It ha4 been said that considerable capital was bound up in private manufacture. As a result, 
many persons possessed an interest in preserving a condition of affairs in which war interrupted 
peace. If it were true that a large part of the Press was in the hands of persons interested in· 
the priv~te man~acture of arms, it was easy t~ underst~d that people might contemplate the 
suppressiOn of pnvate manufacture, but that this suppressiOn would encounter great difficulties. 
F~, there was the political objection, to which no reply had, in his opinion, yet been made. If all 
pnvate manufacture were forbidden, all the States would be obliged to manufacture such arms 
as they themselves needed. This would mean that certain States would be obliged to establish 
factories: If all States did not themselves manufacture t~e arms which they needed, little States 
would, as a resul~, be at the mercy of !?feat States, whtch would be very dangerous. 
· . The second difficulty ~as th~ followmg: a. fa~al blow would be d~alt to important industries 
which_played a grt;at part m national econonuc life- for example, m Great Britain to the con-
struction of warships. · 

Great progress would be made if a wedge were driven between the interests of those who 
were engaged in private manufacture and the Press. 

If the Convention ?f St. Germain and the schemes of Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and 
.ll. Jouhaux were exammed, they would be found to differ on several points but on the other 
hand, _they were in agr~t on certain points which he had endeavoured t~ su~marise in the 
following draft resolution: 

3· Draft Resolution presented by Viscount Cecil. 

MI. It is desira~Ie. th~t the international t~affic in arms should be controlled, and 
for that purpose a distmctlon should be established between weapons and munitions 
of war and other weapons. 

M::O:· Weapon~ and munitions of war should only be sold to Governments or bodies 
reciJgru.sed as bell~gerents. 
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"3. Whatever other steps may be taken for the control of the traffic in arms, full 
publicity should be secured for all international dealings. 

"4. Special regulations should apply to certain territories restricting or prohibiting 
altogether all traffic in arms." 

The observations which had been made showed that it was possible in the third paragraph 
to insist that publicity be given to the question of control of the traffic in arms. With regard to 
the second proposal contained in M. Jouhaux's scheme, it should be pointed out that it would be 
easier for the Secretariat to collect information if the collaboration of Governments were assured. 

The divergencies which rev~aled themselves when the Convention of Saint Germain and the 
two schemes submitted to the Commission were compared principally concerned the question 
of deciding what authorities should exercise the control. The Convention of Saint Germain and 
M. Jouhaux's scheme proposed that the League of Nations should exercise the control, whereas 
that of Admiral the Marquis de Magaz provided for the establishment of an ad hoc organisation. 

In his opinion, it would be difficult to create a new organisation of control. The League of 
Nations not only possessed the necessary technical branches at its disposal but, further, its autho
rity was widening, as could be perceived in the work which it was doing in the struggle against 
opiim and in the sphere of health. · 

If he had well understood M. Jouhaux's intentions, M. Jouhaux proposed in Article 5 of his 
scheme that the Council should be given the power to prevent the movement of arms from one 
country to another. Did M. Jouhaux propose that the Council should immediately be granted 
this power or only when a treaty of guarantee entered into force ? In any case, despite the great 
respect which had always to be paid toM. Jouhaux's suggestions- for his collaboration in the 
Commission's work was of the greatest value - he did not think that the Council could at the 
moment assume such a responsibility. For one thing, by so doing, it would risk interfering in the 
sovereignty of States, quite apart from the fact that the convention to be drafted would have 
to be applicable iri time of war, and in time of war the Council would havt- great difficulty in giving 
its decision with the necessary rapidity. · . 

M. J ouhaux had probably not gone into details because he had in his scheme granted wide 
powers to the Council, but the Convention of St. Germain very rightly contained in Article 6 
and the following articles detailed provisions of which the Commission should take account. . 

He proposed, therefore, that the Commission should hear the authors of the two schemes, 
and, when the general discussion had come to an end, it could entrust, at the next meeting to the 
small Committee which M. Fabry had proposed the task of drawing up a report for presentation 
at the next session. · 
. M. ·FABRY noted that the discussion had shown that the two questions of manufacture and 
traffic were closely connected, although they would have to be made the object of two distinct 
conventions. 

The Committee was faced with two schemes: the scheme proposed by M. J ouhaux, the object 
of which was to obtain the rapid prohibition of the private manufacture of arms and munitions; 
on examining the scheme, however, it could be maintained that it authorised manufacture while 
at the same moment it strangled it; according to the schemes of Admiral the Marquis de Magaz 
and of Colonel Carnegie, endeavour should be made to control manufacture by limiting the traffic. 

The small Committee which had been proposed should not lose sight of the fact that all 
nations were not faced with the same problems, that some had a larger population than others, 
and that their means of production of armaments were not the same. If the same reasoning were 
applied to every nation, nations already in an unfavourable position would have the difficulties 
of their position increased.· Account of this had been taken by all the authors of these schemes. 
Thus, for example, Article I8 of Colonel Carnegie's scheme atoned for all the preceding articles. 

It did not seem at the moment that the Committee could take a decision regarding any one 
of the schemes submitted. He supported Viscount Cecil's proposal to submit the two questions 
in their entirety to a small committee, which should prepare a report for submission at the next 
session. In his opinion, the authors of the schemes should be members of the small committee as 
well as representatives of producing States, of non-producing States, of employers, and, if possible, 
a representative of the Government of the United States of America. 

M. OUDEGEEST said that he was ready to· accept the draft resolution proposed by Viscount 
Cecil,' but that, if the Temporary Mixed Commission were to proceed logically, it should forbid 
the sale of arms and munitions to countries waging an aggressive war, since it had been admitted 
that an aggressive war constituted a crime. . 

He approved M. Jouhaux's scheme, because he considered that it was more useful to prevent 
the manufacture than to limit the traffic. 

He asked Viscount Cecil what he meant by the expression "bodies recognised as belligerent". 
Viscount CECIL replied that this expression was intended to cover the case of rebels and that 

he would explain it at the next meeting. 
Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ thanked Viscount Cecil and M. Fabry for the interest which 

they had shown in his scheme. He had only proposed that the control should be e:\:ercised by 
an ad hoc organisation because such an organisation was already in existence in Belgium, but he 
was quite willing to agree that the _control should be exercised by the League of Nations. His 
scheme was drafted in less severe terms than the Convention of Saint Germain simply in order 
to .facilitate the adhesion of all States. 
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FOURTH MEETING , · 

held on Tuesday, February 5th, r924, at 4 p.m. 

~- Continuation of the General Discussion on the Manufacture o( Arms and Munitions and the 
Traffic in Arms. 

1L HoDAC thought that it. was very important to. discuss and to decide :whether t)le present 
proposals on the manufacture of arms and the traffic in arms would be earned out wrtho.ut any 
relation whatever to the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance or whether they would be earned out 
as a consequence and result of that treaty. . . 

This discussion had a particularly important bearing on .the question of control. Var~ous
schernes were before the Commission from which it appeared that a double control was proposed: 
national and international. · · 

If it was desired to carry out these proposals Without relation to the Treaty ~f Mutual~ssist~nce, 
it would be possible to reach agreement in regard to national. control, since It ~as qmte eVIdent · 
that every State was obliged to institute such control. . . 

But it was also clear that this control could not go so far as was suggested in the scheme 
of Colonel Carnegie. . . . . . 

On the other hand, the difficulties inherent in the carrying out of an mternatlonal control 
without the existence of a treaty of mutual assistance and disarmament between States must 
not be overlooked. 

The relation between the Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the scheme sub_mitted to the 
Commission existed equally as regards the private manufacture of arms. It did not f?~ow, 
because arms and munitions were manufactured, that they would be used, but arms and rnuru~10ns 
were manufactured because there existed a desire to make use of them. It was accordingly 
necessary to achieve a moral and political disarmarne11t. · 

He did not think the Commission should discuss the question whether the manufacture of 
arms should be private or entrusted solely to the State. He referred to the reports pres~nted 
by himself and by M. Jouhaux on this subject a year ago. He did not believe that a pnvate 
industry had provoked wars or could provoke them. A war must be accepted by the nati?n as 
a whole before it could take place. The question of private or State manufacture was accordingly 
a purely national question. Further, if the State alone manufactured arms, the arming of the 
nations might be thereby encouraged. . 

He proposed to refer also to the Commission the text presented by Viscount Cecil in view 
of the fact that this text ought to be connected with the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. He con
fessed to have been somewhat sceptical as regards this Treaty, but, after the conclusion of regional 
agreements with a view to the maintenance of peace, his scepticism had disappeared, and he hoped 
the Treaty of Mutual Assistance would be applied as soon as possible. 

Viscount CECIL reminded the Committee that at the end of the previous meeting M. Oude
geest had raised certain points in regard to his resolution. He had thought, for example, that 
it was necessary to annex to the resolution a text declaring that the nations guilty of a war of 
aggression should not have the right to purchase arms. He was not opposed to this proposal, 
but he thought that it would be more appropriately inserted in the Treaty of Mutual Assistance; 
where·he would be happy to see it embodied. His draft resolution did no more than formulate 
points which were common to the three schemes presented by Admiral Magaz, Colonel Carnegie, 
:\I. Jotihaux and lll. Oudegeest, and in regard to which agreement seemed already to have been 
reached. It would therefore be difficult to add an amendment to this resolution. He would 
ask :\L Oudegeest to put in writing the proposal which he desired to add. 

He had not mentioned in his text the question of the private manufacture of arms, owing 
to the fact that there was no allusion to this subject in the three schemes, and because he did 
not believe that the Commission was yet agreed on this point. 

:\1. Oudegeest had asked at the previous meeting what was meant by bodies recognised 
as belligerents. He would point out, in answer to this, that, when a revolution broke out in a 
country, the other nations had sooner or later to decide whether the revolutionaries should 
enjoy the rights of belligerents. If the revolutionaries were merely disturbers of the public peace, 
they should be treated as such, but if they established their power on a sufficiently strong footing 
they should enjoy the right of belligerents. The case had arisen in the War of Secession, when 
certain States had recognised the party of the South as a belligerent. . 

lll. LEBRUS explained that before the questiort had been discu~sed in the Commission he had 
perceived objections to which he desired to draw the attention of his colleagues. 

There was a precise text in existence: namely, the Convention of Saint Germain. If all the 
· Governments had adhered to this Convention, it would have become oper·ative, and the Corn

mission w';'llld ~ot have been called u_pon to deal wi.th the question which they were at that 
mo~t diSCUSsmg. France and. c~rtam other countnes had adhered un~eservedly to this Con
vent~.rm. llfembers of the CommL~sron, though they were not representatives of their respective 
r;ountrk-s, were not unaware of what was happening in those countries regarding the Convention. 
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He thought that the point of departure. for the general discussion should have been a state
ment, by those who believed that there were weaknesses in this Convention, of the criticisms 
which they desired to make against it. The Commission would thus have been able to make 
an attempt to connect the proposals made before the Commission with" the Convention of 
St. Germain in order to arrive at a final result. · · 

M. JouHAUX reminded the Commission that the draft res"olution of the workers' group would 
render possible an immediate control of the manufacture of arnis and the traffic in arms. 

He would reply to the criticisms of his scheme which M. Fabry had made. M. Fabry had 
ascribed to him certain motives. The text proposed by the workers' group contemplated the 
suppression of the private manufacture of arms. It was different from the schemes of Admiral 
de Magaz and Colonel Carnegie, and aitned at fixing rules for the private manufacture of arms 
so strict that all dangers arising from such manufacture would disappear. The Workers' Group 
had already proposed an international conference. It believed that it would be sufficient for 
this conference to denounce the private manufacture of arms in order to condemn private manu- · 
facture before the public opinion of all countries. If the Commission wished to ·advance in the 
direction to which it was committed, it should not return to texts which had been considered 
ino~erative but should endeavour to substitute other texts more likely to be put into execution. 
This was the reason which inspired the drafting of the scheme submitted by the Workers' Group. 
Viscount Cecil had said that Article 5; which insisted on the control of the arms traffic by the 
Council, was an infrigement of national sovereignty. This was an objection which had several 
times been raised1but which the Commission had already disregarded. M. Hodac had said that 
account must be taken of the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance accepted by the Third Committee 
and forwarded to the Governments, but Article 5 of this Treaty existed for the very purpose 
they had in view. The Treaty of Mutual Assistance provided, in fact, that, after the various 
Governments had accepted the limits fixed for their armaments, they might not go beyond those 
limits without the· consent of'the ~Council. 

He read the text of the article in question. 
He would remind the Commission that when the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance had .been 

discussed the Commission had itself declared that aggressive war was a crime against which all 
nations were bound to take action. It had decided later that, if in the treaty particular Clauses 

·providing for regional agreements were accepted, this could only be done subject to the reservation 
that the Council might take cognisance of these agreements and decide whether their provisions 
were in harmony with the general Treaty of Mutual Assistance. This was an infringement of natio
nal sovereignty. Further, the Commission had provided for the control of the application of the 
treaty by entrusting it to the Council and linking it with the obligation under which the Council 
was placed by the Covenant to determine and to control the application of a general plan of dis

. armament. Without Article 5, the private manufacture of arms would escape the control of the 
Council. There was strict logic in the attitude of the Workers' Group, since its point of view was 
not subject to the variations of ordinary political life. Article 5 laid down that no effective decision 

. could be taken by an organ of the League of Nations without the Council being entrusted with its 
control. Since the Council was to decide mi. the scheme of a mutual assistance and to control 
its application, it must be put iri a position to control the private manufacture of arms and the 
traffic in arms. This perhaps was an infringement of national sovereignty, but, if this principle 
were not accepted, the very basis of the League of Nations would be undermined. 

5- Statemen.t by Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh (Persia). 
Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH said that, during the previous meeting, M. Fabry had drawn the 

attention of the Commission to States which were in a less favourable position as regards the 
manufacture of .arms and munitions. Persia belonged to this category of State, and he would 
therefore venture to make certain observations in the general discussion. So far, all the speakers had 
discussed the control or the prohibition of the private manufacture of arms and munitions. It 
would also be useful to define the position of a country like Persia, which must provide itself with 
arms and munitions for its legitimate needs. Persia was a vast country with a surface of more 
than a million and a half square kilometres and was surrounded with warlike and turbulent tribes. 
It had for its neighbours countries which were very strong and· which were not yet Members of 
the League of Nations. Merely in order to ensure security and to maintain order in the country, 
Persia was obliged to keep perpetually under arms a force of at least So,ooo men. For the ~oment 
Persia had no manufa.ctory of arms and munitions and was obliged to procure her supplies from 
abroad. On September 29th, he had had the honour to inform the Council of the League of Nations 
of all the difficulties which Persia encountered in procuring arms and munitions for her legitimate 
needs. The Council had carefully considered his statement and had decided to invite the repre
sentative of Persia to sit on the Temporary Mixed Commission, and he hoped that, in elaborating 
a draft convention, . the Commission would take his declaration into consideration and enable 
·his country to accomplish the difficult task of ensuring its security and at the same time would 
give it an opportunity of fighting against the illicit traffic in arms and munitions which often 
took place among the neighbouring tribes. 

6. Procedure. 
The CHAIRMAN thought that the general discussion was now at an end. He asked. t~e Com

mission to decide on the procedure to be taken in regard to the two questions on the traffic m arms 
and the private manufacture of arms. . . . . . . . 

M. Fabry had made certain observations on the composttlon of the Sub-Comnusswn to whu·h 
it was;proposed to refer these questions. There were three Sub-Commissions. The first Sub-
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Commission had always e.xamined the question of the private m~nufactur~ of a_rms ~nd thd t~~~ 
in arms. It would not be advisable, therefore, to create a special co~ffilttee m or er to e b
present with this question, though representatives of other States m1ght be added to the Su 
Coffilnission. 

M. FABRY said he was prepared to ac~ept the proposal of the ~h_airman. He would ~ave 
liked all the interests concerned to be represented in the Sub-Commission. ~~ough_ the vanous 
delegates did not speak on behalf of their respective countr~es, they were familiar With the needs 
of their countries. It would be advisable for the States which manufactured arms - both gre_at 
and small- and for States which did not manufacture arms to be represented on the. Sub-Commi~
sion. He had proposed the appointment of a special committee because he thou_ght that by this 
means it would be possible to obtain the participation of the delegate of the U:mted States more 
easily than if the ta..<:k were entrusted to one of the Sub-Commissions. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the composition of the first Sub-Commission gave ~very possi~le 
guarantee to M. Fabry. The manufacturing countries and the non-manufactunng cou~tnes 
were represented on that body. The Chainnan proposed that M. Fabry should also be appomted 
a member of the Sub-Commission. 

This proposal was adopted. • 
Viscount CECIL asked whether the Sub-Commission would sit immediately in O!der to under

take a preliminary discussion on the three schemes which had been presented and to make a report 
on this subject to the plenary Commission. He pointed out that the Commission had to ~aft a 
new treaty. He thought that the Sub-Commission would be too numerous to undertake this task. 
After having settled the general principles of this treaty, it would be necessary for the Sub-Com
mission to appoint a drafting committee, which would have to sit for a long time in order to frame 
a text and to hear the competent experts. ·If the Sub-Commission first considered the schemes and 
drafted a preliminary scheme, it might meet on the following day and present its preliminary 
draft scheme on Thursday or Friday. · 

M. BRA!'.!ING thought that Switzerland might also be reckoned among the non-manufac
turing States and that its delegate might, therefore, sit on the FirSt Sub-Commission. 

M. VILLEGAS proposed that he should be transferred to the Second Sub-Commission in order . 
that the representative of Switzerland might be transferred from the Second to the First Sub-
Commission. · 

The CHAIRM..<\....111 said that all the questions dealt with during the general discussion would 
go before the First Sub-Commission, which would only be able to undertake preliminary work 
with a view to presenting a report to a meeting of the Commission on Thursday on the conclusions 
at which it might arrive. The Commission· might then appoint a smaller committee. 

:llajor HILLS, as a member of the First Sub-Commission, wondered what the programme of work 
would be. He hoped that the general discussion would not be resumed in the Sub-Commission, 
but that a preparation of a draft treaty would be undertaken. The Sub-Commission, on the 
other hand, could not hope to arrive at a complete draft treaty in less than several weeks. 

M. 0UDEGEEST wondered whether the question had been sufficiently prepared by.the discus
sion which had taken piace in the Commission. At the previous meeting, principles had been laid 
down to serve as a basis for the discussion. There were still questions to discuss in plenary session, · . 
however, before the Sub-Commission could usefully begin its . work. He asked whether there 
might first be a reading of all the proposals which had been presented. 

The CHAIRMAN said he thought that the Commission might accept the proposal which· had 
just been made. The procedure would be virtually the same as that adopted for the Treaty of 
~lutual Assistance. . 
. M. LEBRUN said he would like to have further details as to the way in which the Sub-Commis

sion would work. The Sub-Commission would, in his opinion, be quite unable to achieve any 
useful results for submission to the plenary Commission within the next few days. He could not 
consent to act as Chainnan of the Sub-Commission if it were required to get to work before the 
necessary documents had been assembled and before its members had been able to consider care
~Y. the questions at issu~. Personally, he ~as quite unabl~ at th~t moment. to give any final 
Opinion on the schemes which had been subrmtted. Before domg so, 1t would be necessary for him 
to_o~tain expert advice in his own country. It would, however, be possible for the plenary Com
miSSion, by means of a general exchange of views, to indicate the general lines on which a solution 
of the various probleins might be sought. He did not think that at this stage any vote should be 
taken in the plenary Commission, or that its members should take up any final or definite atti
tude on points of detail. 

7· Proposals by Colonel Lowe. 

Colonel LowE presented the following proposals: . 
r. !he TeiD:porary M~ed Commission will set up a Committee of Enquiry to ex~ine 

the VariOUS proJects submttted. · 
z. An international conference will eventually be necessary before any Convention 

can usefully be drafted. · 
3· It is suggested that the Committee of Enquiry should be authorised to get into 

touch with the Permanent Advisory_ Commission, .~hich might, in fact, be asked to nomi
nate so~e members to collaborate With the Commtttee. In this way, it is considered that 
much time and labour would be saved, as the members of the. Permanent Advisory 
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Commission would be able to put forward and explain to the Committee of Enquiry some . 
of the more important Governmental objections to the various projects now before 
the Temporary Mixed Commission. . · 

4· Further, it should be possible in this way to prepare the ground for an interna
tional conference and to draft a basis of discussion for such a conference, which would 
have good prospects of success. 

5· By such a combination of views, it should not be impossible to arrive at a pre
liminary agreement as to basic principles which, while probably being acceptable to 
Governments, would also find favour with the Temporary Mixed Commission and par
ticularly with those members of it who are the authors of the various projects now 
under examination. • - , 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that thes~ proposals were not in agreement with the views which 
had been expressed in the Commission on the previous day. It had been decined that there should 
be no immediate collaboration between the Temporary Mixed Commission and the Permanent 
Advisory Commission by means of a joint committee. Further, it appeared difficult to reconcile 
these proposals with the procedure suggested by M. I:.ebrun. There were, moreover, certain sug
gest'ions, such as the suggestion for an international conference, which appeared to go a good deal 
further than appeared to be for the moment necessary. · 

Viscount CECIL observed that there had been no decision on the part of the Commission 
which excluded direct collaboration witlr the Permanent Advisory Commission. It had merely 
been decided that a joint committee should not be appointed for a particular purpose. It was 
most desirable that the two commissions should keep in touch. The proposals of Colonel Lowe 
were admittedly difficult to reconcile with the procedure laid down by M. Lebrun. 

He hoped that the proposals he had submitted to the Committee, together with those which 
had been presented by M. Jouhaux, would be discussed and that a decision would be taken in 
regard to them. _ 

The CHAIRMAN said he had not intended to suggest that contact between the two commissions 
was excluded, but. the proposal for the appointment of a joint committee had been definitely 
set aside on the previous day. It had, moreover, been decided that all the questions under consi
deration should be referred to the Sub-Commission, and this procedure could not be reconciled 
with the proposals presented by Colonel Lowe. 

Colonel LowE said he did not quite see how his proposals were in conflict with the procedure 
suggested by M. Lebrun. M. Lebrun had maintained that .it was necessary for expert opinion 

-to be taken on the schemes before the Commission. Would it not be well for the Sub-Commis-
sion to consult the experts who were close at hand ? · 

He could not see any prospect of progress unless the views of the Go\<emments and authorities 
outside could be taken at an early stage. He made his proposal merely with a view to facilitating 
the work of the Sub-Commission, and he would not insist upon it if it di<j. not meet with the approval 
of the members of the Commission. · 

Colonel REQUIN thought it was possible to reconcile the proposals of Colonel Lowe with those 
of M. Lebrun. He recognised the need of co-operation between the two Commissions. The 
question arose as to the method of this collaboration and the stage at which it should be secured. 
Colonel Lowe had expressed the desire that there should be an immediate collaboration. He 
would point out, however, that the Permanent Advisory Commission, if it were to give useful 
advice, would need a definite text on which the Governments could be consulted. Let the Sub
Commission examine the draft schemes which were before the Commission, establish a single 
text and forward it, after its discussion, to the Permanent Advisory Commission for the views 
of that body. · , 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Commission was in agreement with the spirit of Colonel Lowe's 
proposals. Details of these proposals, however, were not in harmony with the proposal to refer 
the questions at issue to the First Sub-Commission of the Temporary Mixed Commission. Colonel 
Lowe had suggested a special committee of enquiry. · 

Viscount CECIL asked when the discussion and vote would be taken on the proposals which 
he had himself submitted to the Commission and on the proposals of M. Jouhaux. 

M: J OUHAUX said he had already asked that this resolution should be discussed and voted on 
in the plenary- Commission, and that it should not be referred to the Sub-Commission. He 
assumed that the closure of the discuSsion would not imply that his resolution would be referred 
to the Sub-Commission. 

M. FABRY said that the Sub-Commission would not present a report to the Temporary l\lixed 
Commission until its next session. For the enlightenment of the Sub-Commission it was proposed 
that the plenary Commission should read the three schemes which had been presented and the 
proposals of Viscount Cecil, and that there should be an exchange of views without any vote. 
The minutes of the Commission would be forwarded to the Sub-Commission. 

The resolutions of M. Jouhaux were in a different position, and it would be for the plenary 
Commission to discuss them if it thought fit. 

Viscount CECIL said he hoped the Commission would take a vote on his resolutions. No 
one was opp6sed to them, and he thought it extremely desirable that the Sub-Commission should 
have some indication of the principles accepted by the Commission. If no decision were taken 
on these general principles, the only result of the work of the present session of the plenary Com
mission would be a reference of the question to a Sub-Commission. 



Count BoNIN-LONGARE asked Viscount Cecil not to insist on pressing his proposals to a vote. 
\"iscount Cecil had concentrated the substance of several treaties into t.hese :proposals. They 
had a very wide scope and were sufficiently serious t~ require ~areful co~s~derat10n. Personally, 
he would be extremely embarrassed if he were requ1red to g1ve an opm10n on these proposals 
at that meeting. He was not opposed to them for the moment, but he had n~t ~s yet forme~ 
any definite views. He t4onght they might well be referred to the Sub-Comrmss10n for consi-
deration. · . f 1 - He accepted the first of the resolutions presented by M. Jouhaux, and he was not or t 1e 
moment opposed to tl1e second. . · . . 

The second resolution, however, appeared to contain within it the germ of an mternat10nal 
control and should also, he thought, be referred to the Sub-Commission. · 

\"iscount CECIL hoped that Count Bonin-Longare would reconsider his attitude. He would 
not press to-night for a vote on the proposals which he had presented. They couJ.d be taken 
up after the draft 1:reaties had been considered on the following day. He v.:ould po~nt out t~at 
his proposals contained nothing which was not already laid down in the Convention of Samt ~ermam, 
"ith the exception of the clause relating to belligerents, which he was prepared to Wlt~draw. 
He thought it would be a distinct advantage to lay down the principles of action for the gwdjnce 
of the Sub-Commission. This would assist the Sub-Commission in its work and create a better 
impression outside. He woUld ask Count Bonin-Longare whether he could not at a later meeting 
of the session assent to the proposals which he had submitted. He also thought that the proposals 
of the resolutions of M. Jouhaux should be put to the vote. 

The CHAIRMAN said it would not be taken as indicating any lack of good-will if the Com
mis(;ion refused a vote on the proposals presented by Viscount Cecil. Some of these proposals 
might at once be accepted; others - for example, the second and third - in effect anticipated 
the draft treaty and needed very careful consideration. The third proposal assumed the existence 
of a control of arms. Such proposals were at the basis of the schemes which had to be examined 
and there would seem to be no reason why they should be treated differently from the material 
on which the Commission would hold its preliminary exchange of views. · 

He proposed, as Chairman, that these proposals should be sent to the Sub-Committee. If, 
however, the Commission wished to vote upon them at once, he would personally find it necessary 
to abstain. As to the resolutions of l\1. Jouhaux, the first might be accepted by the Commis
sion, but the second was, in fact, an anticipation of the control to be set up by the treaty. 

8. Decision to refer the Vote to the Next Meeting. 

He proposed that this resolution should also be referred to the Sub-Commission and that 
only a general discussion upon it should be taken in the plenary Commis~on. He asked Viscount 
Cecil and 1\L J ouhaux whether they wished to press for an immediate vote. 

Viscount CECIL said he was not asking the Commission to vote upon his proposals at that 
meeting. He would prefer to wait until the schemes before the Commission had been read. 
It might then be decided whether his proposals contained any contentious matter. 

M. JouHAux did not insist on an immediate vote, but it was understood that the question 
whether a vote should be taken would be decided at a later meeting. . 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in these circumstances, the question whether a vote should be taken 
on these proposals was postponed to a later meeting. This decision applied equally to the pro
posals of Viscount Cecil and the resolutions of M. Jouhaux. 

FIFTH MEETING 

held on Wednesday, February 6th, I924, at I0-30 a.m. 

9· Statement by the Representative of the United States of America. 

:\lr. GREW desired to make clear the position of the United States with regard to certain 
points which had arisen at a previous discussion in order that there should be no doubt as to his 
position on the Sub-Committee which would shortly discuss the schemes before the Commission 
and in which he. had been asked to participate. . 

The letter of December 14th, 1923, from the Acting-President of the Council to the Secretary 
of State of the United States, in which Resolution IV (a) ot the last Assembly was quoted had 
Invited the United States to participate in the work of the Commission. The resolution of the 
Assembly had stated that the Temporary Mixed Commission was requested to draw up a draft 
convention or conventions to replace that of St. Germain for the control of the traffic in arms 
and that this convention should be in such a form that it could be accepted by the Governments 
cA all countrk-s which produced arms or munitions of war. · 

One of the points which the Temporary Mixed Commission had discussed and which would 
alo/J be discussed by the Sub-Committee was the organisation of a central international office 
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of control, and h~ desired in t)lis connection to explain. the attitude of his Government and the 
reasons why it had found it impossible to· ratify the Convention of Saint Germain. His Govern- · 
ment, in a note to the Secretary-General of the League, dated September 12th, 1923, had stated: 

"Finally, it may be observed that theprovisionsoftheConvention[ofSaintGermain] 
relating to the League of Nations are so intertwined with the whole Convention as to 
make it impracticable for this Government to ratify, in view of the fact that it is not 

. a Member of the League of Nations." 

This was the view to which the United States Go"ernment still adhered, and full considera
tion would have to be given to it in the preparation of any plan to which it might be found desir- · 
able that the United States should adhere. · 

Concerning the desirability of combining in one draft Convention the two questions of the 
control of the traffic in arms and the control of the private manufacture of arms and munitions . 

. of war, Mr. Grew informed the Commission that his instructions rlid not authorise him to enter
tain any subject other than the traffic in arms. It was on this understanding that the United 
States accepted the invitation to send a representative to attend the meetings of the Com
mission. 

The CHAIRMAN thanked Mr. Grew for his statement, due note of which would be taken by 
the Sub-Committee. • 

to. ·Procedure. 

On the proposal of the PRESIDENT, the Commission decided: (1) to hold a preliminary 
examination of the draft schemes ·submitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and by 
M. Jouhaux, M. Oudegeest and M. Thorberg; (2) to adopt the same procedure as that followed 
in the case of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance-that was to say to take no final vote on the terms 
of any of the schemes submitted; and (3) to begin with the examination of the scheme submitted 
by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz. 

II. Discussion of the Draft of Admiral the Marquis de Ma~az (Document 3, page 61). -
Article 1. 

"The present Convention shall apply to three categories of material, arms and 
munitions, namely: 

"Category I. - To war material, which term shall be understood, for the purposes 
of this Convention, to include all arms, munitions, chemical products and other objects 
appearing in the list annexed to the present Treaty. Modifications, in the form of 
additions to, omissions from or interpretations of this list, may be made at any time 
at the request of. a High Contracting Party and shall become binding on all the High 
Contracting Parties as soon as they have been ratified by two-thirds of them. 

"Category z. - To sporting weapons and ammunition, which expression shall be 
understood, for the purposes of this Convention, to mean all arms, ammunition and 
similar material which do not appear in the annex referred to in the last paragraph 
and which are recognised as such by the national sporting associations recommended 
for this purpose by at least half the Governments of the High Contracting Parties. 

"Category 3· - To other arms, including, in particular, pocket firearms employed 
for personal defence, etc." 

Viscount CECIL enquired why it had been necessary to divide material, arms and munitions 
into three categories, instead of into two as had been the case in former schemes which had 
adopted the general divisions of arms of war and sporting weapons. As regarded automatic 
pistols, to which Category 3 referred, it was surely the case that these weapons could be 'used for 
war purposes also and would therefore fall in addition under Category I. 

With regard to sporting weapons, the Commission should not raise unnecessary difficulties. 
There would be an outcry in the trade in these articles if too many restrictions were placed upon 
them. It was true that sporting weapons could be used in warfare, more particularly big-game 
rifles, but it was principally a question of the number of these weapons exported. 

He concluded, therefore, that the provisions ~f Article I were too restrictive in regard to sport
ing weapons and hoped that they would be simplified. 

M. JouHAUX said that Article. I was preceded by a preamble but that neither in the preamble 
nor in the article was any reference made to.the League of Nations, nor did any stipulation appear 
binding Governments to submit to any form of control. Would that control be exercised apart 
from the League ? 

Further, it was impossible for the Commission itself to draw up a list of war material and 
arms, and it must therefore arrive at an exact definition of the terms "war material, arms and 
munitions". 

M. BRANTING agreed with Viscount Cecil's observations regarding sporting weapons. 
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M. LEBRUN said that the Permanent Advisory Commission had defined the term "material; 
arms and nnmitions" two years previously. 

Colonel CARNEGIE noted that, in the scheme put forward by Admiral t~e Marqui~ de Magaz, 
all reference to ships of war, aeroplanes or tanks had been excluded. I_t !night be srud to apply 
therefore only to field ammunition and to sporting weapons. Was this the c~~ ? .. , 

He a.,areed with M. Lebrun that a definition of "material, arms and mumtwns had b~en 
approwd of by the Permanent Advisory Commission, which had defined them as matenals 
exclusively used for war. 

At the request of M. LEBRUN, the SECRETARY read the following definition adopted by the 
Permanent Advisory Commission: 

12. Definition of Munitions and Implements of War adopted by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. -

"The expression 'munitions and implements of war' ('munitions et materiel de guerre' ); 
as employed in paragraph 5 of Article 8 of the Covenant, means all weapons and ;pro-
ducts used exclusively for-war purposes. _ . · 

"Nevertheless, weapons and munitions adapted for both warlike and othei purposes 
mav, in certain cases, be classified as munitions and implements of war." - . ' 

The CHAIRMAN said that this definition was of a very general nature. The Commi_s~ion 
could adopt one of two systems: either a definition by enumeration, subject to periodical reVISIOn, 
or it could content itself with a general definition · · 

M. J ouHAux said that the definition given by the Permanent Advisory Commission was both 
general and special in character. The Te.mporary Mixed Commission could not use the general 
formula, because it was of too arbitrary a character and might be said to cover many classes 
of goods exported in peace-time, but which became in war-time capable of being used as muni
tions. The Temporary Mixed Commission must confine itself to defining peace-time armaments 
only. 

M. LEBRUN agreed with M. Jouhaux that a gener'al definition was impossible.- He therefore 
proposed that the Permanent Advisory Commission should be asked to draw up a definite list 
of material, arms and munitions, bearing in mind that the list was only to contain arms of war 
and not ordinary material which could be used for war. 

Major HILLS raised objections to this proposal. If tl;le treaty was to be successful, it could 
only contain a definition in general tenns. The list of articles constituting material, arms and 
munitions would have to be constantly revised, since war was a moving and not a stationary 
science. In his opinion, M. J ouhaux, in his objections to a general definition, was confusing 
articles which in war-time became contraband and did not therefore necessarily in peace-time 
fall under the category of material capable of being transformed into munitions of war. The 
Commission would have to confine itself to drafting a convention dealing with the export of 
munitions in time of peace, and for that purpose a definition in wide general terms was necessary, 
covering all articles used for war and for war only. In his opinion, the definition contained in 
the Treaty of St. Germain was wide enough, for it excluded everything that the Commission 
desired to exclude. 

It was also necessary to define what sporting weapons it was-necessary to exclude from the 
provisions of the Convention. This should not be difficult, for sporting weapons were not exported 
in any great quantity and could therefore be dealt with by a flexible system of licences. 

He therefore proposed that the Convention should contain a general definition and special 
exceptions covering the case of sporting weapons and ammunition. - . 

Licences for export could only be granted by the exporting Government and not by an inter
national office of control, since the export of those commodities was purely a question concerning 
the natural commerce of each country. 

Sir Jan~es BRUNYATE referred to the fourth part of Viscount Cecil's resolution, which covered 
the case of India, Persia and similar countries possessing wild and half-civilised tribes on their 
fr~tiers. To supply arms t? these t~bes was a very different ques~ion to supplying arms to an 
or~ country. It was, mdeed, di~cult to prevent arms reaching such tribes, and a very 
strict control was necessary. Further, 1t was as important to control the export of ammunition 
to these tribes, since the arms without ammunition were of no value. · 

Colonel Lo~E did not agree that the questi<!n of sporting weapons was of small importance. 
It was comparatively easy ~o regulate the export of bona-fidewar material, such as bomb-throwers, 
~ld-guns, etc., but when 1t beco~~s ne~ssary to co?t~ol t~e supply of small arms it might be 
difficult to find an ad~uate definitwn_wh~ch would d1sbng':ush between purely sporting weapons 
and small arms used m the field. This difficulty also applied to the ammunition for both kinds 
of arms. 

I3- Reply of Admiral the Marquis de Magaz to the Objections made to his Draft. 

Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ desired to reply to the objections which had been raised 
w Ms scheme: 
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(I) Neither the League of Nations nor the Treaty of Saint Germain had been mentioned, 
precisely because several States had found themselves unable to ratify that Treaty, and he had 

· therefore thought it desirable to submit a scheme which would be acceptable to all States, includ
ing those which had been unable to accept the Treaty ofSaintGermainorwhichwerenotMembers 
of the League. . · 

. (2) In his opinion, the Treaty ofSaintGermaindidnotdealadequatelywithsportingweapons. 
It was for this reason that he had inserted three categories in the first article. He was, however, 
ready to agree to the adoption of two only, though he felt bound to point out that both sporting 
weapons and pocket pistols could be used for war purposes. Provision, however, must be made 

_for the case of persons resident in countries without an adequate police force, who must accord
ingly be allowed freedom to purchase weapons for personal defence. 

(3) With regard to the definition of material, arms and munitions, he had desired to insert 
a general definition undet the first category, but it was not easy to find one. The definition of 
the Permanent Advisory Commission was not sufficiently concrete, and he had therefore proposed 
that a complete list of all material, arms and munitions to be controlled should be added to the 
Convention as an annex and revised from time to time. 

(4) With regard to the second category,. he was qnite ready to allow greater flexibility in 
the•treatment of sporting weapons •. but too much latitude in this respect facilitated evasion of 
control owing to the ease with which these weapons were transformed into weapons of war and the 
difficulty of adequately defining them. He would, therefore, prefer that the second categorv 
remained unchanged. -

M. LEBRUN recalled the fact that, though the Treaty of Saint Germain had not been ratified 
by certain States, it was of the utmost importance for the Temporary Mixed Commission to know 

. the reasons for which those -States had not done so. The representative of the United States 
of America had just informed the Commission of some of the chief r.easons which had prevented 
his Government from ratifying it. The Commission could, in his opinion, find a way to remove 
these difficulties without abandoning the Treaty of Saint Germain, which, on examination, would 
be found to contain nearly all the requirements desired. 

Its first article, for instance, contained both a definition of war material and a list, perhaps 
·incomplete; but capable of revision arid completion, of such material. 

Paragraph 3 of Article I (in the case of fire-al1Il,5_ and ammunition adapted both to warlike 
and also to other purposes)· appeared to him to cover sporting weapons, and the Commission should 

· not forget that the export of arms should be controlled primarily according to the destination 
of those arms. The Convention should aim not so much at defining sporting weapons but at 
controlling their destination when exported. · 

· Viscount CECIL strongly supported M. Lebrun. The principle of Article I of the ·Treaty 
of St Germain was, in his opinion, entirely sound~ It completely prohibited the export of all 
weapons of war but made provision for certain exceptions by means of licences whi~h could be 
issued by the Governments of the High Contracting Parties when the consignment of weapons 
was for the use of another High Contracting Party, or when the. Government of the exporting 
country was convinced that they were not to be used for purposes of war. It was important," 
in seeking to control the traffic in arms, not to create unnecessary opposition. 

Many States had signified their agreement with the principles contained in the Treaty of 
Saint Germain; it would therefore be foolish to depart from them now that so much ground had 
already been gained. It appeared from Mr. Grew's statement that the principal objection of 
the United States was that, if it adhered to the. Convention of Saint Germain, it would come under 
the control of the League of Nations, of which it was not a Member. This was a perfectly legiti
mate objection, but could, he thought, be met. 

He therefore appealed to Admiral the Marquis de Magaz to follow for tactical reasons the 
principles of the Treaty of St. Germain as far as possible, since they had already been accepted 
.by so many States. 

Mr. GREW desired to make it clear that the objection of the United States mentioned by 
Viscount Cecil was not the only one which had prevented his Government from adhering to the 
Convention of St. Germain. 

Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ maintained that the difference between Article I of his treaty 
and Article I of the Treaty of St. Germain was not great. In his scheme, provision had been made 
for a detailed list of all material, arms and munitions to be added to the Convention as an annex. 
Further, his scheme was one of controlling, but not of prohibiting, traffic in arms. 

14. Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft of Admiral the Marquis de Ma!1az. Article l. 

"A central international office shall be established for the purpose of collecting and 
preserving documents of all sorts exchanged by the High Contracting Parties with regard 
to the trade in and distribution of the arms and ammunition specified in the present 
Convention. 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing the 
imports and exports of arms of all kinds which have taken place through its Customs 
offices, specifying the place of departure and destination and the quantities and nature 
of the material thus imported or exported. Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall send this report in triplicate to the central international office." 
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Yiscount CEciL said that Article 2 raised an important question. wh~ther the T~mpo~a.rr' 

Mi'\':ed Commission should recommend the creation of an entirely new internatiOnal o~cfu ~~f ro ' 
or whether the League should be entrusted with the control of the treaty. He f t a 1 w: 
a.,aainst the principles of the League to remove control from its hands. This would be a ~etrogr~· e 
step, since, by Article- 24 of the Covenant, the League had united under its control many mtf:C~t 
nal bodies whose work had thereby greatly benefited. On the other hand, there was the d . Y 
that tlle United States quite naturally refused to accept the control of the L~ague w?en 1t was 
itself not a Member. He himself had reached the conclusion that a central mt~rnatlonal offic~ 
of control.was not really necessary. He therefore begged to propose the followmg text, base 
on Article 5 of the Treaty of St. Germain: 

15. Amendment by Viscount Cecil to Article 2. 

"Eacll of tlle High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual . report sho~ng 
the export licences which it may have granted, together with the quantity and destm~
tion of tlle arms and ammunition to which the export licences refer. A copy of th1s 
report shall be sent by all the High Contracting Parties which are Members of t~e Lllllgue 
of Nations to tlle Secretary-General of tlle League of ;Nations. 

"Further, such of tlle High Contracting Parties as are Members. of the Lea&nE': of 
Nations agree to send to the Secretary-General of the League of Natwns .ft;ill statistical 
infom1ation as to the quantitif'S and destination of all arms and ammumtion exported 
without licence, and those High Contracting Parties which are not Members of the 
League agree to publish sucll information." · 

H this suggestion were adopted, it would mean that those High Contracting Parties which· 
were not Members of tlle League would be obliged to publish. all information in their possession 
regarding tlle traffic in arms, whereas Members of tlle League, in addition to the obligation to 
publish, would also be required to forward that information to the Secretary-General for the 
general use of the League. 

Count BoNIN-LoNGARE strongly supported Viscount Cecil's proposals, which had three 
advantages. It kept as closely as possible to the text and spirit of the ~reaty of Saint Germain, it 
avoided tlle dang• r of placing Members of the League in a difficult position in regard to the League, 
and, finally, it gave complete satisfaction to the High Contracting Parties not Members of the 
League. 

M. COBIA-" pointed out that in the scheme of Adiniral the Marquis de Magaz it was not defi
nitely laid down tllat the international office of control should be kept separate from the League. 
It should be remembered tllat the Treaty of St. Germain mentioned the Brussels Office, which 
was itself a separate orgar!isation from the League. 

It seemed to him, however, that Viscount Cecil's proposal would meet with agreement, and, 
·on bellalf of Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and himself, he was prepared to accept it. 

M. JoUHAux was unable to understand tlle link between Viscount Cecil's proposal and tlle 
Treaty of St. Germain. As far as he could understand it, it was proposed to set up two different 
organs of control working side by side without a superior body to co-ordinate their activity. 
This procedure !night possibly prove satisfactory to the United States of America but would not, 
in his opinion, fulfil the desires of the Assembly. He accordingly was compelled to make a reserva
tion regarding its acceptance. 

Viscount CECIL said that the object of his proposal was to secure the publication of all infor
mation regarding the traffic in arms. Publication was to be obligatory for all the signatories of 
tlle Convention. Those signatories Members of the League of Nations, however, would have the 
additional obligation of sending their information to the Secretary-General for the general use 
of tlle League in addition to publishing it. M. J ouhaux was right in thinking that States outside the 
League would not be subject to any control, but in the last instance the only real control was 
tllat exercised by public opinion, and that control was at once secured by the publication of the 
infom1ation. 

M. OuDEGEEST enfiuired, if an international office of control were ·set up, what body would 
control that office. Would the League control it ? 

ll. CoBIAN replied that an international office of control whose function it was to control the 
application of the Convention could not by its very nature be subordinate to any higher control. 
Its good working would depend on the confidence shown in it by the various Governments of 
countries adhering to the Convention, and also by the attention which it paid to public opinion. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the problem. before the Commission was to find means to 
obtain the adhesion to the Convention of States not Members of the League. . 

Adiniral the .Marqnis de Magaz had propqsed the C!eation of an international office of control 
but, as Viscount Cecil had sho:W!'• the crea~ion of such an office outside the control of the Leagu~ 
would be oontrary to the proVlSlOns of Arbcle 24 of the Covenant. In his opinion Viscount Cecil 
had ~tly sci?.ed upo~ t~e principle of publicity which was at the root of the Con~ention of Saint 
Gerrnam and had used 1t m order to secnre all the control tha. was necessary. States not Members 
,,f the League would be umk~ the ~b}igation to publish. t~eir statisti~s of arms traffic, while 
lfernt.r"'~ ,,f the League would m addit10n place such statistics at the disposal of the League. 
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· · M. JouHAUX once more regretted that he was unable to agree to Viscount Cecil's proposal, 

-. While he fully realised that it was of great importance not to lose the collaboration of the United 
States of America, to secure it on such terms would do the League more harm than good. A cam
paign again~t the prestige of the League was being waged in certain quarters throughout the 
world. By adopting such a proposal, the Commission would, in his opinion, be assisting that 
campaign and taking grist to the mill ot the League's opponents. 

r6~ Article 3. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit the sale or export of 
material of the first .category except to Governments recognised by at least half of 
the High Contracting Parties." 

M. LEBRUN said that there was a great difference between Article 3 of the scheme of Admiral 
the Marquis de Magaz and the corresponding Article of the Treaty of Saint Germain. By the terms 
of the Treaty of Saint Germain, the High Contracting Parties could only sell arms to other High _ 
Coqtracting Parties, and if, as Admiral the Marquis de Magaz suggested, they could sell to other 
Sta{es not bound by the Convention, it would lose much of its force. .. · 

Viscount CECIL enquired what would be the position of countries which could not become 
high contracting parties to t4e Convention. Were they to be prevented from purchasing arms ? 
Further, what would be the. position· of recognised belligerent countries ? These were questions 
into which he would not enter but which would have to be carefully examined by the Sub-
Commission. · 

· Admiral the Marquis de MAGAZ thought that Article 5 of his scheme met M. Lebrun's point. 
It prohibited all imports of arms except for the use of the Government of the country. 

The CHAIRMAN said he must make a reservation with regard to Article 3, because it changed 
the principles laid down by the Treaty of Saint Germain. A system common to all States which 
adhered to the Convention had been laid down by the Treaty of Saint Germain, but by the scheme 
betore the Commission a High Contracting Party could sell arms to a State which had no obliga
tions under the Con"~<ention and which. might, therefore; sell those arms in its turn to another 
State, possibly entertaining hostile feelings fo1 the High Contracting State which had in the first 
instance furnished the arms. · · 

17. Article 4; -

No remarks. 

SIXTH MEETING 

held on Wednesday, February 6th, r924, at 5 p.m. 

r8. Continuation of the J?iscussion of the Draft presented by_ Admiral the Marquis de Maaaz.-
·Article 5. · 

No observations. 

I 9· Article 6. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the sale of material of the 
second category by any person not furnished with a licence issued by the proper authori
ties. The latter shall only issue such licences to persons who can show that they belong 
to sporting associations recognised by the competent authorities of the High Contracting 
Party concerned." 

Major HILLS asked for an explanation of the meaning of the artiCle. In his country there 
did not exist any sporting associations such as those provided for in the article. It seemed to 
him that it would he necessary to lay down that the manufacturers of rifles, whether they were 
members or not of rifle associations, should obtain a manufacturing licence. 

M. DuPRIEZ supported the observations of Major Hills. He did not see how it would be pos
sible to establish the system in question. The article would result in the carrying of sporting 
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weapons being prohibited. Sporting weapons were manufactured in Belgium in the valley of the 
Meuse by small artisans who sold their goods directly to the sportsmen the~selves. It seemed 
to him that it would be impossible for the Belgian Government to apply Article 6. · 

M. BRANTING shared the opinion of the previo~ speake!S. In S~e~en, the country population 
required sporting weapons. They were not grouped m sporting as.soc1at10ns and would be opposed 
to tlie adoption of legislation such as was contemplated in Article 6. 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE asked Admiral de Magaz to delete the second sentence of the article. 
Licences should be delivered in conformity with the internal legislation of each country. In Italy, 
for ~ample, tlie proposal of Admiral de Magaz would result in depriving tlle small far!D~rs and 
labourers of tlleir sporting weapons and in making tlle carrying of these weapons a pnvilege of 
tlle leisured classes. · 

Admiral de MAGAZ said he was prepared to withdraw the second sentence of the article in 
deference to tlie observations which had been made by his colleagues. 

zo. Article 7. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to allow material of tlle second cat~
gory to be exported except by persons holding a licence issued by tlle competent autll~n
ties of tlie exporting High Contracting Party. This licence must include an autllorisation 
to import issued by tlle Government which exercises sovereignty over the territory of 
destination." 

VISCOunt CECIL hoped tllat tlie Sub-Commission would examine tlle question ·whetller the 
legislation contemplated in tlie draft treaty in regard to sporting weapons was desirable. He 
wondered whetlier it was necessary to go further than tlie Convention of Saint Germain in 
tliis respect. 

Sir James BRUNYATE tliought tllat a system of import as well as a system of export should 
be provided.. The autliority entrusted with the issue of import .licences would be the Government 
of tlie importing country but certain ·small States adjacent to India were in treaty relations with 
India, tliough tliey were not in political relation with tlie European countries. It would, there
fore, be necessary for certain countries to be designed as sponsors for tlie conclusion· of agreements 
on tliis subject ·witli tliese small States. 

Article 7 of tlie Convention of St. Gennain dealt to some extent witli the question, since it 
provided for colonies and territories under mandate, but the territories to which he was alluding 
possibly did not come under the provisions of this article, and he would like to draw the special 
attention of tlle Sub-Commission to tlle matter. · 

2:1. Article 8. 

No observations. 

22. Article 9. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to exercise strict supervision over tlle 
national and international traffic in arms of tlle third category and to take all necessary 
measures to prevent illicit stocks and traffic." 

V~unt CECI~ observed tliat Article 9, as well as Article~ z. 8 an~ xo, dealt in part with 
tlie question of national sale. He wondered whether the Comffi!SslOn, which was an international 
org~tion, w~ competent to deal with this question, which di~ ~qt seem to be a suitable subject 
for an mternational treaty. He thought that the Sub-CommiSSion should examine this point. 

23- Article 10. 

"With the above object in view, the High Contracting Parties undertake: 
"To provide for close co-operation among the respective national administrations ' 

and ~etw~n .these administration~ and. the inte~ational office. referred to in Article 2; 
To mstitute a system of reg~stratlon and licences which shall make it possible at 

any time to trace arms which are in the possession of individuals· 
"To communicate to each other and to the international office r~ferred to in Article 2 

any information calculated to facilitate this control." 

. The CHAIRMAN observed t~at the in~erna!ional bureau contemplated in Article 2 was no longer 
available. The sentence relatmg to th1s art1cle was, therefore, irrelevant. 

24. Article 11. 

No observations. 
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zs. Article 12. 
. . 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to assist each other mutually in bringing 
to light any infractions-of the rules of this Convention. They recognise in advance the 
jurisdiction of the Permanent Court of International Justice for any international 
investigation concerning negligence or connivance on the part of a government admini
stration concerned with these matters. They further undertake to impose penalties of a 

· uniform character on their .nationals (individuals, associations or firms) who may be 
found guilty of violating the national laws passed in execution of the provisions of the 
present Convention. These penalties shall be codified by common agreement between 
the national administrations, and the code shall appear as an Annex to the present 
Convention." . · 

Viscount CECIL repeated the observations which he had made on Articles 7 to IO. 

Count BONIN-LONGARE supported these observations. The international machinery contem
plated in this article was extremely complicated and aroused serious objections. 

•M. DUPRIEZ agreed with the previous speakers. He did not quite understand the sense of 
the last phrase. It was impossible to visit individuals and communities with the same penalty. 
It was, for example, impossible to imprison communities. · · 

Admiral de MAGAZ explained that he had intended to lay down that in all countries the same 
penalty should be applied to the same classes of offenders. For communities, the penalty would 
not be imprisonment but a fine. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that it would be very difficult to obtain an agreement for the unifi
cation of the penal legislation in the various countries. Moreover, it could scarcely be hoped that 
all countries would accept resort to the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Mr. GREW said that, as he was not precisely informed as to the attitude of his Government 
towards Article I2, he was constrained to reserve any definite expression of opinion on this subject. 
He merely desired also to invite the attention of the members of the Commission to the fact that 
certain States had not adhered to the Statute of the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

Viscount CECIL said that, as regards the traffic in drugs, the League of Nations had only been 
able to recommend Governments to adopt certain uniform penalties for the suppression of the 
traffic. It was impossible to impose an internation~ legislation on the various countries. 

Admiral de MAGAZ agreed that Article I2 should be amended in the sense indicated by the 
previous speakers. · . 

26. Article 13-

"The present Convention shall come into force when it has been ratified by four 
of the States mentioned in the Covenant of the League of Nations as permanent Members 
of the Council and by sixteen other States. The international office referred to in Article 2 
shall be organised by the Belgian Government as soon as the Convention has been thus 
ratified." 

Viscount CECIL observed that the. second sentence should be deleted. As regards ratification, 
he wondered whether it would not be necessary to lay down that the treaty would come into force 
when the more important countries had ratified it. It had been impossible to put the Convention 
of St. Germain into force because a very important manufacturing country had been unable to 
ratify it. 

The CHAIRMAN associated himself with, the observations of Viscount Cecil. 

27. Article 14. 

"The duration of the present Convention shall be for fifteen years. It shall 
remain in force for all States which have not notified the international office of their 
intention to denounce it two years before the expiration of the above period unless, as a 
result of successive denunciations, the number of High Contracting Parties shall have 
been reduced to ten, including two of the nations entitled, under the Covenant, to be 
permanently represented on the Council." 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Sub-Commission should be recommended to study this 
article very carefully. · · 

Viscount CECIL said that there was a defect in the treaty as a whole in that no special pro
visions were made for dealing with prohibited areas. He hoped that it would be possible to con
sider how the provisions of the Treaty of St. Getmain relating to prohibited areas could be con
certed in the draft scheme to be considered by the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

He would like to express his gratitude for the admirable work which Admiral de Magaz had 
done and the trouble he had taken at a time when he was much occupied with important duties 
elsewhere. 

Admiral de MAGAZ thanked the Commission for the welcome which had been accorded to 
his scheme. He would certainly be prepared to accept apy additions that might be introduced 
to_cover_the_question of the prohibited zones. . 
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The CHAIRMAN said that the Commission had n~w finished the genera! di~cussion on the sch~me 
of Admiral de ~Ia,oaz. The observations which had been ma_d~ were not bmding upon ~h~ meh :JJ 
of the Commission, which retained full liberty. to form its opm10ns ~hen the Sub-Comnussion s 0 

haYe reported the result of its preliminary work. 

2s. Discussion of the Draft Convention presented by M. Jouhaux (Document 4• page 64). -
Article 1. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject to inter_national control the 
traffic in arms and munitions of all kinds, whether complete or m parts and_whether 
manufactured by the State or by private industry, and for this purpose they have lrud down 
the following definitions: 

"The term • ~rms of war' shall apply to artillery ~f all kinds,· apparatus for ~he dis
charge of all kinds of projectiles, explosive or gas-diffusing, apparatus f~r the discl¥u"ge 
of poisonous gas, flame-throwers, bombs, grenades, machine-guns and rifl~d _small-~ore 
breech-loading weapons of all kinds, and, further, all arms, munitions and similar ob)ects 
which may subsequently be added to this list by a decision of the Pef!I!a_nent Advisory 
Commission of the League of Nations, adopted by a three-fourths maJonty. 

"The term • sporting arms ' shall apply to all arms not referred to in the previous 
paragraph. . 

"The control shall also be exerci~ed over ammunition intended for the arms in the 
above categories." - · 

M. DuPRIEZ asked for an explanation in regard to the list of munitions. Would pocket pistols 
and revolvers come within the definition of arms of war ? . . 

M: J oUBAux pointed out that, if the definition which had been iiven by Admiral de Magaz 
was exact, pistols and revolvers would be regarded as weapons of defence and therefore as arms 
of war. 

. M. LEBRUN thought that the essential point in the scheme of M. J ouhaux w,as th~ express 
·reference made to arms manufactured by the State and to arms manufactured by pnvate mdustry. 
· In Article 8 of the Covenant, the reference was to arms privately manufactured. He wondered 

whether the scheme of M. J ouliaux did not open up questions which were too difficult and too 
general and which lay beyond the scope of the problem under exainination. 

VISCount CECIL pointed out that the object of the scheme wa5 to obtain control of the inter
national traffic in arms, irrespective of their origin or manufacture. This control would be incom
plete if arms manufactured by the State were excluded. No distinction was drawn in the Conven
tion of St. Germain between arms manufactured by the State and arms manufactured by private 
firms .. Arms of every description came within the scope of the treaty. . .. 

. He would like to enquire at a later stage by what means it was proposed to deal with the 
internal sale of arms, also whether there was any advantage in the provision for extending the list 
of weapons, provided three-quarters of the States belonging to the League of Nations agreed to do so. 

M. LEBRUN said he accepted the point of view of Viscount Cecil as regards arms which were 
manufactured by the State. The object of the Con.vention was to secure control. 

Count Boms-LoNGARE said that the importance of the article lay in the fact that the 
traffic in arms and munitions was to be placed under international control. He did not for the 
moment oppose this suggestion, but its success depended on the method of its application and 
the degree to which it was applied. He would therefore resenre his decision in regard to the 
principle until the Sub-Commission had reported on the details of the scheme. 

Colonel CAR~""EGIE enquired whether M. J ouhaux was not limiting the scope of his scheme 
by expressly ref_erring to arms manufact~red by the State. It would be taken for granted, if 
no express ment10n were made of any particular category, that all munitions were covered by the 
Convention. · 

M. JoUHAU'( said he thought it was indispensable to provide for a continual revision of the 
list of arms of _war, otherwise the Convent~on. might e~ily be evaded. He recognised the force 
of the observat10ns made by Colonel Carnegie. He had Inserted a reference to arms manufactured 
by _the State because the Tempo~ary Mixed Commission seemed to be preoccupied solely by arms 
which were manufactured by pnvate firms. He would accept any formula which would imply 
that the control would be general. . . 

It was t_rue that Article ~ laid down the principle _of C?ntrol, and it had been represented that 
t~ C<mvenbon of ~t. Germam was adequate, t~10ugh 1t 1:t1d down no such principle. The Conven
tu-?1 ?£ St. Germam was not, howe_xer, a satiSfactory Instrument, and the introduction of the 
pn11C1ple of control was necessary m order to complete it and effectively to restrict the arms 
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traffic. The Convention of St. Germain was an ·agreement made between a number of manufac
turing States, in order that they might avoid damaging their mutual interests. It was not a 
Covenant for t?e control of th: arms traffic as understood by the Workers' Group. 

29. Article 2. 

• 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to abstain and to prohibit all persons or 
·groups of persons, whether individuals or firms, which manufacture or trade in arms in 
their respective territories from engaging in the sale of arms or munitions of war to any 
persons or groups of persons, whether individuals or firms, other· than Governments 
purchasing through the agency of regularly accredited buyers. The powers of such 
agents must be recognised as being in good and due form by the Government of the 
High Contracting Party in which the vendor has his domicile. The said agents must give 
details of purchases which they are authorised to effect and must certify that the goods 
are bought on behalf of the Government in question. . · 

"As regards purchases of sporting arms and ammunition, the buyer must ba 
provided with an import licence issued by the Government of the country in which 

· he resides specifying in detait the goods which he is authorised to import." 

Major HILLS said that this article forbade the sale of arms except to Governments. Viscount 
Cecil, however, had already shown that there might be cases when the sale of arms to persons in 
rebellion was legitimate and justifiable. Was M. Jouhaux prepared to say that all rebellions were 
unjustified and that persons in rebellion should in all cases be prevented from obtaining arms ? 
The Commission should consider this question carefully. All countries had at some time passed 
through revolutions. It was true that no country should be able to foster brigandage or disorder 
in another country, but there were cases in which civilised opinion would be in favour of rebellion. 

M. J ouHAUX said he recognised that revolt against oppression was the most sacred of human 
rights. The scheme which he had presented must, however, recognise existing facts. The Govern
ments were associated in the League of Nations and must remain responsible for the control 
of the tx;affic in arms. Further, there would always be certain Governments which refused to 
recognise the belligerents in question, who would thus be deprived of weapons. 

Viscount CECIL did not think that M. J ouhaux had yet dealt with the question at issue. The 
Convention of M. Jouhaux contemplated the sale of arms in time of peace and also in time of war. 
No arms were to be sold to anyone except to a: Government in any circumstances. 

Under such a convention, no group of persons which was unable to manufacture arms would 
be able to obtain them. Was it possible to prohibit a country which had recognised certain persons 
in rebellion as recognised belligerents to sell arms to those belligerents ? Such a provision might 
outrage popular sentiment and lead to a breakdown of the Convention. A State should be able 
to treat recognised belligerents as a Government in this respect. He was not sure how far the 
article went. It apparently prohibited the sale of arms except to Governments, even in the interior 
of a country. This was an impracticable suggestion. 
. The CHAIRMAN said that Article 2 was perhaps the most important of all. Itdefinit!!lyestab
lished a system which differed from that contained in the Convention of St. Germain. Was it 
advisable to accord a privileged position to countries which did not adhere to the Convention ? 

Countries which were not bound by the Convention could sell arms to any persons or groups 
and would thus be in a: privileged position as compared with countries that adhered. He was not 
opposed to the further study of the question, but he reserved his opinion on the present article. 

M. DUPRIEZ said he would like to make a reservation in regard to arms of defence. These 
arms should be regarded as arms for individual defence and therefore not as arms of war. It was 
impossible to justify the provision whereby the sale of pistols and revolvers was prohibited in the 
interior of a country. The control of this traffic was a matter of internal police. 

He also pointed out that absolute prohibition of the international sale of these weapons 
might act as a protective measure, which would have the effect of encouraging their domestic 
manufacture. 

M. JouHAUX pointed out that, if arms were necessary for defence, it was only because there 
were arms in the possession of criminals. He was prepared to accept any amendments, especially 
in the interests of individual liberty. He would observe, in reply to Viscount Cecil, that there 
would have been less civil war in history if the principle of Government responsibility had been 
sooner established. It was necessary to choose between two evils, and his formula was necessarily 
imperfect. 

M. LoHNER said that in Switzerland there were many rifle clubs the members of which 
possessed their own weapons. The schemes presented by Admiral de Magaz and M. J ouhaux 
would suppress free trade within the country in such weapons in favour of a State monopoly. 
He begged to draw attention to this inevitable consequence. 

30. Article 3. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject the export o{ arms and 
munitions of every description, whether bought, sold or ma11ujactured by the State or 
by private e11terprise, to a system of licences which shall conform to the following 
conditions: 



"(1) The buyer must be provided with an ~xport licence issu~d by the Govern:iliin~ 
of the e.xporting country; a licence shall be reqmred, for eac~ C?nstgnment, and no . ae 
ment of arms can be considered as a 'consignment unless .1t IS despatched to a smg 
consi.,anee and is entered in a single traffic document (waybill for shipments by land or 
air, freight-note for shipments by sea). . . . . 

"(2) In the case of arms and munitions of war, th~ licence shall only be Issue~ under 
the conditions laid down in Article z and shall specify the Government to wh1ch the 
goods are consigned and the documents accrediting the buyer - who must be the cone 
signor - as the duly authorised agent of the said Government. . 

"(3) In the case of sporting arms or ammunition, no licence c.an be issued except .on 
production of a declaration by the War Ministry of the expo:t_mg country cert~g 
that the arms or munitio11s in question are not arms or mumbons ·of war, according 
to the definition given in the present Convention. 

"The High Contracting Parties further reserve their right to judge for th~mselyes-:
having regard to the size of the consignment, the address to which they are cons1gn~d, 
and the other circumstances attending their despatch - as. to the purpose ·for wh1ch 
the arms or munitions are intended, and to decide in-each individual case wheth~ or 
not a licence should be granted. 
· "(4) Export licences issued by the High Contracting Parties shall be drawn ';IP 
in accordance with a uniform model to be prepared by the Permanent Advisory Comrms
sion of the League of Nations. . 

"(5) In addition to the particulars referred .to above, the licences. shall include: 

"(a) The name and address of the manufacturer or manufacturers; 
"(b) The name and address of the vendor or vendors; . . 
"(c) A detailed description of the arms and munitions, their number, weight, 

and any other data necessary for determining exactly to which category 
they belong; · 

"(d) The purchasing country in the case of arms of war, and the country of 
residence of the buyer ·in the case of sporting arms; 

"(e) The last port or station of consignment; 
. "(f). The route or method by which the goods were forwarded; . 

"(g) The heading under which the arms composing the consignment should 
. . appear in the export statistics of the exporting country; 

"(h) Any further information which_the exporting country may see fit to enter." 

Colonel CARNEGIE enquired whether M. J ouhaux would consider the deletion of the words 
. "whether b_ought, sold or manufactured by the State or by private enterprise". · 
· · He recommended this amendment for the same reasons that he had recommended the dele

-tion~of the reference to the State manufacture of arms in Article I. · 

M. J OUHAUX said he was prepared to accept this suggestion. 

31. Article 4. 

No observations . 

.32- Article 5. 

. "The Secietariat ~hall communicate to the Council a copy of the licence forwarded 
to It by the despatchmg State and shall publish it forthwith in a special supplement 
to the Official Journal of the League of-Nations. . · ·. 

·:The Council, having bee!l el!-trusted ~th the duty of formulating a programme 
for disarmament and of ensurmg Its execution, shall be entitled to supervise all move
ments of arms from the point of view of the obligations incurred by the purchasing State 
under the Covenant, the Treaties of Peace, or the general Treaty of Assistance 
. . :The l!lovem~t of ~he a!ffiS in question shall not be finally effected until the. Council 
~ ~ven Its ~on, ~t bemg, however, understood that the decision shall be taken 
Withm a maxunum penod of three months." 

llajor HILL~ drew at~ti~n to the se~nd par~raph. Under this paragraph, the Council 
wou!d have th_e nght to ~ohibit a State which had s1gned the Treaty of Mutual Assistance from 
bu~ a partiCUlar constgnment of arms. Did M. Jouhauxthink that a country which acce ted. 
a disarmament .r.rogr~me und~r the Treaty of Mutual Al?sistance would suffer the Counch to 
g~JVern the details of 1ts e~penditure on arm~l!lents ? . This Wa.t! a grave interference with the 
management by a State of Its f?rces and mumtwns wh1ch no country would be likely to tolerate 
The ~nee of such an article could not fail to militate against the signature of the Treaty of 
llutual Assi~tance. · 
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Sir James BRUNYATE asked whether there was not a certain unreality in discmsing this matter 
after the observations that had been made at the morning meeting. Viscount Cecil had that 
morning proposed a scheme of publicity under which States Members of the League would com
municate certain facts to the Council, whereas non-Members of the League would merely publish 
these facts .. This was a recognition that there were two categories of States and implied that 
control by the Counc~ c~mld not be generally exercised. This view had been accepted by the 
members of the Commtsston, who would presumably wish to reserve :their opinion on the present 
article. · 

The CHAIRMAN associated himself with the observations of Major Hills. 

. M. JOUHAUX said it had not been possible for him to accept the proposal which had been 
ma~e ~hat. morning by Viscount Ce_cil. That propos~ soug~t ~o introduce a dual system. It invol~ed 
a dtstmction between States which was wholly madmtsstble under the Covenant. Objection 
was taken to control by the Council. He would point out, however, that control had already 
bee~ introduced in respect of the regional agreements to be concl?ded under the Treaty of Mutual 
Asststance. These agreements must be approved by the Council. The principle of control was 
thus admitted, and it was only logical that the Council, which controlled the treaties which might 
be tleemed dangerous to the general welfare; should also control the· traffic in arms, whereby a 
group of States might be able to obtain weapons of war. . 

33. Articles 6, 7, 8 and 9. 

·No observations: 

SEVENTH MEETING 

held on Thursday, February 7th, 1924, at II a.m. 

34· Resolutions proposed by M. Jouhaux. 

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the following resolutions: 

"(I} The Temporary Mixed Co~ssion instructs the Secretariat to collect and 
publish, before the next Assembly, all the information which can be obtained from 
official and public documents regarding the imports and exports of arms and 
ammunition in States Members of the League of Nations and in non-Member States." 

"{2) The Temporary Mixed Commission recommends the Council to invite the 
Governments of States Members of the Leagut< to inform the Secretariat of all shipm~ts 
of arms and munitions which cross their land and sea frontiers, whether under offictal 
licence or as non-controlled traffic, with a' view to such information being published in 
the form of an annual report for submission to the Assembly of the League of Nations." 

The Chairman thought that it would be more logical to submit both these resolutions to the 
Sub-Commission .. 

M: J OUHAUX pointed out that all the members of the Commission who had so far spoken 
had accepted in principle these two resolutions. A distinction, however, had been drawn between 

· the first resolution, which, in his opinion, could be immediately adopted, and the second ~?lu
tic:>n, which raised a new principle and might, therefore, be submitted to the Sub-ComnuSSlon. 

M .. BRANTING supported M. Jouhaux's proposal. In his opinion, the CoiDJlliss!.on could 
immediately adopt the first resolution, by the terms of which the Secretariat was simply mstructed 
to obtain the information indispensable to the work of the Commission. 

Viscount CECIL also approved M. Jouhaux's proposal .. 

The Marquls DE VITI DE MARCO was also of opinion that the first resolution could be inmte
. diately adopted, for it was the Secretariat's duty to collect the information in question. 

· With regard to the second resolution, by which Governments were requested to ~n:sent 
·a report, he desired to point out that this r:eport would not in actual fact contain any addittonal 
information to that which would be obtained by the adoption of the first_ resolution. · . 

The second resolution would, no doubt, prove of value when the Conventton had been ratified, 
· for· the first article. of the Convention would contain the points on which the reports of Govern
ments should be based. 
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The Sub-Commission should, therefore, ~repare two schemes: one of a generfal nature t~~d 
to that which had been already discussed by the Commission, and the other o a more mu e 
type and concerned with the publication of information. This ~atter would prove more easy 
of acceptance, especially in the case of the United States of Amenca. · · 

Tile CommissiQIJ adopted tile first resolution and submitted tile second to tile Sub-Commission. 

35· Draft Resolution of Viscount Cecil. 

On the proposal of Viscount CECIL, the Commission submitted his draft resolution to the 
Sub-Commission. (See Minutes of Third Meeting, page 39.) . 

36. Procedure for drawin!l up a Draft Convention. 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE gave his general ~pressions on the three schemes. which had been · 
submitted to the Commission. Each of these schemes was worthy of its author, who coul~ be 
described as having done good service to the League of Nations. It should, howev_er, be recogmsed 
that many of the provisions contained in these schemes were at the moment difficult to apply. 
Account should be taken of new responsibilities which would fall upon Governments, although 
it should always be remembered that the Commission had the duty to take a step forward and 
be prominent in the launching of·new_ideas. He had only abstained from making _any .comments 
during the discussion in order not to delay the work of the Commission, and also bec.ause that 
work at the moment consisted in holding a preliminary examination of the schemes w~t<:h would 
be re-submitted to the full Commission after they had been examined by a sub-comiiDsSlon. But 
it must be clearly understood that this in no way implied that he accepted the proposed measur~. 
He regarded himself as entirely free to discuss them in their entirety when they came agam 
before the Commission. 

M. LEBRUN informed the Commission that at its meeting of that morning the Sub-Commission 
had decided to draw up a scheme which should take into accmmt the Convention of St. Germain, the 
schemes presented by the members of the Commission, and the suggestions made during the 
course of the discuc;sion. This new text would be submitted to the full Commission, which could 
pass it on to the Permanent Advisory Commission. (See Document 5, page 69.) 

EIGHTH MEETING 

lleld on Thursday, February 7th, 1924, at 4 p.m. 

37- Declaration by the Representative of the United States of America. 

lllr. GREw made the following declaration: 

"In view of the decision of the First Sub-Commission, whose sessions I have been 
invited to attend, to meet at a later date in another place, pennit me very respectfully 
to say that I must reserve the decision of my Government with regard to participation. 
Should my Government be in a position to participate, I have no doubt that I shall be 
authorised to infomi the Commission in due course: 

. "In any case, whether we are able to participate or not, I have not failed to note the 
specific suggestions made in this Commission that those States which were unable to 
ratify the Convention of Saint-Germain should state their objections. In view of these 
suggestions, may I once more remind the honourable members that the objections of 
my Government were, at the request of the Council, conveyed to the Secretary-General 
by my Government in its note of September 12th last and that the text of that note has 
been circulated to the Commission .. For the possible consideration of the Sub-Commission 
I may be permitted to point out, among other matters, that, in the opinion of my Govern
ment, according to the terms of that note, the Convention of Saint-Germain was not 
drawn in a way effectually to limit armaments; it imposed on the signatories no restric
!ion on the supply of arms and munitions among themselves. So far as my Government 
IS concerned, I am aware that there is particular objection to any provisions by which 
the High Contracting Parties would be prohibited from selling arms and ammunition · 
to States not parties to the Convention, By such provisions the Government.of the 
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United States would be required to prevent all shipment of military supplies to such 
countries in Latin America as had not signed or adhered to the Convention, however 
desirable it might be to permit such shipments. In connection with matters of admini
stration, the .fact that the United States is not a member of the League of Nations or 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice will, I hope, be given consideration by 
the Sub-Commission. 

"My Government has already shown its cordial sympathy with any efforts suitable 
to restrict the traffic in arms and munitions of war. As evidence of its interest in the 
matter, it may be recalled that, by a joint resolution by _the Congress of the United 
States, approved April 22nd, 1898, and amended March 12th, 1912, the following pro
vision was made with respect to the regulation of the shipment of arms from the United 
States: . · 

"'That, whenever the President shall find that in· any American country 
conditions of domestic violence exist which are promoted by the use of arms or 
munitions of war procured from the United States and shall make proclamation 
thereof, it shall be unlawful to export, except under such limitations and exceptions 

• as the President shall prescribe,. any arms or munitions of war from any place in the 
United States to such country until otherwise ordered by the President or Congress.' 

"By a further resolution approved January 31st, 1922, this proVision of law was 
extended so as to include any country in which the United States exercises extra-terri-· 
torial jurisdiction. It is also the policy of the United States Government to restrict 
the sale of Government supplies .of arms and ammunition. · 

"As a matter of fact, the Government of the United States is doing very little in 
supplying arms to other countries. In the Western Hemisphere, the matter is under 
strict control through the power vested in the President. So far as universal publicity 
is concerned, I personally believe that we should warmly welcome it. If steps are taken 
which in a substantial way will restrict the traffic in arms, with the purpose of effectually 
reducing the implements of war, I am aware that my Government will take under m?st 
careful consideration any such arrangement and that it will be ascertained as speedily 
as possible whether legislation which would be necessary to carry it into effect can be 
obtained from the Congress. . 

"It only remains for me, Mr. Chairman, to express to you and to the other honourable 
members of this Commission my full appreciation of the courtesies extended to me here. • 

Viscount CECIL thought that the d~larations of Mr. Grew were of great interest and h?ped 
that the Sub-Commission would recognise their importance. The United States exported rela~vely 
small quantities of arms and munitions. This, however, was not the essential point. The Con
vention would remain inoperative, and the rivalry in armaments would continue as long as there 
we.re countries not adhering to the Convention. In any case, the words of Mr. Grew were encour
agmg, and he would express the wish that the United States might, if possible, be represented by 
Mr. Grew himself in the Sub-Commission. If the scheme framed by the Sub-Commission was 
to be acceptable to. the United States, it was necessary that this country should be represented 
by .a responsible delegate who would be in a position to inform the Sub-Commission whether 
therr recommendations were in the right direction. · . 

The CHAIRMAN also thanked Mr. Grew for his important communication and associated 
himself with the wish expressed by Viscount Cecil. 

· 38. Examination of the Draft Resolution presented by M. Lebrun. 

The CHAIRMAN reminded· the Commission of the proposal presented by M. Lebrun at the 
previous meeting: 

"Considering that, for any organisation for the control of the traffi_c .in arms, i~ is 
essential, in order to avoid giving rise in practice either to deliberate nusmterpretation 
or to doubt, that a list of the articles to be controlled should be prepared, . 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission is of the opinion that the Permanent AdVIsory 
Cominission should be requested to draw up, for the express purpose of organising a ~o_ntrol 
of the traffic in arms in time of peace, a list corresponding to the present state of military 
knowledge: (1) of arms and munitions of war; (2) of arms and munitions for purposes of 
sport." · 

M. CoBIAN asked whether M. Lebrun had any objection to substituting for the last sentence 
the following amendment: "of other kinds of arms and their ammunition". 

This amendment would avoid .any discussion on the definition of arms for purposes of sport. 

Viscount CECIL suggested that the first paragraph of the proposals made by M. Lebrun 
should be omitted. · 

He further pointed out that some doubt had been expressed in the Commission as to whether 
a list enumerating the articles to be controlled or a description of these articles by categories was 
preferable. 
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He \\"tmld also suggest that the words "in time of peace" should be omitted from ~he second 
paragraph of the proposal. He did not think it desirable that the scope of the resoluhon should 
be limited to time of peace. . . 

The CHAIRMAN hoped that M. Lebrun would accept the suggestions of yiscount Cec~l. He 
reminded the Commission of its decision to avoid at this stage the formal vohng of resolut1ons on 
the questions referred to the Sub-Commission. 

M. LEBRUN said he was prepared to accept fue suggestions of Viscount Cecil. He also accepted 
the amendment of M. Cobian for the suppression of the words "a feu" in the second paragraph. 

39- Resolution adopted by the Commission. 

The proposal of M. Lebrun was adopte4 itJ the following terms: 

. "The Temporary Mixed Commission is of opinion that the Perman~~t Advisory 
Commission should be requested to draw up, for the express purpose of ~Tf:amssng a control 
of tile traffic ;,. arms, a list corresponding to the present state of ~tary ~o~le~ge: 
(I) of arms and munitions of war; (2) of other kinds of arms and the~r ammurut10n. 

Major Hiu.s said that the proposed list would be of great value to the Su~-Commission, and 
·e11quired whe11 the Permane11t Advisory Commission would be likely to deal Wlth the matter._ 

Colonel LowE·enqliired whether the Permanent Advisory Commission was being ~vited to 
draw up a list confined to arms and ammunition or whether it was intended that the list should 
cover munitions of war ge11erally. · · 

Viscount CECIL and M. LEBRUN replied that a list ~as desired which would include munitions 
of all kinds. . . · . 

Colonel REQUIN said that this question had already been discussed in the P~rmanent Advisory 
Commission, which did not feel that the list would be immediately necessary for the. work of the 
Sub-Commission. The Permanent Advisory Commission did not propose in the ordin~ co~e 
to meet until May, and he did not think that a special session was necessary to deal Wlth this 
particular business. · · 

The CHAIIULLv said that it w~ impossible to fix a date for the completion of the list. The 
Commission could only express the hope that it would be compiled as soon as possible. · 

Major Hiu.s said that, as the list would not be ready for some time, it was esse11tial that ·there 
should be no misunderstanding as to the scope of the proposed convention. It must be clearly 
understood that the list would .include all objects used for purposes of war. 

The C&mmission agreed. 

40· Reference of the Draft Conventions to the Sub-Commission. 

The S~CRETARY read the following resolution presented by ViscoWlt Cecil: 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission refers the Convention of St. Germain and the 
two draft conventions presented by Admiral de Magaz and M. Jouhaux to the First 
Sub-Commission for examination, and requests the Sub-Commission, having in view 
the discussions on the subject which have taken place at this session, to present a draft 
con~e11tion for the consideration of the Temporary Mixed Commission at its next 
sesslOn. 

"It also refers to the same Sub-Commission the draft convention presented by· 
Colonel Carnegie and requests the Sub-Commission to present a draft convention on 
this subject." · · 

Viscount CECIL, referring to the first paragraph, said it was Wlderstood that the Commission 
wonld forward for examination to the Sub-Commission the draft resolution presented by himself. 
It would forward also the resolution of M. J ouhaux to the effect that the Council should invite 
t~e Govern=ts !\!embers of the League of Nations to inform thelSecretariat oflaU.the opera
tions connected with the traffic in arms and mWlitions taking place over their frontiers. 

. M. HODAc, referring to the concluding ··words of the second resolution relating to the 
pnv~e manufacture of arms, thought that it would be preferable to ask the Sub-Commission 
~t this stage merely for a report on the draft convention presented by Colonel Carnegie-, leaving 
1t open for the Commission to propose or not to propose a convention on the subject. · 

Viscount CECIL pointed out that the Commission was bound to ask the Sub-Commission 
to present a draft convention by the terms of the resolution of the Assembly. The Commission 
must have a text as a basis for its subsequent discussions. · 
. _ The CHAIRMAN, referring to the resolution of the Assembly, reminded the Commission that 
It was recommended by the Assembly to prepare a draft convention in collaboration with the 
Economic Committee. 

The reiQ/.uti()n wa1 adopted. 



Document 3. 

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF THE· INTER
NATIONAL TRAFFIC IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 

IMPLEMENTS OF WAR 

,Sugmitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz to the Temporary Mixed Commission 
- (] anuary 21st, 1924). 

PREAMBLE. 

The Council, acting in pursuance of a recommendation of the Assembly, has invited our 
Commission to prepare draft Conventions in such a form that they might be accepted by the 
Governments of all countries which proquce arms and munitions of war. We have also been 
asked to make alternative proposals for a Convention or Conventions which might be adopted 
by some of the producing Powers, even if the others refused their co-operation. 

In pr~paring the following draft, account has been taken of both the above recommendations. 
Care has. been taken to avoid the insertion of any clause which might render it difficult for the 
Government of the United States to ratify the Convention, while at the same time the draft has 
been conceived in such a way that it could, if necessary, be ratified by all the producing countries, 
even if the United States should refuse to adhere to it. 

I. Classification of the Material under Consideraticm. 

As it is necessary to control the traffic in arms of a certain type, it becomes necessary to control 
the traffic in all other types of arms, if only to ensure that there shall be no evasion of the measures 
adopted. However, as the regulations will differ in different cases, it becomes necessary to 
classify the material. The investigations which have been conducted by the two Commissions of 
the League of Nations do not appear to lead to any definition of war material which would be 
precise and at the same time general in its character. In the draft which follows, the plan of 
definition by enumeration has therefore been adopted. The draft does not discuss the method 
which might be employed in drawing up this enumeration, for it seemed better to leave this 
minor point for consideration at a subsequent stage. It was thought desirable to include two 
other categories, to cover the cases of arms used respectively for sport and for personal defence, 
since the problems arising in this respect, for purposes of internal security, on the one hand, 
and of their use for war purposes, on the other hand, are evidently of a different nature. 

2. Central International Otfice. 

The article in the draft which refers to the Central International Office (Article 2) does not 
differ substantially from the corresponding article in the Convention of St. Germain, except that 
all reference to the League of Nations has been omitted in order to eliminate one of the objections 
raised by the United States .. It is for the same reason that in Article I2 the organisation of the 
Central International Office is entrusted to the Belgian Government, which has been selected 
because the existence of the Bureau at Brussels gives it an historical interest in this question. 

3- Regime adopted for Material in the First Category. 

This regime is based on the principle of allowing no traffic to be conducted by the Govern
ments. T_he United States had raised an objection to the corresponding provision which appeared 

·in Article I of the Convention of St. Germain and which only allowed exports "to meet the require
ments of their Governments or those .of the Government of any of the High Contracting Parties" 
on the ground that ·"by such provisions the Government of the United States would be required 
to prevent shipments of military supplies to such Latin-American countries as have not signed 
or adhered to the Convention". 1 This objection has bee.n met in the draft which follows, since, 
though it provides that the High Contracting Parties shall only allow traffic in material of the 
first category if it is conducted by the Governments, no distinction is made between "a Govern
ment of a High Contracting Party" and "a Government of a non-High Contracting Party". 

However, in order to make the regime more effective and also to enable the Convention to 
be ratified by some of the producing States, even if other States fail to ratify, Article 5 has been 

• Letter from the United States Government dated September 12th, 1923. 
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framed so as to prohibit the import of ~ar mater~al consigned to purchasers othe~ than the 
Government. This places all the_producmg countnes, whether _adh~r~nts or othe~1se, on the 
same footing in regard to all- the territory in which the Convention _Is m force, and It leaves no 
advanta.,aes to producing countries which are not adherents except m ~egard to export~ to n~d 
adherent consuming States. In view, however, of the adv:mtages ~h1ch these ~ountn~ wo . 
obtain by keeping direct Government ~ontrol over al~ the 1mport~tion of arms mto the1r terri
tories, it is more than probable that th1s advantage Will. tend to disappear. 

4· Regirne adopted for Material in the Second 'and Third Categories. _ 
The main principle of this regime is to ensure efficiency in the control of material of the 

first category and in maintaining the internal security of the States concerned. 

5· Gerreral Provisions. 
The object of these provisions is to ensure uniformity of application of the Convention and 

effective ratification. 

• 
DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRAFFIC 

IN ARMS. 

The High Contracting Parties, being desirous of establishing an international regime to control 
the traffic in arms, have agreed on the following provisions: · · 

Article ·I. 

The present Convention sl).all apply to three categories of. material, arms and munitions, 
namely: 

Category I. - To war material, which term shall be understood, for the purposes of this 
Convention, to include all arms, munitions, chemical products and other objects appearing in the 
list annexed to the present Treaty. Modifications, in the form of additions to, omissions from 
or interpretations of this list, may be made at any time at the request of a High Contracting 
Party and shall become binding on all the High Contracting Parties as soon as.they have been 
ratified by two-thirds of them. . 
· Category 2. - To sporting weapons and ammunition, which expression shall be understood, 
for the purposes of this Convention, to mean all arms, ammunition and silnilar material which 
do not appear in the annex referred to in .the last paragraph and which are recognis~d as such 
by the national sporting associations recommended for the purpose by at least half the Govern-
ments of the High Contracting Parties. . 

Category 3·- To other arms, including, in particular, pocket fire-arms employed f)r personal 
defence, etc. 

Article 2. 

A Central International Office shall be established for -the purpose of collecting and preserv
ing docun1ents of all sorts exchanged by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade 
in and distribution of the arms and antmunition specified in the present Convention. 
. Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing the imports 

and exports of arms of all kinds which have taken place through its Customs offices, specifying 
the place of departure and destmation and the quantities and nature of the material thus imported 
or exported. Each of the High Contracting Parties shall send this report in triplicate to the 
Central International Office. 

FIRsT CATEGORY. 

Article 3· 
The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit the sale or export of material of the 

first category, except to Governments recognised by at least half of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article 4· 
:Material of .the first category shall be exported by virtue of a licence issued to the exporter 

by tJu: exporting H!gh Contracting. Party. If the exporting High Contracting Party is not the 
State m whose territory the tnaterial has been manufactured, the export licence must contain 
all the data necessary in order to trade, for the purposes of this Convention, the movements of 
the tnaterial in question from the time of its leaving the factory until it was acquired by the 
exporter. 
• The export ~ce must contain a ce_rtificate from the diplomatic or consular representa

tives of the purchasmg Government, grantmg the exporter official authorisation to proceed with 
the export on behalf of the said Government. 

Article 5· 
With a view to rendering more effective the supervision of the limitations placed on export 

and sale by Article 3, the High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the import of material 



of the first category,-with the exception of material acquired for the Government of the High 
Contracting Party concerned. 

SECOND CATEGORY. 

' Article 6, . 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the sale of material of the second category 

by any person not furnished with a licence issued by the proper authorities. The latter shall 
only issue such licences to persons who can show that they belong to sporting associations recognised 
by the competent authorities of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

, . Article 7-
The High Contracting Parties undertake not to allow material of the second category to be 

exported except by persons holding a licence issued by the competent authorities of the export
ing High Contracting ;party. This licence must include an authorisation to import issued by 
the Government which exercises sovereignty over the territory of destination. 

• Article 8 . 
Each ·High Contracting Party shall draw up authentic copies of the export licences referred 

to in the two preceding articles with a view to the transmission of copies to the High Contracting 
· Party which exercises sovereignty over the territory of destination and to all the Governments, 
whether of High Contracting Parties or not, through whose territory the material would have 
to pass in transit. These copies must be despatched in sufficient· time to enable the Governments 
to supervise the transport of the material. 

THIRD CATEGORY. 

Article g. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to exercise strict supervision over the national and 

international traffic in arms of the third category and to take an necessary measures to prevent 
illicit stocks and traffic. · 

Article IO. 

With the above object in view, the High Contracting Parties undertake: 
To provide for close · co-operation among the respective national administrations and 

between these administrations and the international office referred to in Article 2; 
To institute a system of registration and licences which shall make it possible at any time 

to trace arms which are in the possession of individuals; . 
To communicate to each other and to the international office referred to in Article 2 any 

information calculated to facilitate this ~ontrol. 

Article II. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to apply to arms in the. third category the regime 
laid down in Articles 7 and 8 of the present Convention in regard to arms of the second category. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article I2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to assist each other mutually in bringing to light 
any infractions of the rules of this Convention. They recognise in advance the jurisdiction of 
the Permanent Court of International Justice for any international investigations concerning 
negligence or connivance on the part of a Government administration concerned with these 
matters. They further undertake to impose penalties of a uniform character on their nationals 
(individuals, associations or firms) who may be found guilty of violating the national laws passed 
in execution of the provisions of the present Convention. These penalties shall be codified by 
common agreement between the national administrations, and the code shall appear as an annex 
to the present Convention. 

Article I3. 
The present Convention shall come into force when it has been ratified by four of the 

States mentioned in the Covenant of the League of Nations as permanent Members of the 
Council and by sixteen other States. The international office referred to in Article 2 shall be 
organised by the Belgian Government as soon as the Convention has been thus ratified. 

Article !4· 
The duration of the present Convention shall be for fifteen years. It shall remain in force 

for all States which have not notified the international office of their intention to denounce • 
it two years before the expiration of the above period, unless, as a result of successive denun
ciations, the number of High Contracting Parties shall have been reduced to ten, including 
two of th~ nations entitled, under the Covenant, to be permanently represented on the Council. 



Document 4. 
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DRAFT CONVENTION RELATIVE TO THE CONTROL OF THE 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLE
MENTS OF WAR, TOGETHER WITH COVERING LETTER, EXPLA
NATORY MEMORANDUM AND MEMORANDUM CONTAINING A 

DRAFT RESOLUTION 
0 

Submitted by M. ]ouhaux to the Temporary Mixed Commission (January 28th, 1924). 

[Trans[{ltion.] 
LETTER FROMM. jOUHAUX. 

Geneva, January 28th, 1924. 

I have the honour to forward to you, on behalf of the Workers' Group, t"::o ~ocuments which 
I request may be circulated as early as possible to the members of the Commtss10n, so that they 
may be discussed at the session which is due to begin on February 4th next. 

These documents are: 

(x) Draft of a Convention fo~ regulating the Control of the Traffic in Arms an~ 
Munitions. In conformity with the decision adopted by the las~ Assembly, ~h~ W~rker;; 
Group is submitting a draft Convention to the Temporary Mtxed Co~ss10n. . T~ts 
Convention aims. at establishing a complete system of Government licences, which 
would in turn be subject to a public international control. This international control 
should, in the view of the Workers' Group, be exercised by the Council of the League 
of Nations, which is entrusted by the Covenant with the duty of formulating a programme 
for the reduction of armaments and of seeing that it is carried into effect, in order to 
ensure the maintenance of the peace of the world. · 

(2) A draft resolution, which should render it possible, without waiting for the 
signature and ratification of the draft Convention by the Governments, to obtain the 
immediate publication of all the facts relating to the traffic in arms and munitions. 

The intention of the Workers' Group is that the results of this publication should be submitted 
each year to the Assembly of the League of Nations, so that they may be freely discussed under 
circumstances affording every guarantee of publicity. 

· By the resolutions adopted by the last Assembly, the Temporary Mixed Commission was 
instructed to draw up, in co-operation with the Economic Committee, a draft Convention for the 
control of the private manufacture of arms and munitions, which might be subsequently discussed 
by the international Conference to be convened by the Council. 

The scheme which the Council and the Assembly had in view was the draft which had been 
prepared by Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith and which had been adopted in principle by the Tem-
porary Mixed Commission. · 

The Comm ssion has, however, before it a second draft treaty submitted by Colonel Carnegie, 
which further elaborates some of the principles in Sir Hubert Llewellyn Smith's project. The 
Commission will therefore have to decic:Ie on the final text which is to be transmitted to the 
Economic Committee. . 

The Workers' Group intends to propose the prohibition of the private manufacture pf arms 
and m~tions, as it considers that this is the only way of preventing the evil effects attendant 
on their manufacture. 

The \Vorkers' Group, however, desires to point out that Colonel Carnegie's scheme would not 
suffice to ~roduce the results which its author has in view (i.e., to prevent the evil effects attendant 
on t~ pnvate manufacture of arms and munitions). Indeed, the Workers' Group considers it 
essential, _for this purpose, to give the State which is responsible definite and effective control 
over the armaments ~· to ensure th~ !ullest publicity for the manufacturing licences granted 
by the State, and to proVIde for the audttmg of the accounts and the detailed financial statements 
of the producing firms. . . 

• Finally, it also appears essential that all the documents relating to this control and private 
manufact'-!re shoul~ be forwarded _to the C~ncil of the League of Nations, which alone possesses 
CI"JlJI~k;te mformatton on the subJect,. and IS therefore alone in a position to say whether the 
condttJ.OIIS accepted by the States whtch have signed the Covenant the Treaties of Peace and 
eventually the Treaties of Assi~tance, have been observed. ' 

(Signed) E. JouHAUX. 
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I. CONTROL OF TRAFFIC IN ARMS. 

Explanatory Memorandum. 

The Fourth Assembly of the League of Nations, being desirous of reaching some international 
solution· of the problem of the traffic in arms, voted a resolution to the effect that: 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should be requested to draw up the draft 
Convention or Conventions in such a form that they might be accepted by the Govern
ments of all countries which produce arms or munitions of war. 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should, however, also make alternative pro
posals for a Convention or Conventions which might be adopted by some of the produc
ing Powers if others refused their co-operation." 

· In this way the Fourth Assembly expressed its desire to obtain a partial solution of the prob
lem if an international solution could not be reached. The Covenant, moreover, imposes such 
activn as a· moral obligation. Article 8 actually lays down that: · 

"The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by private enterprise 
of munitions and implements of war is open to grave objections. The Council shall 
advise how the evil effects atten!lant upon such manufacture can be prevented." 

It is laid down, moreover, in paragraph 6, Article 8, that the Members of the League under
take to interchange full and frank information as to the scale of their armaments, their military 
and naval programmes and the condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike 
purposes. 

Finally, Article ro of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance lays down that each of the High 
Contracting Parties undertakes to furnish such information with regard to its armaments as the 
Council of the League may request. 

If the object is to lessen the evil effects referred to and diminish that distrust between 
States which leads to war, the control of the private manufacture of arms and the international 

· traffic in arms represents the least that can be attempted, and should be attempted without delay, 
in order to ensure the maintenance of world peace. . 

Increase of armaments, rivalry between manufacturers, distrust magnified by ignorance 
of the conditions of the traffic in arms and of their manu~acture, all constitute a grave menace 
of war which must be dispelled. 

Under the Treaties of Peace, private manufacture of arms is forbidden in Austria, Bulgaria, 
Hungary, etc., and is restricted in Germany. Moreover, the Treaties absolutely prohibit the 
importation of arms and munitions into these countries. 

How in these circumstances can the other States any longer refuse to agree to the mere 
control of the private manufacture of and traffic in arms ? 

Large man¢acturing interest~ must no longer be allowed to influence and deceive public 
opinion through the Press. To prevent them from creating an atmosphere of distrust, and to 
put an end to all their machinations, it is indispensable that the public should have precise informa
tion concerning the traffic in arms and their manufacture. Private interests must not be allowed 
to exert an influence which is detrimental to the cause of peace, and to the interests of all man
kind. Increased expenditure on armaments must not be allowed to provide greater profits to 
manufacturers, and the latter .must be prevented from undertaking campaigns, based on false 
reports, concerning the armaments of one country with a view to provoking an increase of arma
ments in other countries. Inflammatory statements, false alarms and panic-mongering, which 
have been permitted in the past because the private manufacture of arms has never been controlled, 
must be put an end to, without further delay, in the interests of the world's peace. 

The regulation of the private manufacture of arms is therefore absolutely necessary. It 
must be carried out in conformity with the Covenant and the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, with 
a view to diminishing distrust between States, preparing the way for moral disarmament and 
furthering that general reduction of armaments which it is the duty of the League to obtain. 

The following are the main points of the draft Convention for the control of the traffic in 
arms which accompanies this memorandum: • 

Under the terms of Article r: The High Contracting Parties undertake to submit the traffic 
in arms and munitions to international control, whether sucfi arms are intended for war or sport, 
provision being made for the classification of these arms by the Permanent Advisory Commission 
and the modification by it of such lists as may be drawn up. Control applies without distinctio-n 
to private manufacture and State manufacture, this being indispensable if control is to be effective. 

Under the terms of Article 2: The arms or munitions of war may only be sold, eitlu~r by 
States or by private individuals, to Governments purchasing through the agency of regularly accre
dited buyers who are recognised by the Government of the country in which the seller has his 
domicile. There is no reason why States which manufacture or trade in arms should 11ot be subject 
to the same regulations as private industry and trade. 

In the case of sporting arms and ammunition, the buyer must obtain an import licence 
issued by the country in which he resides. 

Under the terms of Article 3: The exportation of arms and munitions of war, whether t/1111111-

factured by the State or by private enterprise, is to be subject: (a) to a licence which may only be 
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!!!'allted to a Government mentioned in the licence; and (b) to documents establishing the bona ft'Jts of the buyer, who must be, like the consignor, a duly accredited representative of the Govern
ment. 

In the case of sporting arms, whether manufactured by the State or by private enterprise, an 
export licence is only to be issued on production of a. declaration by the War Ministry of the· 
e.~rting country certifying that the arms are really mtended for sport and not for purposes 
of war. · 

In both cases these licences, drawn up by the Permanent Advisory Commission of the League 
of Nations, must also include all necessary information concerning the buyer, the seller, the nature 
of the goods; the station of consignment, the route by which the goods are to be forwarded, etc. 

Under the terms of Arlide 4: The licence is to be made out in quadruplicate, one copy being 
sent by the despatching State to the Secretariat of the League of Nations, one month prior to the 
date on which the goods are expected to cross its frontier; the second copy is for the despatching 
State; the third is to accompany the goods; and the fourth is to be forwarded to the importing 
State, which undertakes, if it is one of the High Contracting Parties, to forwar!f the copy in question 
to the Secretariat of the League of Nations within one month after the date on which the goods 
cross its frontier. 

0
, 

Under the terms of Article 5: The Secretariat is to publish in the Official Journal of the 
League of Nations all necessary information concerning these licences and the Council of the 
League of Nations is, further, to have the right to supervise the movements of arms in order 
that it may draw up a programme for disarmament and see that it is executed in practice. 

Unier the terms of Article 6: When weapons of war or sporting arms are unloaded, except 
in cases afforce mafeure, guarantees are to be afforded that the goods re-loaded correspond exactly 
to those mentioned in the export licences. 

Arlic.es 7, 8 and 9 prohibit the transit of arms and munitions; enjoin the refusal of export 
licences for arms of war to all persons who are not accredited by the Governments or to represen
tatives of countries declared to be covenant-breakers; and finally, stipulate that the Secretariat 
of the League of Nations shall publish an annual report on the traffic in arms and munitions, to 
be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations for approval. 

To sum up: the- general lines of the scheme contained in the draft Convention attached 
hereto concerning the traffic in arms are in conformity with the Covenant of the League 
of Nations. 

II. DRAFf CONVENTION FOR THE CONTROL OF TRAFFIC IN ARMS. 

Submitted to the Temporary Mixed Commission by M. Jouliaux, M. Oudegeest and M. Thorberg. 

Article I. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to subject to international control the traffic in 
arms and munitions of all kinds, whether complete or in parts and whether manufactured by the 
State or by jJrivate industry, and for this purpose they have laid down the following definitions: 

The term "arms of war" shall apply to artillery of all kinds; 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, explosive or gas-diffusing; 
Apparatus for the discharge of poisonous gas; · 
Flame-throwers, bombs, grenades; 
Machine-guns and rifled small-bore breech-loading weapons of all kinds; 
And, further, all arms, munitions and similar objects which may subsequently be 

added to this list by a decision of the Permanent Advisory Commission of the League 
of Nations, adopted by a three-fourths majority. · 

The term "sporting arms• shall apply to all arms not referred to in the previous 
paragraph. 

The control shall also be exercised over ammunition intended for the arms in the above 
categories. 

Article 2. 

• The High Con~ac~~g Parties undertake to abstain, and to proh~bit all persons or groups 
of persons, whether mdiVIduals or firms, wh1eh manufacture or trade m arms in their respective 
territories, from ~g<l%i?g in the sale of arms or munitions of war to any persons or groups of 
persons, whether u;tdiVIduals or firms, other than Governments purchasing through the agency 
of regularly accredited buyers. The powers of such agents must be recognised as being in good 
and due form by the Government of the High Contracting Party in which the vendor has his 
domicile. Th~ said agents must give details of purchases which they are authorised to effect 
and must certify that the goods are bought on behalf of the Government in question . 

. As reg~ds ~chases of sporting arms and ammunition, the buyer must be provided with 
an Import licence ISSued by the Government of the country in which he resides specifying in detail 
the goods which he is authorised to import. · 

Article 3. 
The H~. Contracting Parties undertake to subject the export of arms and munitions of 

every descnptJOn, whether bought, !lold or manufactured by the State or by private enterp~ise to a 
system of licences which shall conform to the following conditions: ' 
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(I) The buyer must be provided with an export licence issued by the Government of the 

exporting country; a licence shall. be required· for· each consignment and no shipment of arms 
can be considered as a "consignment" unles< it is despatched to a single consignee and is entered 
in a single traffic document (waybill for shipments by land or air, freight-note for shipments 
by sea). 

(2) In the case of arms and munitions of war, the licence shall only be issued under the 
conditions laid down in Article 2 and shall specify the Government to which the goods are con
signed and· the documents accrediting the buyer - who must be the consignor - as the duly 
authorised agent of the said Government. 

(3) In the case of sporting arms or ammunition, no licence can be issued except on produc
tion of a declaration by the War Ministry of the exporting country certifying that the arms or 
munitions in question are not arms or.munitions of war, according to the definition given in the 
present Convention. 

The High Contracting Parties furt1ler reserve their right to judge for themselves - having 
regard to the size of the consignment, the address to which they are consigned, and the other 
circumstances attending their despatch - as to the purpose for which the arms or munitions are 
intended and to decide in each individual case whether or not a licence should be granted. 

•(4) Export licences issued by the High Contracting Parties shall be drawn up in accordance 
with a uniform model to be prepared by the Permanent Advisory Commission of the Leagne of 
Nations. · 

(5) In addition to the particulars referred to aoove, the licence~ shall include: 
(a) The name and address of the manufacturer or manufacturers; 
(b) The name and address of the vendor or vendors; 
(c) A detailed description of the arms and munitions, their number, w~ight, and any 

other data necessary for determining exactly to which category they belong; 
(d) The purchasing country, in the case of arms of war, and the country of residence 

of the buyer, in the case of sporting arms; 
(e) The last port or station of consignment; 
(f) The route or method by w)lich the goods were forwarded; 
(g) The heading under which the arms composing the consignment should appear in 

the export statistics of the exporting country; 
(h) Any further information which the exporting country may see fit to enter. 

Article 4· 
This licence shall be made out in quadruplicate, one copy being retained by the despatching 

State and a second being sent by that State to the Secretariat of the League of Nations one month 
·prior to the date on which the goods are expected to cross the frontier; the third copy shall be 
delivered to the purchaser's agent and shall accompany the goods; the fourth copy shall be for
warded by the despatching State to the importing State; the latter, if one of the High Contracting 
Parties, shall undertake to forward it to the Secretariat of the League of Nations within one 
month after the date on which the goods were imported and to insert in it the heading under 
which the imported goods will appear in its own import statistics. 

Article 5· 
The Secretariat shall communicate to the Council a copy of the licence forwarded to it by 

the despatching State and shall publish it forthwith in a special Supplement to the Official Journal 
of the League of Nations. 

The Council, having been entrusted with the duty of formulating a programme for disarma
ment and of ensuring its execution, shall be entitled to supervise all movements of the traffic 
in arms from the point of view of the obligations incurred by the purchasing State under the 
Covenant, the Treaties of Peace, or the general Treaty of Assistance. 

The movement of the traffic in question· shall not be finally effected until the Council has 
given its decision, it being, however, understood that the decision shall be taken within a maximum 
period of three months. . 

Article 6. 
It shall be forbidden, in principle, to unload the goods specified ·in Article I of the present 

Convention in course of transportation; and the High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit 
such unloading in their respective territories, irrespective of the country from which th_e goods 
have come or to which they are consigned, except when it can be proved that unloading was 
necessitated by /flrce maieure. 

Whenever goods are unloaded in course of transportation, no matter for what reason or for 
what period, the following procedure shall be observed: 

The copy of the export licence, which, as laid down in the previous article, is in the possession 
of the purchaser's agent and accompanies the goods, shall be endorsed by the authorities of the 
transit State in which the goods are unloaded; these authorities must certify that the goods, when 
reloaded, correspond exactly with the detailed description given in the export licence. If the 
goods are unloaded within the territory of a transit State, the licence must be endorsed by_ t?e 
local authorities at the spot where the unloading takes place and also by the Customs authontles 
of the station or port through which the goods leave the territory of the ~aid State. 

Article 7· 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the transit ?f the arms_ and m~tions 

specified in Article I through their respective territories, unless tbey are accomparued by a licence 
made out in the proper form, as laid down above. 
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Article 8. • 
The High Contracting Partiesundertake to"refuse liceh~es for the export of an:its of war: 

(a) To persons or groups of pen.ons, whether individuals or firms, who are not 
· accredited representatives of the Governments; . 

(b) To representatives of covenant-breaking States, declared to be such by the Council 
of the League of Nations. 

· Article 9· . 
Tne Secretariat of the League of Nation~ shall publish an annual report on~~ traffic in arms 

and munitions the licences issued by the different Governments and the statistics of the arms 
tr.Jiic. ' · 

Tbis report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 

III. TRAFFIC IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION. 
• 

As the first attempt to solve the problem of the traffic in arms and ammunition - i.e., the 
Convention of St.-Germain- had not proved successful, the Fourth Assembly adopted the follow
ing resolution and thereby gave a new direction to its efforts in this matter: 

"The Assembly recommends that the Temporary Mixed Commission should ~e 
invited to prepare a new Convention or Conventions to replace that of St. Germron 
for the control of the traffic in arms. 

· "The Temporary Mixed Commission should be requested to draw up the draft 
Convention or Conventions in such a form that they might be accepted by the Govern-
ments of all countries wbich produce arms or munitions of war. : 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should, however,.also make alternative p_ro
posa!s for a C.onvention or Conventions wbich might be adopted by some of the producmg 
Powers even if others refused their co-operation. 

"The Assembly recommends that the Council should invite the United States 
Government to apfoint representatives to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Com
mission in preparing the draft Convention or Conventions." 

When the Workers' Group of the Temporary Mixed Commission was considering the advantages 
or disadvantages offered by the two procedures indicated in the above resolution, i.e. : 

J:. General Conventions between all the countries wbich produce arms or munitions 
of war; and 

2. Conventions wbich might be adopted by some of the producing Powers, 

it was struck by the greater facilities wbich might be gained for tll.e study of tbis question if exact 
data were available regarding the quantities and destinations of arms and ammunition exported 
without licences. 

In the opinion of the Workers' Group, these data would make it possible to form a true estimate 
of the extent and character of the traffic in war material between the different countries and 
would facilitate the discovery of an international solution of tbis problem. . · 

The Workers' Group believes that such a preliminary survey would give the Commission a 
most valuable insight into the conditions under wbich either of the two methods contemplated 
in the Assembly's resolution might be applied in practice. I therefore propose that the Commission 
should adopt the following resolution: · 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission instructs the Secretariat to collect and publlsh, 
before the next Assembly, all the information wbich can be obtained from. official 
and public documents regarding the imports and exports of arms and ammunition in 
States Members of the League of Nations and in non-Member States." 

Tbis survey, wbich the Secretariat could prepare at once on the basis of the official statistics 
publis~ by th_e Gov:ernments, might later on be rendered more complete by making use of 

_ mformatwn received directly from the Governments themselves or from any other reliable source
such as t~e. balance-sheets of ~~ufru;turing firms and statistics of external trade, etc., showing 
th_e quanti tic;; o_f affi'l:S and murutwns Imported or. exported ac!oss the frontiers. The Temporary 
~bxed ~mrmssw~ rrugh~ also suggest to the Council that, pending the adoption of an international 
Conventwn on tbis subject, the States Members of the League of Nations should undertake to 
o:.mmunicate to the Secretariat all facts relating to the international traffic in arms and munitions 
crJming within their jurisdiction, with a view to their publication by the Secretariat in its annual 
report to the Assembly. 

The Commission might therefore adopt the following resolution: 

·n,e Temporary Mixed Commission recommends the Council to invite the Govern
rru.-nts of State;; _Member~ of the Le~e to inform the Secretariat of all shipments of 
arms and mumtwns which cross their land and sea frontiers whether under official 
!icence or as non-controlled traffic, wi~h .a view to such infor~ation being published 
m the form of an annual rep01t for subm1sswn to the Assembly of the League of Nations." 



Document 5. 

TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION 
OF ARMAMENTS. 

FIRST SUB-COMMI~SION. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE SEVENTH SESSION • 
held at Genev.a, february 7th, 1924, under the Chairmanship of M. LEBRUN. 

I. Next Session of the Sub-Commission. 

. The CH'\IRMAN proposed that the Sub-Commission should meet in Paris, atasubsequentdate, 
m order to give each of the ·members time to obtain the views of competent authorities and also 
to make a personal study of the question. 

After an exchange of views, the Sub-Commission decided to meet at the League of Nations 
Otftce in Paris on March z{th. 

z. Appointment of the Rapporteurs. 

, The CHAIRMAN proposed the appointment of a Rapporteur to prepare a general report 
based on the discussions of the full Commission. 

Viscount CECIL considered it necessary for the Sub-Commission to decide at once on the text 
to form the basis of the preparatory draft in order to give the Rapporteur a line on which to 
work. 

The Sub-Commission decided to appoint M. Dupriez and Major Hills Rapporteurs. 

3· Trade in Arms and Private. Manufacture~ 

Colonel LowE thought that the Sub-Commission ought to decide whether the two questions 
(Traffic in Arms and Private Manufacture) should be treated together. 

Viscount CECIL said that there was no question of dealing at the moment with anything but 
Traffic. Mr. Grew had only been authorised to take part in the discussion on Traffic; it was accor
dingly important to keep the two questions quite separate. It would be advisable to ask Mr. Grew 
if he could take part in the meetings of the Sub-Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the procedure adopted for the preparation of a draft on the 
Traffic in Arms should also be followed in the question of Private Manufacture. 

Viscount CECIL said that he saw difficulties in preparing a draft on Private Manufacture before 
a decision had been reached on Traffic. 

M. jOUHAUX said that the decision of the Council on Private Manufacture had been taken 
before the decision to send the question of Traffic in Arms to the Commission. He was very anxious 
that this dilatory procedure should not result in the question being buried. 

Viscount CECIL assured him that he had no intention whatever of burying the question, but 
that the matter of Private Manufacture was much the more difficult. Opinions on this subject 
differed far more widely than on Traffic in Arms. It was therefore advisable to move with caution 

The Sub-Commission decided to adhere to the prooedure suggesterl by lhtJ Chatrman. 
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+ Instructions for the Rapporteurs. • 
• 

Discussion was opened as to the instructions to be given to the Rapporteurs concerning 
the work on the control of Traffic in Arms. 

M. JouHAUX urged that the Rapporteurs should simply prepare a summary of the discussions 
and of the general principles involved and should not attempt a new draft. 

The R-\PPORTEURS thought that their work should not be so restricted and demanded the 
ri,oht to present a preliminary draft as a basis for discussion. . 

M .. JouHAUX asked that the procedure followed in the drafting of the draft Tr~aty of Mutual 
Assistance should be adhered to in this case, namely,_that the Rapporteurs should Simply compare 
the available texts and try to reconcile them, but should not put forward a new draft. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, in order to obtain a quick result, there must be a text on which 
to base the discussions and that it would be a good thing if the Rapporteurs could producteone, 
but that the Sub-Commission could always decide to work on another text. The text produced 
by the Rapporteurs need not be given special preference. 

VISCOunt CECILe."{plained the position of the Sub-Commission in regard to the question of Traffic. 
The Assembly had reconunended the Convention of St. Germain. The United States had refused 
to adhere to it. They had been asked to give their objections, and had done so. 

The Assenlbly now asked the Commission to submit a draft which would meet the objections 
of the United States; it was therefore obvious that the Convention of St. Germain should be the 
basis of discussion and that it was for the Commission to try to find amendments which would 
make the Convention acceptable to all Governments. The duty of the Rapporteurs would be, 
therefore, to recast the Convention in the light of the general discussions at the plenary Com
mission and on the basis of the texts presented to them. 

M. DUPRIEZ, Rapporteur, entirely approved Viscount Cecil's observation. The Convention of 
St. Germain contained z6 articles, four~fifths of which had not been under discussion. The 
Convention of St. Germain merely laid down general principles and gave no details concerning 
traffic between Governments of sovereign States. It was on these details that the drafts presented 
offered solutions. 

M. joUHAux said that the Commission had not instructed the Sub-Commission to usethe 
Convention of St. Germain as its basis. · · 

- VISCOunt CEciL repeated that the duty expressly laid down on the Temporary ML"{ed Commission 
by the Assenlbly was to find a way of inducing the United States to sign the Convention; to 
embark on an entirely new text would be to throw away the substance for a shadow. Search for 
an ideal should not prevent the members of the Commission from being practical. 

M. JoUHAux said that he had no intention of obstructing by insisting on his draft, but, as the 
Convention of St. Germain was a dead letter, it seemed to him essential to produce a new text. 
Before agreeing to amend the Convention, he wished to be certain that the objections submitted 
by the United States would be the only objections they would have to meet. 

Major HILLS, Rapporteur, said that he would have preferred to present a new draft but that 
he agreed to anrend the Convention of St. Gernlain. He wished, however, to have his hands free 
~ the questions of. amendments to be int;oduced, as. circumstances had changed considerably 
smce :rg:rg. In drafting these amendments, It was very rmpcrtant to take account of all the points 
raised by the general discussion. 

~-CHAIRMAN entirely agreed with Major Hills. It was the duty of the Rapporteurs to prepare 
a prelJ?"'J~ry draft as a basi~ for discussion "'J! the Sub-G_omm~ssion; ~he draft should be founded on 
f!1e prmc1ples of the Convent~on of St. Germam, as mod1fied m the hght of the general discussion; 
it slwuld take full account of the drafts presented by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and by 
M. ]ouhaux. The draft presented by the Rapporteurs would not, however, be git•en any special 
preference. 
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REPORT BY M. BENES AND RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE 
COUNCIL ON MARCH 11th, 1924, ON THE CONTROL OF THE 

TRAFFIC IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION . 

• 

The Temporary Mixed Commission held its ninth session at Geneva from February 4th to 
8th, I924, and, in accordance with the Council's instructions, considered the question of preparing 
a draft Convention to replace the Convention of St. Germain. 

The Council will appreciate the importance of the fact that a representative of the United 
States took part in the work of the Commission in connection with this problem. . 

The preparation of a Convention which will satisfy all Governments is a task which calls 
for long and patient study on the part of the Commission. The Commission had before it two 
drafts intended to replace or supplement Chapter I of the Convention of St. Germain, which · 
relates to the general traffic in arms and ammunition between the High Contracting Parties. 
I think my colleagues will join with me in expressing the hope that, as the remit ot its investi
gations, the Commission will be able to propose the establishment of a simple and effectual system 
of control. 

The Council will also agree that the Commission was well advised to adopt the resolution 
referred to in the Secretary-General's memorandum (C.54.I924.IX), whereby the Assembly will 
be able this year to gain some idea of the international traffic in arms. This preliminary stage 
is essential before any attempt can be made to solve the problem of control. 

I therefore propose that the Council approve this resolution, which reads as follows: 

"The Council, at the suggestion of the Temporary Mixed Commission, requests the 
Secretariat to collect and publish, before the next Assembly, all the information which 
can be obtained from official and public documents regarding the imports and exports 
of arms and ammunition in States Members of the League of Nations and in non-Member 
States. • 

The Commission also adopted the following resolution: 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission is of the opinion that the Permanent Advisory 
Commission should be requested to draw up, for the express purpose of organising a 
control of the traffic in arms, a list corresponding to the present state of military know
ledge: 

"(r) Of arms and munitions of war; 
"(2) Of other kinds of arms and ammunition." 

In the course of its work the Commission was confronted by the difficulties inherent in reach
ing a definition of arms and munitions of war; it decided to ask for the technical opinion of the 
Permanent Advisory Commission on this point, and adopted accordingly the second resolution 
quoted above. 

I would therefore propose that the Council should, in compliance with the request of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission, adopt the following resolution: 

"The Council, at the suggestion of the Temporary Mixed Commission, requests 
the Permanent Advisory Commission to draw up, for the express purpose of organising 
control of the traffic in arms, a list corresponding to the present state of military know
ledge: 

"(r} 
·"(:a) 

Of arms and munitions of war; 
Of other kinds of arms and ammunition. • 
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TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION. 
OF ARMAMENTS. 

FIRST SUB-COMMISSION 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE EIGHTH SESSION, 

Held in Paris, March 24th to 28th, 1924. 

FIRST MEETING. 
Held on March 24th, 1924, at II a.m., M. LEBR:UN in the Chair. 

I. General Di~cussion of the Report and Draft Convention submitted to the Sub-Commission 
by the Rapporteurs. 

The Sub-Commistion decided to begin at once with the general discussion on the report 
drawn up by the Rapporteurs (see Document 8, page 103). 

Major Hrr.LS (Rapporteur) made a rapid survey of the prin~iples which h~d guided the ~p
porteurs in the course of their labours. They had taken as a basrs the Convention of St. Germam, 
amplifying it so as to cover every category of arm~ a~d modifying it so as to b~ acc~ptable to all 
States and, at the ~arne time, to embrace the maJonty of the proposals contamed m the drafts 
of M. J ouhaux and the Marquis de Magaz. 

The chief modifications were: 
li) The draft is made more explicit as to the different categories of arms to be 

controlled; 
· (2) The draft authorises the sale of arms to such Governments as are recognised 

by one-half of the High Contracting Parties; 
(3) The terms of Article 5 are strengthened; 
(4) Under Article 9, a Central International Office is established charged with the 

collection of statistics of the traffic in arms; 
(5) Under Article 28, questions of the interpretation and the application of the 

Convention are to be referred to the Permanent Court of International Justice; 
(6) Under Article 32, it is provided that the Convention shall not come into force 

until it has been ratified by at least six of the great producing Powers (including Germany 
and Russia). 

He concluded by saying that it had been the object of the Rapporteurs, while respecting 
the sovereignty of States in the greatest possible measure, to put a stop to the evil effects arising 
out of the traffic in arms. 

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH pointed out that the-Convention of St. Germain had not been duly 
tatified by Persia, and once more asked that Persia should not be included in the territories placed 
under an exceptional regime. 

M. CoBIA.."i raised the fundamental objection that the Sub-Commission had been charged 
with the duty of replacing the Convention of St. Germain and not of amending it. 

VlSCOUilt CECIL asked ofthePersian delegate that the matter should be regarded from a pl actical 
point of view. If all States in the same position as Persia raised similar objections, there could 
be no question of controL In regard to what M. Cobian had said, the point raised was only a ques
tion of phraseology and the Convention to be drawn up would, in effect, be a new draft. As regards 
the creation of a Central International Office, a great difficulty arose owing to the terms of 
Article 24 of the Covenant. He suggested that this proposal should be withdrawn, adding that States 
non-l!embers of the League of Nations could communicate their documents to some Government 
(a non-producing State, for instance) instead of to the League of Nations. 

He added that the article of the Convention covering the case of States which had broken 
the terms of the Covenant was superfluous in view of the terms of Article 16 of the Covenant. 

He made reservations as to the proVision· :tor· supplies to Governments recognised by half 
of the High Contracting Parties, and observed, in conclusion, that the draft must allow Govern
ments to grant, in war-time, licences Jo individuals to export arms to belligerent countries if this 
did not infringe rules of neutrality. · 
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M. ]ANCOVICI remarked that, while the Rapporteurs had displayed great ingenuity, they 
had lost sight ot the principal object, i.e., to consolidate peace and diminish the likelihood of war. 
The draft established two distinct regimes: an exceptional regime, in which there is a severe 
control, and a common xegime, where the control is illusory. In regard to the second and third 
categories of arms, there is complete freedom of traffic; for the first category, the control is limited 
to forbidding the arming of rebels in the territory of signatory States, while at the same time 
placing no restriction on the armament of the nations themselves. 

The office provided for in Article 9 would be an organ for the collection of statistics which 
have no salutary value. Moreover, the League of Nations would remain entirely outside this 
Convention except for the registration of statistics. The draft remained, then, reduced to its title. 
The. two other drafts, those of M. J ouhaux and Admiral de Magaz, conformed to the object inscribed 
in their title. 

The Marquis DE VITI DE MARco pointed out that the mandate of the Sub-Commission wa.:. not 
to make a new Convention but to render the Convention of St. Germain acceptable to all Govern
ments. 

As regards the point raised by the Persian delegate, the Sub-Commission had no authority to 
disc~ss Article 6. He thought that tl1e United States would raise no objection to communicating 
their figures to the Central International Office, as this would involve·merely a measure of control. 
Replying to Viscount Cecil, he observed that a State must always be responsible in war-time for its 
actions as regards the supply of arms, and proposed that the Convention should be limited to 
peace-time. He asked the representative of the United States to be good enough to dearly inform 
the Commission of the views of his Government. · 

M. J OUHAUX associated himself entirely with the reserves made by M. Cobian and M. J ancovici. 
He laid stress on the point that the Sub-Commission had as its mandate the xeplacement of the 
Convention of St. Germain. Moreover, he thought that one could give satisfaction to American 
public opinion and take into account the objections put forward by the United States Government 
and Mr. Grew. ·The United States Government had itself remarked that the Convention of St. 
Germain instituted no efficacious control over the traffic in arms. He himself found it extremely 
impolitic to go outside the limits established by the League of Nations. Speaking for himself, 
it seemed necessary to know whether it was desired to draw up an instrument of peace--in that 
case it was essential to stop manufacture-- or whether it was desired to give purely formal satis
faction to public opinion. He did not insist that his draft should be discussed in preference to any 
other. He was ready to assist in any labour which had as its principles those which he had just 
mentioned. But he declined to take any measure of responsibility for a draft which would not 
entirely satisfy public opinion. -

M. FABRY pointed out that there was a certain measure of confusion in regard to the object 
to be attained. The control in the traffic in arms was but a means to assisting in the reduction 
of armaments, the really essential instrument of which is the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. To 
forbid the traffic in arms would merely result in disarming non-producing States. Control, then, 
ought not to be a measure of prohibition but of supervision, whereby one might hope that the traffic 
in arms would be restrained as much as possible. The draft which had been submitted had the 
advantage of presenting in one text the Convention of St. Germain and the drafts put forward 
by Admiral de Magaz and M. Jouhaux. There were two ways of serving the League of Nations: 
the first by arming it with texts of an imperative character which exceeded its moral authority; 
and the second by making use of that moral authority to the greatest possible extent. The worst 
thing to do would be to ask the League of Nations to act against the Governments. He said, in 
conclusion, that it was wiser to endeavour to gain the confidence of Governments and not to present 
to them what they could not accept. He considered that this spirit permeated the draft under 
discussion. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Held on March 24/h, I924, at 3 p.m. 

2. Continuation of the General Discussion of the Report and Draft Convention. 

Mr. GREW (United States of America) expressed his pleasure in co-operating with theComxms
sion under the same conditions as at the plenary session at Geneva, namely, to keep his Govern
ment informed and, as occasion might require, to acquaint the Commission with the views of the 
United States. He made it clear that he could not bind his Government. He recalled that the 
object desired by the Commission was already looked upon with favour by his Government, 
but pointed out certain difficulties, as, for example, the question of the Central Office of Control. 
On that subject he was not in a position to say how far his Government would be prepared to 
bind itself in subscribing to any provisions which would place the Office within the League of 
Nations. Although the United States unofficially furnished the League of Nations with statistics 
on many subjects, his Government could not put itself in any manner under the supervision or 
direction ot the League. . 

The Government ot the United States would welcome any draft Convention of a nature that 
would receive the approval of Congress; it would be idle, however, to submit to Congress proposals 
which might meet with fundamental obj~ctions. 
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As regards the draft under discussion, Mr. Grew said that ~s Government was favourably 
inclined, in principle, towards placing the control of the traffic m arms under Federal control 
and of giving adequate publicity to such control, as well as limiting the sale of arms t<? Govern
ments and belli,oerents recognised by the United States. His Go':ernmen~ must ~emam free to 
satisfy its own needs and also to sell arms to Governments and recognised belligerents m ~he W ~stern 
hemisphere. As regards other continents, the United States would give proper ~OJ:lSlderatiOn ~o 
any proposal as to limitation to which the other Goverrtments declare themselves willing to subnut. 

Count HIROSAWA intimated that, not having been able to consult his Government, he could 
e..'\.-press merely personal opinions. In his view, the Convention of Saint-Germain was based on 

• practical grounds and it was for the moment desirable to maintain the principles laid down. in that 
Convention. _ l\1. Jouhaux's draft represented an i~eal which was impossible of ac~ua~ attamm~nt. 

As to the statement of the Persian representative, and as regards Turkey, w~ch IS recognise~ 
as a soverei,"'l Ppwer with its seat of Government in Turkey-in-Asia, he asked himself whether It 
would not be wiser to include these two countries amongst the Members of the League and the 
si,"'latory Powers of the projected Convention and to subject them to the conditions of the Con
vention and the Treaty of Lausanne. As, however, this was a question of a public nature an~ of 
great delicacy, he remarked that it did not come within the competence of the Temporary M~""<ed 
Commission, but should, in view of its importance, be submitted to the Council of the League of 
Nations for decision. In regard to the question of ratification by Russia and Germany, it was 
necessary to distinguish between these two countries, since Germany had certain obligations under the 
Treaty of Versailles as re,oards the traffic in arms. He agreed with th,e Marquis de Viti as to the 
necessity for international laws being respected in so far as concerned the question of neutrality. 

The CHAIR..'<IAN pointed out that the question of the control of traffic in arms had been 
submitted to discussion in view of Article 23, paragraph (d), of the Covenant, which entrusted to 
the League the control in those countries where such control was necessary in the general interest. 
The Convention of Saint-Germain was chiefly concerned, as was shown in the Preamble, with the 
disposal of the enormous war stocks. It went, however, beyond that in the matter of control, 
and the present meeting was being held because the United States declined to ratify the Treaty 
of Saint-Germain. The meeting was therefore required to draw up something to replace that 
Convention. If they succeeded in this, with a minimum of modifications, their object would be 
attained, but he thought it possible to go even further, although the Council had decided that the 
Convention of Saint-Germain furnished a generally .satisfactory system of control. 

If the question of the reduction of armaments were settled, it wonld then be necessary to 
organise a strict control, but for the momem he saw no practical connection between the question 
of traffic in arms and that of the limitation of armaments. 

l\1. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur), supplementing what the Chairman had said, remarked that control 
in traffic would be an unjust and ineffective method of limiting armaments. It would only 
incite non-producing States to produce. The draft had lain under the reproach of having exclude!! 
the League of Nations, but the question at issue was to obtain the adheren('e of the United States. 
States Members of the League of Nations would come under the control of the League, which could, 
every year, discuss the manner in which those States had applied the Convention. The sole 
means of obtaining a control such as was desired by M. Jouhaux would be to submit the licences 
to the approval of the Council, a condition which the United States would never accept. 

:H_e thought, milike M. Jouhaux, that non-producing States would be greatly influenced by 
publicrty. 
. ll. JouHAux considered it erroneous to regard his draft as embodying idealistic doctrines 
mcapable of practical application. He observed, moreover, that the Temporary Mixed Commission 
was instituted primarily nnder Article 8 of the Covenant and that its role would be useless for the 
purpose of the application of Article 23 of the Covenant. He declined to take part in drawing 
up a draft the only object of which would be to ensure control by a group of great producing 
Powers over only such countries as it was to their interest to do so. -

He had demonstrated, during the discussion of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, that he was 
able !0 deal with practical considerations. He remarked that the Rapporteurs' draft made no 
mention of licences. As regarded the participation of the United States, he was persuaded that 
they were not asking the League of Nations to divest itself of its duties, and that the United States. 
would find a means of collaborating with the organisations of the League, as they had done in regard 

· to the Opium question. · · 
_ll. Lon:sER pointed out that neutral countries had a great interest in seeing that the question 

of disannament was solved and that they were fully in sympathy with M. Jouhaux as regards 
!he establishment of a rigid control, but that, on the other hand, they were obliged to resort to 
1~tion. He desired to insist on the programme of obtaining an initial agreement, though it 
might not be nnanimous, and he thought it possible to obtain a positive result based on the 
Rapporteurs' draft. . 

. Y. DuPRIEZ (Ra~) added to what had been previously said that, if a control were estab
lished under the auspices of the Council, not only would the United States decline to sign, but nine
tenths of the other States producing-capital Powers included-would not give their adhesion to it. 

llajor HILLS (Rapporteur) thought that national control would be very valuable and that it 
would be necessary to obtain the approval of the Governments in order to ensure this . 

. The CHAIRMAN announced that the general discussion was closed. He proposed to pass to 
a discussion of the draft article by article. 

The. Sub-Commission adopted this proposal. 
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M. JouH~UX and M. CoBIAN mentioned the fact that they had at the first meeting presented 
reserves beanng generally on the draft. · · 

3· Discussion, Article by Article, of the Draft Convention.- Article 1. 

• 

"This Convention applies to the following arms and munitions: 
"Category I. Arms and muftitions of war, as follows: 

"(a) Ships of war of all kinds, including submarines and submersibles; 
"(b) Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes for use in war; 
"(c) Tanks and armoured cars; 
" (d) Artillery of all kinds; 
"(e) Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles and the discharge 

of all kinds of bombs, torpedoes and depth-charges; . 
"(f) Flame-throwers; 
!'(g) Mines, whether for land or water;. 
"(h) Torpedoes and depth-charges of all kinds; 
" ( i) Bombs and grenades of all kinds; 
"(f) Machine-guns and rifled small-bore oreech-loading weapons of all kinds; 
"(k) Pistols and revolvers of all kinds; 
"(l) Ammunition of all kinds for use with any of the above; 
"(m) Explosives and propellants of all kind~ for use in war; 
" ( n) Component parts of any of the above, including mountings. 

"Category II .. Fire-arms and _ammunition for purposes of sport or personal 
defence. 
"In order to prevent the export and import of fire-arms and ammunition intended 

for warlike purposes, though described and sold as articles of sport or personal defence, 
and in order at the same time not to hamper unduly the legitimate trade in fire-arms 
and ammunition intended tp be used only for sport and personal defence, the High 
Contracting Parties hereby undertake that they will use their best endeavours to agree 
upon a uniform definition of : 

"(r) Military rifles, revolvers and pistols and the ammunition thereof; 
"(z) Rifles, revolvers and pistols capable of use for both military and other 

. purposes and the ammunition thereof; 
"(3) Rifles, revolvers and pistols regarded as of no military value and the 

ammunition thereof." 
General DEMARINIS proposed that the article should be referred to the Permanent Advisory 

Commission. 
Count HIROSAWA asked why naval material had been inserted, as it never had been included 

in war stocks. 
M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) expressed the opinion that it was necessary to give some guidance 

to the Permanent Advisory Commission, and pointed out that it was logical and equitable to 
include naval material in the list~ 

Colonel CARNEGIE desired that the list should be a complete one and drew attention to the 
danger of any omissions. He proposed to add some formula as the following to the article: ",,.and 
any other material that the Permanent Advisory Commission may add during the course of its perio
dical revisions and which the High Contracting Parties may approve." 

M. J ANCOVICI presented an amendment, which was read. 

4· Amendment to Article 1 presented by M. Jancovici. 

"For the purposes of the present Convention, arms of whatever origin or method 
of manufacture; shall be divided into three categories: 

"(r) Arms and munitions of war, as follows: ................... ; 
"(z) Arms and ammunition capable of use both for military purposes, for 

purposes of sport and personal defence, as follows: .................. ; 
"(3) Arms not included in the .foregoing and regarded as of no military value. 

"The definition of these three categories of arms and their enumeration may be 
modified or added to by the Permanent Advisory Commission." 

s. Discussion of Viscount Cecil's Proposal to refer M. Jancovici's Amendment to the Permanent 
Advisory Commission. . 

Viscount CECIL suggested that this amendment should be referred to the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) remarked that there was apparently ·but little difference between 
his own text and that of M. Jancovici. At the same time, he thought that the paragraph 
empowering the Permanent Advisory Commission (which is an organ of the League of Nations) to 
make revisions would be dangerous. 

Colonel LowE requested that the articles comprised in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) should be 
excluded from Category I, Warships, because their transfer was alwayS a matter of"public 



knowled,o-e, and the other arms because it is impossible to distinguish them from similar engines 
of a commercial character. 

M. CoBIAN remarked that the plenary Commission would have t? take a decision and it was 
thought necessary either to define the categories or to_ indicate their contents. Moreover, the 
High Contracting Parties would have to approve the list. . . 

. The CHAIRMAN proposed that Article I should ,be ~rans~it~ed to the Permanent Advrsory 
Commission, t<>t,<>ether with the Minutes of the day s discussions. . 

M. }ANCOVICI insisted on the necessity for providing some organ entrusted Wlth the work of 
periodical revision. · . . 

M. J OUHAUX pointed out that the division into three. ~oups, -as proposed. by_M. J ancoviCI, 
\l-a5 logical and would allow the Peqnanent Advisory CommissiOn to be more precise m the matter. 
For instance, it \\'3.5 necessary to discriminate very precisely between weapo~s. of sport ax;td ~ther 
·weapons, o\\ingto the fact that sporting societies bore close resemblance to milit<,U"Y organisa~w;ns. 
He said that the objection raised by M. Dupriez to using the Permanent. Advrsory ~ommission 
as a revisory organ might equally be raised to making use of it for drawmg up the list of arms 
and munitions. · 

· General DE MARl:NIS proposed that a special Revisory Commission, on which all signat~ry 
States would be represented, should be convoked every two years, or on the demand of one of 
the Governments. ' 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) recalled that, unde; Article I of his draft, the High Contr3:cting Parties 
themselves must agree to the definitions. The Powers would draw up the lists, which would ~e 
communicated, checked and, if possible, brought into line. The Permanent Advis?ry ComiJ?S
sion would then, as M. Jancovici desired, act in an advisory, but not in an executive, capacity. 

Viscount CECIL asked M. J ancovici to withdraw the last paragraph of his amendment and f~re
. casted that a general arrangement of the whole Convention would be proposed at the conclusiOn 

of the discussion of the articles. 
M. JANCOVICI agreed that the whole subject and the Minutes should be transmitted to the 

Permanent Advisory Commission, but wished to be certain that, during the discussion of the 
articles, all members should confine themselves to the same subjects. 

Colonel LoWE insisted that the Temporary Mbred Commission should itseli decide what must 
be placed in the uncontrolled and what in the controlled categories. 

VISCount CECIL considered that this was the duty of the Permanent Advisory Commission. He 
agreed, however, that the Temporary Mbred Commission should express its opinion as to the 
categories. For instance, he was absolutely opposed to the suppression of paragraphs (a), (b) 
and (c) from Article I. -

. M. J OUHAUX observed that, for the purposes of discussion, it was necessary to have a text 
which was accepted, as. without this, it was quite impossible to make amendments. 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) considered the text of the draft to be clear and complete. It contained 
one class of arms purely for war purposes, another class purely for purposes of sport and a 
class of arms capable of use either for one purpose or the other. For arms of war, a licence; for 
arms of sport, freedom of traffic. Each State would decide whether the weapons in the mbred class 
under control were for war or sport, according to particular circumstances. 

Colonel REQUIN (replacing M. Fabry) pointed out that the indications given iit Article I 
'!ould not bind the Permanent Advisory Commission, which had entire freedom under the resolu
tion _of the Council. Appended to the list requested, the Permanent Advisory Commission would 
furnish such necessary explanations as the Temporary Mbred Commission would understand. 

~eral DE MARl:Joo'!S asked Viscount Cecil whether, in inviting M. Jancovici to withdraw the 
qnestion of revision by the Permanent Advisory Commission, it was to be understood that he 
made the same request as regards a committee of revision, which he himself had proposed. 

Viscount CECIL replied in the affirmative. 
Colonel LowE insisted that the Temporary Mbred Commission should express its opinion as 

to the desirability of including certain material in one category or another. It might happen that 
th~ ~~t Advisory Commission would omit certain arms which the Temporary Mbred Com
miSSion WJS~ to be retained in the list. He again asked that paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) of Article I 
should be ormtted. 
• M. CoBIA."i considered that it was desirable to give the principles of the definitions and that 
tt was necessary to decide on the question of a periodical revision. 

The CHAIRMAN requested the Commission to express its opinion, yes or no, on Colonel 
Lowe's proposal. 

}1. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) and M. HODAC observed that, in voting '.'No", they did not wish 
to decide on paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) being maintained, but simply to reserve the freedom of 
action of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

Colonel LowE then proposed that the article should be left blank and thus leave greater 
freedom to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

. ?Iajor HILLS (Rapporteur) considered that, while not binding the Permanent Advisory Com-
1DlSS10ll, it was necessary to give that Commission some indication as to what was asked of it. 

The mafwity of the Commission decided against the proposal of Colonel Lowe as regards para-
graph~ (a), (b) and (c). · 
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• 6. Continuation of the Discussion of M. Jancovici's Amendment. 

M. JANCOVIC! requested that his amendment should be put to the vote. 
M. DuPRIEZ (~apporteur) as~ed tha~ t~e question should be postponed to a later me~ting, 

bec~us~, on reflectto~ •. he saw senous objections to the amendment. For instance, the three cate
gones J? the J ancpVI~l a:nendment, which were extremely precise in their terms, would prove 
very difficult of ai?plic~twn. The draft of the Rapporteurs would be more likely to be accepted, 
as 1t left the classification of arms - presumed to be arms of war - to the decision of the 
Governments. 

M. JANCOVIC! said that his classification into three categories had been made by inter-Allied 
military organs, now composing the highest military jurisprudence. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to postpone the drafting of Article I until the end of the discussion. 
With each article it would become clear what reginle should be applied to the different categories. 
It would then be easier to present the different categories in one combined article. 

This proposal was unani'!lously adopted. ' 
• 

THIRD MEETING. 

·Held on March 25th, I924, at I0.30 a.m. 

7· Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention. Article 2. 

The SECRETARY read Article 2 of the Rapporteurs' draft: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to eiport themselves· and to pro
hibit the export and import of arms and munitions of war in Category I, except on the 
conditions mentioned in Article 3· This prohibition of exportation shall apply to all 
such arms and ammunition, whether complete or in parts." 

8. Amendment by M. Jancovici to Article 2. 

M. J ANCOVICI read an amendment as follows: 

· • "The High Contracting Parties undertake:· 
"I. Not to export arms and munitions of war in Category I and to prohibit the 

import and export thereof, except under the conditions provided in Article 3. 
"2. Not to export arms and ammunition in Category II and to prohibit the import 

and export thereof, except under the conditions provided in Article 5· 
"The traffic in arms in Category III remains unrestricted." 

Viscount CECIL saw no difference in meaning between the amendment and Articles 2 and 
5 of the draft. Only a question of drafting was involved which would depend upon Article I. 

The Marquis DE VITI observed that the amendment did not take into account detachable 
parts. 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) asked to whicll Article 5 the amendment referred. 
M. J ANCOVICI replied that he was going beyond a formal modification and that he was referring 

to Article 5 as drafted by M. J ouhaux. 

g. Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 5. 

M. JouHAUX read his amendment, as follows: 

· "Arms and munitions in Category II may be freely exported, provided only that 
the Government of the exporting country is convinced, after taking into consideration · 
the quantity, the destination and the attendant circumstances of eacll consignment, 
that these arms are not intended for warlike use. In the contrary case, the consignment 
\\ill be considered as coming under Category I and will be subjected to the terms of 
Article 3· 

"In all cases consignments under Category II will be subjected to the same condi
tions as regards publicity as those of Category I." 
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M. Jouhau.--.: observed that the key to the draft was contained in Article 3· Il: would therefore 
be better to discuss that article. 

The CH..uRMAN- proposed a general dis~ussioJ?- of Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5. taken together. The 
drafting would follow as a result of that discussiOn. · 

M. jouHAUX e."\.-plained that the chief objection to the Rapporteurs' dr~t was the absence 
of control. He read an Article 3 as drafted by himself, intended to replace m the present _draft 
the system of licences detailed in his original draft. 

ro. Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 3. 

"With regard to arrii.s and munitions of the first category, the use of which is ~ot 
forbidden by the law of nations, the High Contracting Parties undertake not to authonse 
the e."\.-port e.'Ccept under the following conditions: 

"(r) The export will only be authorised if there is a direct sale to a constitu
tional or revolutionary Government recognised by at least three of the High Con
tracting Parties. This authorisa•ion Vl<ill be given by means of a licence of the•uni
form model which will be drawn up by the Council of the League of Nations. 

"(2) The purchasing Government must act through a duly accredited repre-
sentative, who shall produce his credentials. . · 

"(3) Such representative must produce a written authority from his Govern
ment to purchase each consignment, which authority must state that the consign
ment is bought for the use of the purchasing Government and not for re-sale and . 
will be delivered to them and to no one else. 

"(4) The licence mentioned in paragraph I shall include the following parti
culars: 

"(a) The name and address of the manufacturer or manufacturers; 
"(b) The name and address of the vendor or vendors; 
"(c) A detailed description oi the arms and munitionF, their number, 

weight, and any other data necessary for determining exa,cHy to 
which category they belong; 

"(d) The purchasing country, in the case of arms of war, and the 
country of residence of the buyer, in the case of sporting arms; 

"(e) The last port or station of consignment; 
"(f) The route or method by which the goods were forwarded; 
"(g) The heading under which the arms composing the consignment 

should appear in the export statistics of the exporting country; 
"(h) Any further information which the exporting country may see 

fit to enter. 
"(5) A separate licence shall be required for each separate shipment which 

crosses the frontier of the- exporting country, whether by land, water or air." 

Viscount CECIL observed that up to the present he saw no difference of principle. It would be 
preferable to adopt the text of the Rapporteurs as regards the system of categories so· as to clarify 
the discussion and accelerate it. 

The CHAIRMA.."' supported the proposal of Viscount Cecil. 
Y. joUllAUX considered that a difference of principle was involved. His own draft instituted. 

an international control, the principle of which was that the terms of the licence were universal. 
It was also very important to know the names of both purchasers and manufacturers. Indeed, 
in Article 4 the proposed amendment required that the Council should know the precise 'figures 
showing the traffic and publish them. . 

The CHAIRMA.."' recalled that it had been decided to take the Rapporteurs' draft as ·a basis 
of discussion and that each member was free to propose amendments thereto. It was therefore 
necessary to return to a discussion of Article 2 as proposed. 

The proposed procedure was unanimously adopted. 
VJSCOUOt CECIL said that it was impossible to discuss the amendments proposed by M. J ancovici 

until the question of categories had been o;ettled. If that question was postponed until the con
clusion of the debates, it was equally necessary to postpone consideration of Article 2. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to revert to the question of categories and reconsider Article I 
together with M. Jancovici's amendment thereto. ' 

II. Amendment by M. Jancovici to Article 1. 

"For the purpoo;es of the present Conven<ion, arms of whatever origin or method 
of manufacture shall be divided into three categories: 

"(I) Arms and munitions of wax, as follows: .................. ; 
"(2) Arms and ammunition capable of use both for miJitacy purposes, for 

purposes of sport and personal defence, as follows: .................. ; 
"(3) Arms not included in the foregoing and regarded as of no military value. 
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"The definition of these three categories of arms and their enumeration may be 
modified or added to by the Permanent Advisory Commission." 

M. HODAC said that no opinion could be given on tht" categories proposed in M. Jancovici's 
amendment unless the articles to be included therein were enumerated. 

M. JANCOVIC! answered that his classification was a matter of pure logic. He asked the Com
mission to decide whether it corresponded with facts and proposed to leave the task of drawing 
up the items to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

Viscount CECIL, while admitting that the three categories were logical, said that the whole 
question was one of method in arrangement and it was easier to adopt that of the Rapporteurs. 

· Moreover, the Commission was aware in a general way of what would be placed in each of the 
categories. 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) added that the draft followed as closely as possible on the lines of 
the Convention of St. Germain, which had this advantage- that it had been assentecl to by a 
great number of countries. 

Colonel LowE thought that the classification made by M. J ancovici was preferable. In Great 
Brit11in, the terms of the Convention oi St. Germain had been discarded and all articles of warlike 
use had been subjected to licences. : 

The CHAIRMAN put M. Jancovici's amendment to Article I to the vote: 

For . . . . . . 
Against . . . . .- . . . . . 

The text of the Rapporteurs was adopted. 

6 votes; 
ro votes. 

The ·last sentence of M. Jancovici's amendment was reserved. 
. M. FABRY, acting as Chairman and replying to a remark of Count HIROSAWA, explained that 

the text adopted was for purposes of discu5sion, arising out of which it would become clear in what 
conditions it was necessary to refer it to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

12. Renewal of Discussion on Article 2. 

The CHAIRMAN put Article 2 down for discussion and asked M. J ancovici if he still adhered 
to his amendment (page 78). 

M. J ANCOVICI rep~ed in the affirmative. 
The amendment was put to the vote and negatived by a majority. 
M. FABRY wished the Rapporteurs to explain why they had introduced into Article 2 the 

prohibition of importation, since exportation alone was comprised in the Convention of Saint
Germain. Exportation is international in character, whereas importation is a national prero
gative. Governments might be offended, and if the proposal is not considered essential it would 
be wiser to abandon it. 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) thought that a control on importation was necessary. Arms 
could be transhipped and sent anywhere. It was necessary to be certain that the country of 
destination was indeed that shown: in the licence. 

The Marquis DE VITI agreed with M. Fabry and remarked that merchandise was accompanied 
by a licence. He feared that the increase of hindrances would only push non-producing countries 
to manufacture. 

Viscount CECIL thought it reasonable to require importing countries to insist that arms should 
be accompanied by .a licence. The sovereignty of States would not thereby be encroached 

. upon. States would merely undertake to observe the arrangements provided for as regards the 
entry of arms. ' 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) laid stress on the latter point. There was no question of an impor
tation licence of delivery. It was only to stop the entry of contraband. 

M. FABRY s,Ud that he could not make any sustained opposition, although he still thought 
that the control of exportation was sufficient. Control of importation would have the evil result 
of raising a discussion in the various countries. 

M. URRUTIA on this point remarked that no South-American country had ratified the Con
vention of Saint-Germain and that there was less likelihood of the ratification of a Convention made 
more difficult by reason of provisions as to importation. 

Viscount CECIL said that the draft made no limitations on importation and that it was 
sufficient that imports should have an export licence. If there were no control, all manner of 
diversions of trade were possible. 

IJ. Proposal of M. Jancovici. - Article 2. · 

M. JANCOVIC! proposed to suppress the words "and importation" in Article 2, and to add: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to import and not to permit the 
importation of arms exported contrary to the terms of the present Treaty." 
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M. CoBIAN e.'\:plained that if all States were signatory, the word "~portation" could be 
suppressed, but if not, it would be necessary to control importation. A signatory State could 
import from a non-signatory State and that would destroy the draft. . . 

M. FABRY remarked that this emphasised his own point of view and that 1t was mdeed the 
right of importation which was in question. . . 

M. HoDAC said that the Commission must decide on the point. · Did it wish to forbid a Sig
natory State to buy from a non-signatory State? He supported the proposal of M. Fabry as to the 
suppression of the word "importation". 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) explained that he had inserted the word "importa~on" under the _ 
impression that everyone would sign. If important States did not sign, it was certam that control 
of importation would prevent ratification by many States. 

The CH.t\IRMAN requested the Commission to vote as to the suppression of the word "impor
tation". 

For suppression . ·. . . . . -. . . . 
Against . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

ro votes; 
.6 votes. 

The Chairman put to the vote the sentence proposed by M. J ancovici as an additien to 
Article 2: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to import and not to permit the 
importation of arms exported contrary to the terms of the present Treaty.". 

M. FABRY remarked that this sentence was opposed to the idea on which the Commission 
had just given an opinion. Moreover, to forbid importation made it necessary to contempl~te 
sanctions. It was certain that a purchasing State would refuse to ratify it and would retam 1ts 
liberty of action. 

The Marquis DE VITI asked why it should be desired to forbid a non-producing State to p~
chase from a non-signatory State, and remarked that, if a great producing State did not sign 1t, 
the Convention would be a dead letter. 

Viscount CECIL was of opinion that the proposed amendment was reasonable and would ·1?-ot 
compromise the Convention. It was certain that, if a producing State did not sign, the Conventio;n 
was a dead letter, but it must be assumed that all the great producing States would sign, and if 
they did so, there could be no objection raised. Non-producing States would be able to buy where 
they liked under authorised conditions. The only States injured would be small producing States 
which were not prepared to accept the Convention and that would be all the ·better. 

M. JANCOVICI proposed that his amendment should be voted on, at the same time thanking 
Viscount Cecil for his explanations. 

- . 
For the amendment 
Against ..... 

· 7 votes; 
ro votes. 

Article 2 was adopted, with the modification proposed by M. Fabry (suppression of the word 
"importation''). . 

LJ. Discussion of Article 3. 

"Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties 
reserve the right to grant, in respect of arms and munitions of war whose use is not 
prohibited by international law, licences for the export of arms and munitions of war 
in Category I, but such licences are only to be granted on the following conditions: 

"r. No licence is to be granted except for a direct sale to a Government 
recognised as such by at least half of the High Contracting Parties. 

"2. The purchasing Government must act through a duly accredited represen
tative, who shall produce his credentials. . 

"3. Such representative must produce a written authority from his Govern
ment to purchase each consignment, which authority must state that the consign
ment is bought for the use of the purchasing Government and not for re-sale and to 
no one else. 

"4. Each licence must contaill a full description of the arms and munitions 
of war to which it relates and the names of the exporting and purchasing Govern
ments, ports of embarkation and disembarkation, means of transport, route and 
destination. 

"5. A separate licence shall be required for each separate shipment which 
crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water or air." 

Colonel CARNEGIE proposed an amendment to Article 3, which would require the Govern
ments of exporting countries to be informed of the fact before contracts were concluded. 
. The C~Rli'AN observed that it was very unlikely that a firm would accept a contract before 
1t had the licence, and that, moreover, it was a question of internal administration for the 
countries themselves to deal with. 

Colonel CARNEGIE withdrew his amendment. 
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General DE MARINIS asked that the Governments to which sales could be made should be 
defined. He proposed to adopt the working of the draft, suppressing the words at the end of 
paragraph I after the word "Government". 

M. FABRY supported General de Marinis' proposal and said that it was a matter on which the 
assent of the United States might be hoped for. 

Viscount CECIL asked Mr. Grew to be good enough to explain clearly the meaning of what he 
said the day before. · 

Mr. GREW declared that the United States wished to retain its freedom to sell to Govern
ments or to belligerents recognised by them. 

M. JoUHAUX said that he adhered to recognition by three of the High Contracting Parties 
in order to obviate any doubt and to organise a control which was actual and not merely one 
of words. 

The CHAIRMAN said that they had three proposals- the draft, that of M. Jouhaux and that 
of M. Fabry and General de Marinis. 

•Major HILLS (Rapporteur) supported the Fabry-deMarinis draft as being likely to make the 
draft acceptable to the United States. He considered the useof the words "revolutionary Govern
ment" likely to lead to difficulties of interpretation, and he preferred "belligerent". 

Viscount CECIL agreed to the Fabry-deMarinis amendment, but thought a legal opinion would 
be useful, and that "de 1"ure" or "de facto" terms would be preferable to those of "constitutional" 
and "revolutionary" used by M. Jouhaux. 

M. FABRY re-read the text of the Fabry-de Marinis amendment: "to a Government or to 
belligerents recognised as such by the exporting State". 

M. JouHAux said that absolute freedom to sell to anybody would thus be given. Experience 
of what occurred in Russia lately showed that many bodies had been recognised as regular 
Governments which were regarded as rebels by the de facto Government. It was necessary to 
take this into account. 

M. ]ANCOVICI asked if the drafting proposed would allow Russia, for instance, to supply 
rebel bands in Bessarabia. 

M. FABRY said that the discussion bore on the wording. If a Government decided to furnish 
arms, it would always do so, even under the terms of M. Jouhaux's text. It was impossible to 
know which was the real Government. He said that he himself had not proposed the word "belli
gerent", and he thought the more they used explanatory words, the greater the facilities for getting 
round the Convention. He proposed to modify the paragraph as follows: "to a Government 
recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country". 

General DE MARINIS said that this was precisely the text of his first amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN put this amendment to the vote: 

For . . , 
Against . . . . . . . . . 

FOURTH MEETING. 

9 votes; 
7 votes. 

Held on March 25th, r924, at 4 p.m .. 

15. Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention. - Article 3, Paragraph 1. 

M. COBIAN wished to replace the word "sale" by the word "transfer", and the word "pur
chase" by the word "acquire". He thought that this would cover all kinds of transactions. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) explained that for the licences for private manufacture the word 
"sale" was sufficient. Should the Convention take cognisance of cases in which Governments 
presented the material? He thought not. It was, moreover, unlikely that States would make a 
gratuitous issue to individuals and as regards the trick which might be employed by individuals 
to make transfers under the guise that they were gratuitous, discovery would be an easy matter. 

M .. CoBIAN observed that the paragraph only provided for a licence to sell. There was no 
provision for a Government granting a licence to cover a gift. He proposed to replace the word 
"sale" by "delivery". 

The proposal was adopted. 
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16. Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 3. 

M. JouHAUX proposed the following amendment: 

''The authorisation will take the form of a licence of a standardised form, as laid 
down by the Council." · 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) pointed out that the proposed text laid down all the.requireme~ts 
of a licence. Why seek a standard form ? . States non-Members of the League rmght not WlSh 
to conform to such a form. · 

M. JoUHAUX did not think that this touched the ~overeignty ~f States and that in any .case 
one could not maintain the idea of a standard form Wlthout speakmg of the League of Nations. 

M. FABRY admitted that a standard form was advantageous from a statistical point of view. 
Viscount CEciL saw many advantages in M. Jouhaux's amendment. He proposed that a 

standard form of licence .should be annexed to the Convention and that Governments should be 
asked to conform to it as far as possible. • 

M. JouHAux accepted this proposal. 
The text of paragraph I was adopted, with the Fabry-deMarinis amendment, the modifications 

proposed by M. Cobian and the following additional amendment by Viscount Cecil: 

"This authorisation will be granted by means of a licence, the form of which will 
adhere as closely as possible to that annexed to this Convention." 

x7. Discussion of the Situation of Manufacturers with Factories in Different Countries. 

M. FABRY asked the Rapporteurs to put forward a text providing for the case of manufac
turers whose factories were in different countries and were working on the same article in different 
stages of completion and who would in consequence be obliged to obtain permits from the two 
Governments during all the stages of work on the articles in question. 

x8. Amendment by the Marquis de Viti de Marco to Article 3 • 
. 

Marquis DE VITI asked that the Rapporteurs should also provide for trade barterings between 
two different manufacturing countries. He read the following amendment: 

. 
"Subject to an authorisation having been previously granted by their resi:>ective 

Governments, manufacturers may exchange the purchase of arms and munitions." 

This amendment, as well as the point raised by M. Fabry, were referred to the Rapporteurs for 
examination. · 

19. Article 3. - Discussion of Paragraph 2. 

Count HrROSAWA asked that the meaning of "accredited 1epresentative" should be made 
clear. Was he an official or could he act as agent of a firm interested in the traffic ? 

M.. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that an accredited agent was a physical person, an individual 
duly authorised and whose other duties were unimportant. 

Paragraph 2 was adopted. 

20. Article 3. - Discussion of Para11raph 3. 

Colonel LowE asked that the destination of the consignment should appear in the written 
order handed to the representative. It would be an additional safeguard for the exporting Govern-
ment. 1 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the agent acted in the name of his Gov:ernment -the presumed 
buyer- and that, moreover, the Government undertook not to re-sell (o third perl!Qns. The pur
chasing Government could not Jle required t!l say to what use it proposed to put the armE. It 

· was, moreover, the representative who furniShed the necessary particulars for the purposes of 
the licence. 

ll. FABRY added that it was difficult and often impossible to give the ports of destination for 
a contract which might last two or three years. The designation would not be given until the 
licence was actually drawn up. · 

If Colonel Lowe was speaking not of the port of destination but of the use to which the arms 
were to be put, that was a matter to be settled between the two States. An international Con-
vention could not require that the intended uses of the arms should be given. . 



-83-

Colonel CARNEGIE observed th;~.t no finn would be likely to accept a contract unless it knew 
the port of destination. 

Colonel Lowe withdrew his amendment. 
· Paragraph 3 was adopted, with formal modifications proposed by M. Cobian. 

21. Article 3. - Discussion of Para~raph 4. 

M. JouHAUX proposed to continue the drafting of Article 3 as contemplated in his amend-
~~- . . 

M. FABRY asked that para15raph 4 should be accepted as it stood and that the modifications 
proposed by M. J ouhaux should be included in the standard licence to be annexed. He also pro
posed to insert the words "a description sufficient to identify" instead of "a full description of", 
and to add the word "probable" before the word· "route". 

Major HILLS· (Rapporteur) saw many ·dangers of adding the word. "probable", as it might 
countenance diversions of merchandise. · 

• The Commission decided to entrust the Rapporteurs with the duty of taking M. Jouhaux's 
amendment into account in drawing up the form of licence. 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) proposed to add after the word "Government" the words "of 
exporting and purchasing countries". 

M. FABRY objected, pointing out that the principle to be maintained was that the Govern-
ments which ~anted the licences should be held responsible. · 

Paragraph 4 was adopted. 
Paragraph 5 was adopted without alteration. 

22. Discussion of Viscount Cecil's Amendment to Article 3. - Source of Article 25 of Final 
Text. 

An amendment to Article 3 proposed by Viscount Cecil was read: 

"Insert after Article 3: 
"It is hereby declared that nothing in this article shall affect the rule of inter· 

national law permitting the sale of munitions of war by the subject of a non-belli· 
gerent State ~o the Government o± a belligerent State without breach of the neutrality 
of the non-belligerent State, and the grant of a licence under this article for such 
a sale shall not be deemed to be a breach of neutrality." · 

M. ]OUHAUX said that the amendment appeared to him to be in disagreement with the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance and to the spirit of the Covenant. 

Viscount CECIL explained that he desired to allow sale in war-time to belligerents without the 
violation of neutrality by the Governments which granted the licence. He agreed that the 
question should be submitted to counsel. 

The Marquis DE VITI considered that there was no doubt that the fact of granting a licence, 
although it was permissible to refuse it, was a breach of neutrality. The solution would be to 
declare the Convention. suspended in time of war. 

M. JoUHAUX agreed to send the question to counsel, but was still forced to think that this 
amendment was contrary to the spirit both of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance and the Covenant 
of the League of Nations. 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the fact of deeming the grant of a licence as a breach of 
neutrality would have wrongful consequences as regards non-producing countries engaged in war 
with a producing country. He could not agree with the view of M. Jouhaux, which would tend 

·to the extinction of small Powers, even when fighting a just cause. 
Count HIROSAWA .pointed. out that there were, in addition, two Conventions, that of The 

Hague of 1907, and that of London of 1909, which constituted absolute contraband for arms in 
Category I, and that those Conventions would be affected by the amendment. He supported the 
question being referred to counsel. 

M. ]OUHAUX insisted that the Temporary Mixed Commission should not work in a manner 
contrary to that which it had adopted up to the present and should not i~peril the Treaty of 
Assistance. 

M. ]ANCOVICI thought that the Cecil amendment went beyond the work of the Commission 
by granting a new right to neutrals. 

M. HODAC observed that the function of the licence could be twofold. Until the entry into 
force of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, the licence would have a merely technical character. 
The Cecil proposition left this technical character in the licence and he therefore agreed. It would 
only be after the Treaty of Assistance came into force that the situation would change and the 
licence would have a political character also. . 
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\ ·iscow1t CECIL considered that !II. Hodac restricted the spirit of this Convention too nu~ch,_ as 
it was intended not only to stop contraband but also to assemble statistics in the hope of brmgmg 
a certain pressure to bear on Governments. . _ . . 

Great Britain already had a system of licences for the exportatwn of arms and he did J?-Ot 
think that in time of-war this system would be entirely stopped- rather the contrary. R~plymg 
toM. Joullaux, he said that, pending the ~nt~y i~to f~rce of the Treaty of Mutual ;Ass1s!ance, 
it was necessary to take steps to meet the e.'tlsting Situation. He had prepared a questwnnrure for 
submission to counsel, which he read. 

23. Questionnaire prepared by Viscount Cecilfor Submission to ·Jurists. 

"Would the grant of a licence for export of arms to a belligerent be a breach of 
neutrality by the granting Power ? 

"If the answer to the above question is in the affirmative, would this result be best 
prevented: ... 

"(i) By a declaration in the Convention that such a breach of neutrality was 
not to occur? or 

"(ii) By a suspension of the operation of the Convention during war ?" 

The Commission decided to 1'efer Viscount Cecil's questionnai1'e to the Legal Section of the Secre
tarial for opinion. 

24- Article 4. 

"A copy of the licence must accompany any consignment throughout its journey. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake to take such steps aS they reasonably can to 
supervise and prohibit the transit of the arms and munitions of war in Category I through 
their respective territories, unless they are accompanied by a licence made out in the 
proper form as laid down in Article 3·" 

25. Amendment by M. Lebrnn and M. Fabry to Article 4. 

M. FABRY presented an runendment proposed by M. Lebrun and himself : 

"Without prejudice to any engagements which they may have subscribed to under 
the terms of international agreements, the High Contracting Parties undertake to forbid 
the transit of arms and munitions under Category I which are not accompanied by an 
authorisation as laid down in Article 3." 

Viscount CECIL said that it was necessary to replace the word "matter" by the word "transit" 
and also asked for explanations as to the Transit Conventions. 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) thought it very difficult to apply this amendment in the following 
cases. For instance: it was impossible for the British authorities to visit vessels which came to 
England to coal. It was indeed impossible for the Customs to verify the contents of cases which 
were merely passing through Great Britain. It would be equally impossible for the United States 
to stop all vessels which passed through the Panama Canal. The High Contracting Parties 
could only interfere when contraband was presumed. · 

M. FABRY proposed to add to his runendment the terms of the Rapporteurs' text: "undertake 
to take such steps as they reasonably can to supervise and prohibit the transit of arms ... " 

M. CoBIAN made it clear that the ameiulment only covered the case of Conventions in force 
at the time of ratification. · 

M. Fabry's amendment, modified as above, was adopted. 

26. M. Jouhaux's Amendment to Article 4. 

ll. J OUHAUX read his amendment: 

"nl!s licence shall be made ~ut in quadruplicate, one copy being retained by the 
despatching State and a second bemg sent by that State to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations ?ne month prior to t~e date on which the goods are expected to cross the fron
tier; the third copy shall be delivered to the purchaser's agent and shall accompany the 
goods; the fourth copy shall be forwarded by the despatching State to the importing State· 
the latter, if one of the High Contracting Parties, shall undertake to forward it to th~ 
Secretariat of the League of Nations within one month afte'" the date on which the goods 
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were imported and to insert in it the heading under which the imported goods will appear 
in its own import statistics. 

"The Secretariat shall communicate to the Council a copy of the licence forwarded 
to it by the despatching State and shall publish it forthwith in a special supplement 
to the Official Journal of the League of Nations." 

Viscount CECIL considered this addition to Article 4 somewhat complicated and said that it 
would raise questions of internal administration which should be left to the High Contracting 
Parties. 

M. HODAC proposed to include the conditions for licences with the standard form of licence 
to.be inserted in the annex. 

M. JouHAUX asked the Commission to decide on the point, as the principle of control was 
contained in his amendment. . 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) thought that the amendment would not be accepted by States 
non-Members. He thought the multiplicity of forms somewhat unnecessary. 

M. JouHAux observed that the system was not more complicated than that proposed by the 
Ra~orteurs, whereby three copies were required under Article 4 and another under Article 9· 
He insisted that no control would be efficacious unless a comparison could be made as regards the 
merchandise as it left and as it arrived. If it were necessary, in order to satisfy the United 
States, which he doubted, to make a modification as regards the League of Nations, he would 
propose the necessary amendment in Article 9· 

M. CoBIAN proposed to entrust to the Belgian Government the duty of publishing the licences 
of States non-Members and the same duty to the Secretariat of the League of Nations for States 
Members of the League. 

M. J ANCOVICI explained that a question of principle was contained in the J ouhaux amendment, 
which touched upon efficient control as regards licences and that there was also a question of pro
cedure. As regards the question of procedure, the suggestion of M. Cobian might be accepted, 
but it was necessary that the Commission should decide on the question of principle. 

The CHAIRMAN asked Mr. Grew if the necessity for furnishing documents to the League of 
Nations would be an. obstacle to ratification. 

The Marquis DE VITI in this connection recalled the fact that, so far as States non-Members 
were concerned, the Secretariat could and would have only one function, that of centralisation 
and not control. 

Mr. GREW answered that it was impossible for him to forecast what interpretation would be 
placed on this clause by the Legal Department. It was true that the United States already sent 
statistics to the Secretariat, but if a Convention to be ratified contained a clause making reference 
to the League of Nations, it was impossible for him, and even for his Government, to say what 
would be the attitude of the Legal Department, or whether that Department would read therein 
a possible supervision, or control, by the League of Nations over the actions of his Government. 
He regretted that he could not be more explicit. · 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) explained that the situation in the American Congress was that 
there were in Congress powerful and uncompromising opponents of the League of Nations. That 
Government did, it was true, readily and unofficially send information to the League of Nations, 
but on each occasion this was a free and spontaneous act. On the other hand, they were now asking 
the United States, under the authority of a Treaty, to send official documents to the League of 
Nations. It was certain that the opponents of the League in Congress would make use of that 

. argument. 
M. CoBIAN said that the question of principle in M. Jouhaux's amendment gave rise to no 

objection. He recalled that, in order to adjust the difficulty explained by M. Dupriez, he had 
made a proposal respecting transmission to the Belgian Government. 

Colonel REQUIN (replacing M. Fabry) explained that what was called a question of principle 
was the comparison of licences and that procedure consisted in knowing how and by whom this 
comparison would be made. It seemed that the four copies required would cause an administra
tive complication. The suggested procedure would end by creating two central regimes, one 
the Central International Office and the other the Secretariat. Indeed, at the Secretariat there 
would be a double system of control and of statistics, and it was better to aim at a more simple 
and consequently a more.acceptable solution. He thought that there should be only one Office 
and that the difficulty caused by the four copies was not unsurmountable so far as the Govern
ments were concerned. 

M. CoBIAN recalled that Admiral de Magaz had made provision for a CentJ::al International 
Office but that it was necessary to abandon the idea on account of the objections arising out of 
Article 24 of the Covenant. These objections would become apparent when Article 9 was dealt with. 

M. JANCOVIC! said that M. Cobian's amendment would provide an acceptable solution, but 
he proposed to postpone this question until later. As to the four licences, he thought that if 
the procedure could be simplified, without affecting the principle· involved, M. Jouhaux would 
accept it. . 

Colonel REQUIN informed M. Cobian that certain jurists had said that Article 24 was not 
so rigid as it appeared. He remarked that the comparison only consisted in verifying the licence 
sent by the exporting State with that transmitted by the importing State. If the exporting 



-86-. 

State did not .furnish the League of Nations with a copy of the licence, where would any comparison 
come in? · 

M. jOUHAUX said that the amendment of M. Cobian proVided for the Belgian Govei:n~e!lt 
publishing the licence sent by the exporting State if a non-Member. The League of Nations 
would therefore always be in a position to make comparisons. 

Vis..:ount CECIL hoped that the Commission would not take a decision on the Central Inter
national Office because of this slight amendment. He said that it would be a great pity if 
an organ of the Lea,"'le of Nations were to draw up a Convention which took· into no account the 
e.'tistence of the League. He did not wish to know what inte1:pretation was placed on Article 24 
by the jurists, but it was certain that, if the Commission acted as proposed, it would sin against 
the spirit of the article. He thought that, in order to solve the point .as regards the League of 
Nations vis-J-ttis.American susceptibilities, a system similar to that employed for collecting the 
opium statistics could be adopted. He asked that this discussion should be adjourned to the 
meeting at whicl! Article 9 would be considered. The. question of the four copies appeared to 
him purely a technical point. 

General DE MARINIS said that, despite the eloquent remarks made by Viscount Cecil from a 
standpoint with which he was in agreement, he still insisted that Article 24 should be respected. 
That article forbade any international· office, and, indeed, any Commission for international 
questions, to act outside the regis of the League of Nations. It could not be admitted that the 
Central International Offic-e under discussion should function outside the regis of the League. 
He did not think that to constitute this Office within the League could be an obstacle to ratifica
tion by the United States or, indeed, any other State. On the other hand, he could not agree 
with the proposal of M. Cobian that information coming from States Members should be cen
tralised in the League of Nations and the others sent to some appointed Government. That gave 
inequality of treatment, which should not be allowed, as States non-Members would thus escape 
the control of the League of Nations if such control became really necessary. 

M. DUPRIE2 (Rapporteur) said that no decision could be taken at the present time except 
as regards the question of comparison. For this it sufficed to amend Article 4 of the draft by 
an addition in some such terms as the following: "A copy of the licence will be sent to X ... by 
the State which bas granted it; another copy will be sent to X ... by the importing State." 

M. HoDAC asked that it should be settled whether a complete copy of the licence should be 
sent to X ... or only the figures showing the transaction. This was an important point for decision. 

M. joUHAux saw a possible solution in the proposition of M. Dupriez, but be wished to have· 
before him an exact text before voting on it. Moreover, be called the attention of the Commission 
to the conditions given in the last sentence of the first paragraph of his amendment: "and to 
insert in it the heading ... n. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on March 26th, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

27. Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention.·- Article 4. 

Discussion of Article 4 was resumed. 

28. Amendment by M. Dupriez and M. Jouhaux to Article 4. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) read an amendment proposed by M. J ouhaux and himself, as follows: 

· "A copy of the licence will be sent by the exporting State to X ... before the goods 
are despatched_ to th~ frontier _of the exporting country; another copy will be sent to 
X •... by the unportmg State if one of the High Contracting Parties within a month 
following the receipt of the .consignment" {adding the category under which the mer
chandise imported should figure in tlle importation statistics). 

The ame~ment was adopted as an addition to Article 4· 

. M. HoDAC said it must be thoroughly understood that the question of the standard form 
of licence was reserved. 
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29. Article 5. 

"Fire-arms and ammunition in Category II may, if the exporting country so desires, 
be exported without licence, except to the prohibited areas and zone mentioned in 
Article 6. Provided, nevertheless, that, in the case of fire-arms and ammunition adapted 
both to warlike and also to other purposes, the High Contracting Parties reserve to 
themselves the right, and they hereby undertake, to determine from the size, destina
tion and other circumstances of each shipment for what uses it is intended, and to 
decide in each case whether such shipment falls properly under Category II or whether 
it ought to be considered to belong 'to Category I, and in the latter case they undertake 
that it shall become subject to Articles 2 and 3 hereof." 

Colonel REQUIN asked why the Rapporteurs had added "reserving the rights laid down 
in the text of the Convention of St. Germain". . 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the word "undertake" implied an obligation and not a right. 

Viscount CECIL observed that there could not be an undertaking if a right was reserved . 
• The CHAIRMAN supported this observation. 
The Commission decided to omit the words: "reserve to themselves the right ana they" in Article 5· 

30. Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 5. 

M. JouHAUX recalled the te~ms of his amendment to Article 5 (see Minutes of the Third 
Meeting). 

Viscount CECIL pointed out that the difference between the text of the Rapporteurs and that of 
M. Jouhaux was that the former required exporting States to show proof offraudulence, whereas 
the latter text assumed the fraudulence and required the State to give proof to the contrary. 
The draft of the Rapporteurs, adhering more closely to the Convention of St. Germain, seemed 
to him the better. 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the last paragraph of M. Jouhaux's amendment would 
certainly be inacceptable to certain States and pru ticularly to Belgium. There was in Belgium 
a small but very important arms industry. It would be impossible for the Belgian Government 
to furnish hundreds of thousands of licences, which were difficult to draw up by reason of the 
variety and multiplicity of consignments. 

M. J OUHAUX admitted that the question was a delicate one. He observed, moreover, that 
this amendment referred to his classification and comprised arms having a dual character. It 
was not a question of toy weapons, but in particular, those which might be used to arm sporting 
societies capable of becoming military organisations. 

He had been informed by General Nollet how difficult it was to draw a distinction between 
classes of arms. The Convention must not permit the arming of a considerable number of citizenS 
under the guise of sport, as this might constitute a grave danger. 

M. COBIAN thought the question worthy of reference to Governments, asking them to modify 
their legislation with a view to expropriating the industries referred to and creating a Govern
ment monopoly of the sale of arms. He suggested to again take up Articles 5, 6 and 7 of the draft 
of Admiral de Magaz. 

The Marquis DE VITi was in favour of the second part of the Jouhaux amendment, which 
required that in all cases arms of the second category should appear in the statistics, but opposed 
to the first part, which imposed greater restrictions on the free exportation of arms of the second 
category. There was no contradiction between freedom of commerce and publicity. On the 
contra.J')I'. the article of the draft and Article 9 were contradictory. 

Viscount CECIL said that one could have publicity without a complete system of licences. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) added that the question of publicity was fixed by Article 9· 

The CHAIRMAN put the Jouhaux amendment to the vote, paragraph by paragraph. 

Paragraphs I and 2 : 

For . • . 4; 
Against . IO. 

Article 5 was put to the vote: 
For . . . II; 
Against. . 4· 

Article 5 was adopted. 

3r. Article 6. 

Article 6 was adopted without amendment. 
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32. Article 7. 

"Shipments to be effected under contracts entered into before the coming into 
force of the present Convention shall be governed by its provisions." 

Viscount CECIL thought it difficult to apply this article to consignments already completed. 

:llajor HILLs (Rapporteur) pointed out that the article referred to contracts completed and 
not to consignments. 

A. rlick 7 was adopted. 

33- Article 8. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export licences covering 
either Category I or Category II to any country which refuses to accept the tutelage 
under which it has been placed or which, after having been placed under the tutelage 
of any Power, may endeavour to obtain from any other Power any of the arms or muni
tions of war in Category I or of the fire-arms or ammunition in Category II." . 

" M. JouHAUX asked for information as to the meaning of the article. 

Viscount CECIL explained that his object was to forbid the supply to countries declining to 
accept the tutelage of the mandatories. The question did not perhaps apply at the present 
moment. 

M. HoD~~<: said that a clause which forbade a mandated country to procure sporting weapons 
from a country other than the mandatory country seemed to him to go too far. 

The CH..'!.IRMAN explained that "from any other Power" meant "other than the intermediary" 
and not other than the "mandatory country". 

M. JANCOVIC! was doubtful as to the juridical value of the expression "which refuses to 
accept the tutelage". 

M. ]OUH..'!.UX observed that up to the present no importance had been attached to the question 
of categories and that it now seemed that Category II was important proportionately to its 
destination. 

Viscount CECIL said that the importation of sporting weapons destined for an uncivilised 
country had an importance greater than if they were destined for a civilised country. 
'" He proposed to suppress the phrase "which refuses to accept the tutelage under which it 

has been placed, or". · 

Article 8, with the omission proposed by Viscount Cecil and the addition "for despatch" 
proposed by the CHAIRMAN, was put to the vote. 

For ..•. 
Against •. 

Article 8 was adopted. 

34- . Article 9. 

II;. 

3· 

• A Central International Office shall be established for· the purpose of collecting · 
and preserving documents of all kinds exchanged by the High Contracting Parties 
with regard to the trade in and distribution of the arms and ammunition in Category I 
and Category II specified in the present Convention, as well as the texts of all laws, 
orders and regulations made in the carrying out of the present Convention. 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing 
the export licences which it may have granted in respect of arms and munitions in 
Category I or Category II, together with the quantities and destination of the arms 
and munitions to which the export licences refer. A copy of this report shall be sent 
to the Central International Office. . 

"Further, the High Contracting Parties agree to send to the Central International 
Office full statistical information as to the quantities and destination of all fire-ariUS 
and ammunition in Category II exported without licence during the year, and those 
of the High Contracting Parties which are Members of the League of Nations agree to send 
all the above-mentioned documents, reports and information to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations. Movements of armaments made by a Power within its own 
area and for the use of its own military forces will not be included in this report." 

M. HODAC made a new suggestion: to institute an international Committee of representa· 
tives of eight States - four producing countries, four purchasing countries. This Committee 
would be autonomous. The United States would have the right to send one representative. 
The other representatives would be nominated by the Council. States Members of the League 
would send their documents to this Committee via the Secretariat, the others direct. The seat 
of the Committee would be at Geneva if possible. 

General DE llARJ!I'IS could not agree with M. Hodac for the reason already given the previous 
day. He read Article 24 of the Covenant. This Committee would add to the international bureaux 
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and would disregard Article 24. He did not think that, by entrusting the publication of statistics 
to the Secretariat, ratification by the United States would be prevented. He was therefore in 
complete agreement with the Jouhaux amendment. 

35· Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 9. 

"Paragraph I, line I: For 'A Central International Office shall be established 
for the purpose ot' ·read 'The Secretariat of the League of Nations will be charged 
with the duty of'. 

"In the text of the remainder of the article replace • ... Central International Office ' 
by • Secretariat of the League of Nations'. 

"In paragraph 3 delete the words: • ... and those of the High Contracting Parties 
which are Members of the League of Nations agree to send all the above-mentioned · 
documents, reports and information to the Se~etary-General of the League of Nations'. 

"Insert new paragraph between paragraphs 3 and 4, as follow~: 
"'Such of the High Contracting Parties as are not Members of the League of Nations 

-may merely publish the above-mentioned documents and transmit them to the Govern-
• ment of Belgium.' " 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) explained that this Central International Office had existed since 
the Brussels Convention. Moreover, the United States would not agree to be bound by Articles 
I7 to I9 and 2I of the Convention ot St. Germain, articles which are, however, indispensable to the 
execution of obligations under the exceptional regime laid down in Article 6. He recalled that 
the objection to Article 24 of the Covenant was not as strong a~ it appeared, in view ot the legal 
opinion and precedents already existing. In the case of the Opium Convention and the Conven
tion of St. Germain for the traffic in spirituous liquors, the latter had instituted an Office at 
Brussels outside the regis of the League of Nations. In a similar manner, the Office entrusted 
with the traffic in arms at Brussels since I890 could be maintained with its archives and its 
experienced officials. 

Viscount CECIL said that the opium organisation operated under the direction of the League of 
Nations and that, as regards spirituous liquors, it was possible that the authors of the Convention 
did not take into consideration the spirit of Article 24 of the Covenant. But it was really impos
sible for an organ of the League to leave the League out of the question. That would be con
sidered by many Members of the Assembly a scandal and an insult. The principle of all our 
activities must tend to centralise in the League of Nations international life of every descrip
tion. As regards the article cited by M. Dupriez, he saw no obstacle to its ratification by the 
United States. However, he put forward another suggestion, namely, to introduce into the 
Convention another article similar to Article I7 of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, whereby 
adherence was permitted under reserves which the High Contracting Parties approved of. That 
would be the best way for the Commission to obviate the difficulty and would prevent opponents 
of the Convention using the smallest details as an argument for refusing the Convention en bloc. 
The text might be as follows: 

"Every State may, with the consent of the other High Contracting Parties, notify its 
partial adhesion, subject to the provisions of the Convention." 

General DE MARINIS did not understand why there was any doubt with regard to Article 24. 
The literal sense, apart from any legal interpretation, forbade not only any new office but required 
that all existing offices should come within the control of the League. That would not be the 
case with the Brussels Office. For the Convention on Spirituous Liquors, the High Contracting 
Parties gave a mandate to the Council to organise an Office. He did not think that the article 
read by M. Dupriez would stop States which did not desire to be affiliated to the League of Nations 
from ratifying the Convention. If a State did not wish to adhere, it would always find reasons 
for not doing so. He agreed to the proposal of Viscount Cecil. He said that the Secretariat 
possessed a section entrusted with all statistics concerning armaments, and that it would be 
diminishing the prestige of the League to decrease its functions. 

M. }ANCOVICI insi!<ted that it was the very dignity of the League for which the members of 
the Commission were mandatory in the task before them. The Commission must obviously 
make all possible sacrifices in order to obtain as many adhesions as possible, but not to the extent 
pf putting the League of Nations without the pale of this Convention. Finally, the Commission 
must not make a precedent which would have the political significance that an international 
agreement was only possible if the League of Nations did not concern itself in the matter. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the mission confided to the Commission was very limited. 
They had to make a Convention acceptable to all Powers. He placed himself solely on this 
standpoint and he recalled that the Council had itself admitted the existence of a central hydro
graphic office made autonomous in order to secure the adherence of the United States. 

Viscount CECIL said that this office was not a Government oi:gan but a private commission. 
M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) contested this point, saying that the expenses were paid for by 

the signatory Governments. He added that, in a letter of January I922, the Council asked the 
Belgian Government to continue to direct the Spirituous Liquors Office, and asked the same thing 
as regards the Central International Office for the application of the Convention of St. Germain. 

Viscount CECIL said that the terms of the letter were a repetition of the Co1wention and 
that the organisation was indeed under the auspices of the League, to which it sent its report. 
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· General DE llARDIIS added that it ·was a temporary office, placed under the authority of 
the Cmmdl, which had transferred the mandate, and that the letter cited reinforced his argu·. 
ments. 

M. Dt:PRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the office was not under the authority of the Council. 
since the Belgian Government paid the expenses. · 

M. JotrHAUX said that it was impossible to accept the organisation of an Office at Brussels 
without coming into contact with paragraph (d) of Article 23 of-the Covenant. the more so· as the 
Opium Convention had been established under the application· of paragraph (c) of the same 
article. Nor was he able to accept the suggestion of M. Hodac on account of Article 24. He saw 
equal objections to Viscount Cecil's proposal. It was necessary to be cettain that the n~,;erves 
made by the signatories did not touch on matters of principle and an efficient control.. It 

· seemed to him that it was possible to adopt the same regime for arms as for opium. 
Count HIROS..-\WA strongly supported the argument of M. Jouhaux, which was based on Article 

23 of the Covenant. 
· M. HoDAC remarked that the Covenant only bound signatories to the Covenant. But, admitting 
that the spirit of his suggestion was to retain the most important role for the League of Nations 
and that Viscount Cecil's new proposal, if accepted, permitted of the transaction before ratification, 
he was ready to a.,o-ree to the words: "The Council of the League of Nations will create a control . 
office ... 

The Marquis DE VITI thought that the Secretariat of the League was, vis-a-vis States non
Members, merely a technical organ. The only question arose over the word "authority", which 
was contained in Articles 23 and 24 of the Covenant. The introduction of a State like Belgium 
to serve as a letter-box for States non-Members did not alter the principle. Belgium must in any 
case transmit the correspondence to the Secretariat. He proposed to add to Article 9 a clause to 
the effect that the character of the Secretariat was purely technical vis-a-vis States non
Members. 

The CHAIRMAN earnestly requested the Commission to keep on practical grounds, so as to 
make the Convention acceptable to all producing countries. The question contemplated in the 
second paragraph of the Assembly's resolution, with reference to draft conventions acceptable 
to some nations only, was a mere Utopia. Article 5 of the Convention of St. Germain had been 
one of the obstacles to its ratification. If they made a control which was still more strict by causing 
the Secretariat to be an international office itself, the Commission would only find itself with 
the same work to do two years hence. He was ready t6 accept the solution proposed by M. Hodac, 
but M. Jouhaux's text would certainly lead to a refusal. He did not think that it would create 
a dangerous precedent. The principal object was to effect the control of the traffic by means of a 
compromise, which might only be provisional and might disappear in course of time. He proposed 
to leave to the Council the task of establishing the body of control. 

Viscount CECIL agreed to refer the question to the Council, but insisted upon the insertion of 
a paragraph giving some measure of elasticity and permitting the High Contracting Parties to 
express their objections. He accepted the proposal made by M. Jouhaux to add a paragraph 
to limit reserves, so as not to weaken the efficiency of measures of control..-

:u. ]ANCOVICI said that M. Lebrun had recalled that the question was, in effect, one of expedi
ency. Jlembers of the Commission were not Government representatives, but, by the very fact 
that they were technicians who had a mandate, they must not go beyond the juridical principles 
laid down in the Covenant. Article 23 required the Members of the League of Nations to place, 
as far as it concerned them, the question of the traffic in arms under the League of Nations. 
Jiembers of the League of Nations camrot, therefore, sign with non-Member-S-a Convention which 
is contrary to Article 23. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Commission had received an amendment from M. J ouhaux, the 
additional clause presented by Viscount Cecil, and an amendment presented by M. Lebrun and 
JI. Hodac. . 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Ileld on March 26th, 1924, at 4 p.m. 

?fi. Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention.-: Article 9. 

TIJe CHAIRMAN read his proposed amendment to Article 9· 

"The Council of the League of Nations will arrange with the States non-Members 
of the League of Nations for the-establishment of a Central International Office which 
will be charged with the duty of .. .. .. .. . . . . . .. . .. ' 
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37· Amendment by the Chairman to Article 9. 

''Delete paragraph 3 and substitute the following paragraph: 

" ' The Central International Office shall publish an annual report showin{, 
the traffic in anns and munitions in Category I, and that of the anns in Category II 
which the exporting Governments consider should be placed under the same regula
tions as the anns in Category I.' " 

Viscount CECIL had certain doubts as to this amendment, which enacted that the Council 
would negotiate with the United States. It would be preferable to say: "The Council will be 
charged with organising". 

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the correspondence exchanged between the President of the 
Council and the United States Government is already a commencement of negotiations. The pro
pos~ion was not therefore a new one. 

M: DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) thought that the producing States of Europe would not adhere 
unless they were convinced that the United States would accept the Convention. The League of 
Nations must then of necessity initiate negotiations with States non-Members. 

Viscount CECIL did not agree with this view. A clause might specify that the Convention 
would come into force after a certain number of States had signed it.· It would be useless to 
hold up the signatures until negotiations with the United States had been concluded. · 

-' The CHAIRMAN added that the history of the first Convention would repeat itself. A certain 
number of States would agree, others would refuse. That would be communicated. There was no 
need to await the conclusion of negotiations. 

Vi5count CECIL said that, if the Council was instructed to negotiate, the United States Govern
ment would be embarrassed, for it must admit the fact of negotiating with the Council of the 
League. The position would be simpler if a clause was inserted in the Convention which allowed 
the United States to make such reserves as it deemed necessary. 

M. ]ANCOVICI said that the Comrriission had drawn up a draft the text of which was eff~tive 
in itself. He did not understand the juridical value of the additional clause. It was therein asked 
that States should ratify a proposal wherein the Council must come to an agreement with States 
non-Members. If th~re be no a!Veement, the juridical value of the text is doubtful. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that it was not to be assumed a priori that the Council would be power
less to effect this agreement. 

M. FABRY suggested that alternative texts of this article should be proposed to the Council 
for decision, especially as the responsibility for this political question lay with the Council. 

General DE MARINIS thought there was a misunderstanding. He referred to the text of the 
resolution of the Fourth Assembly, which recommended them to answer the question of convoking 
an International Conference for the purp<ise of framing the proposed Convention. The Commission 
had merely to submit a draft to the Council. It was then quite natural that the Commission should 
begin by safeguarding the prestige of the League, leaving to the International Conference the 
task of deciding otherwise if it deemed it advisable. He therefore supported the J ouhaux amend
ment and the additional clause proposed by Viscount Cecil. 

The CHAIRMAN recalled the answer he had given that morning. The United States had for
mally objected to Article 5 and the amendment proposed was still more rigid. It was therefore 
certain to be refused by the United States. 

General DE MARINIS said that the Jouhaux amendm"ent was completed and corrected by 
Viscount Cecil's paragraph. 

38. Amendment by Viscount Cecil to Article 9. 

Viscount CECIL said that the whole Commission was anxious both to p~eserve the prestige 
of the League of Nations and to satisfy the United States. It was good policy to leave the care 
of settling that question to the Council of the League of Nations and to give it full freedom in 
that respect. He proposed to replace the first lines of Article 9 by "a central international organ 
will be established by the Council of the League of Nations for the purpose". 

M. COBIAN agreed with General de Marinis. The Convention of St. Germain had been sent, 
completely drawn up, to Governments which were unable to change a word of it. The draft which 
the Commission had drawn up was merely a basis for discussion by an international conference. 
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It was therefore not necessary to be unusually cautious in the framing of the draft, as. the objec-. 
tions of Governments would be brought out elsewhere. 

The CH.:\IRMAN remarked that the effects were otherwise. The Convention was sent to the 
rnited States, which had declined it. The League of Nations wrote to ascertain their objections. 
They had received two replies. The Commission was therefor~ n~t assembled. for the purpose of 
making any sort of te..xt, but a text which would meet those abjections. In votmg on the J ouhaux 
amendment, they were sure to proceed contrary to the manner laid down in the Treaty. 

lf. CoBIAN observed that the amendment did not reproduce Article 5, but suggested in the 
last sentence the intervention of the Belgian Government. · 

M. JANCOVIC! said that he had not yet received a reply to the following question: How could 
the Commission go outside the provisions of the Covenant (Articles 23 and 24) ? The amendment 
proposed by the Chairman maintained ~e very principle which M. Fabry contested. 

~I. FABRY said that he agreed with the Cecil amendment if drafted. in less rigid terms,. as it 
would then be more advantageous. The J ouhaux amendment seemed to him too precise and had 
th~ fault of creating twa offices. · • 

M. J OUH.:\UX said that the abject of his amendment was to remain within the regis of the League 
and that he was acting on precedents established in the Opium question. 

M. FABRY said that the Cecil amendment merely indicated the Secretariat of the Lea&Ue 
of Nations as the organ, and that the Council could nominate another organ and even establish 
an independent organ. · 

M. J OUH.Aux was of this opinion and supported the Cecil amendment, as he supposed that the 
Council would never act against the interest of the League of Nations. 

M. COBIAN recalled his general reservation on the subject. 
The Cecil amemlment was put to the vote and adopted by the Commission. 
Paragraph I, wit/1 the Cecil amendment, was adopted. 
Paragraph 2 was adopted, the word "office" being replaced by the word "organ". 

39· Article 9. - Discussion of Paragraph 3. 

M. FABRY recalled the amendment proposed by M. Lebrun. He thought that it was ~ot 
necessary to force the Governments to furnish information on toy weapons; moreover, the article 
would then be in agreement with Article 30, which called for a report on Category I ouly. 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) pointed out that there were two differences between the amend
ment and the Rapporteurs' draft: (I) the last sentence of the paragraph in the draft required 
States to send statistics of Category II- in that, the Rapporteurs had followed the Convention of 
Saint-Germain; (2) the draft required an annual report not ouly of Category I but of all arms 
requiring licences and also as to the general position of the traffic in arms. 

M. JauHAUX observed that, in consequence of Viscount Cecil's amendment, his own would 
need modification. 

M. FABRY said that he was struck by the observations of Major Hills, but he insisted an the 
uselessness of asking for information relative to the free traffic in arms which were not dangerous. 
He was astonished to see such a clause kept in the Convention of Saint-Germain. On the ather 
hand, Article 30 required a report from the Secretariat merely containing the information received 
!>Y the organ. It appeared more logical that a central international organ which was better 
Informed should make a report, which would then be complete. 

:n. DuPRIEz (Rapporteur) proposed that paragraph 3 should be completely suppressed, on 
account of the objections of principle explained by M. Fabry and also from the fact that the 
Government statistics would have no \'alue as regards this proportion of the traffic. The Belgian 
0>v~ment had already intimated, a propos the Convention of Saint-Germain, that it was 
Impossible to furnish particulars on this subject. 

llajor HILLS (RaJ>porteur) did not insist on the retention of paragraph 3· As regards the 
ann~. report, _he contmued to think that it should be in the form of a publication by the League 
of :1\ations, which ~as established to collate and publish documents. The central international 
organ would transrmt to the Secretariat the appropriate particulars. 

M. ]ASCOVICI regretted to see that the value of the Convention was still further weakened by 
tl~ suppression of paragraph 3· ll1e internal regulations of the different Governments might 
stipulate that manufacturers should furJ:Iish information as to the arms in Category II. 

~f. FABRY said that one could not control what was uncontrollable and that it was not neces
!;ary to burden GoverniJlf;nts with matters which were difficult ot application. It was enough 
that everything which was of danger should be submitted to publicity. He thought it a mistake 
tt, <:sta!Jh!>h a (A."'ltral international organ which would be merely a letter-box and would therefore 
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acquire no jurisdiction. ll1e attention of the Council might be drawn to this point. He agreed 
to the suppression of paragraph 3· 

Viscount CECIL agreed with M. Fabry as to the first point. As to the second point, he 
thought that, when finally analysed, the report should be drafted by the Secretariat, which was 
experienced and competent. The exterior organ would have to \Vork in collaboration with the 
Secretariat. 

The Marquis DE VITI was satisfied that the Rapporteurs had abandoned paragraph 3· A 
choice had to be made between ·great freedom of traffic and precision on statistics. He was for 
such freedom. ·Moreover, certain Governments might furnish statistics on arms in Category II 
if they thought it useful to submit them to control. 

M. COBIAN said that, after the vote on Article 5, he. thought it essential to retain paragraph 3, 
which left publicity as the sole method of control. Once again he said he was opposed to submitting 
to the Council what was the- duty of the Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN put the suppression of paragraph 3 to the vote: . . 

For . . . 
Against . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

The suppression of this paragraph was therefore adopted. 

II votes; 
4 votes. 

M. JouHAUX abandoned his proposed amendment for insertion between paragraphs 3 and 4· 

40. Article 9. - Discussion of Para~raph 4. 

M. FABRY proposed to substitute_ the words "in the interior of territories placed under its 
sovereignty or under its authority" for the words "in the interior of its own territory". This 
would in no way change the amendment laid down in Article ro. It was merely not to restrict 
the effect of the article to the metropolitan territory. This drafting would equally cover countries 
under mandates in which the mandatories have to maintain armed forces. 

The amendment was put to the vote: 

For . . . . . . . 
Against . . . . . 

Paragraph 4 as amended was adopted. 

41. Article 10. 

rr votes; 
2 votes. 

"The- High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory under its 
jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the importation of arms and munitions of war in 
Category I and of fire-arms and anllllunition in Category II into the following territorial 
areas, and also to prevent their exportation to, importation and transportation in the 
maritime zone defined below: 

"r. The whole of the Continent of Africa, with the exception of Algeria, Libya, 
Spanish ports of North Africa, the Union of South Africa and Rhodesia. 
Within this area are included all islands situated within a hundred nautical 
miles of the coast, together with Prince's Islands, St. Thomas Island and the 
Islands of Annobom and Socotra. 

"2. Transcaucasia, Persia, Gwadar, the Arabian Peninsula and such continental 
parts of Asia as were included in the Turkish Empire on August 4th, 1924. 

"3. A maritime zone, including the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian Gulf 
and the Sea of Oman, and bounded by a line drawn from Cape Guardafui, 
following the latitude of that cape to its intersection with longitude 57° 
east of Greenwich, and proceeding thence direct to the eastern frontier of 
Persia in the Gulf of Oman. 

"Special licences for the import of arms and ammunition in Category I or Category II 
into the areas defined above may be issued. In the African areas they shall be subject 
to the regulations specified in Articles II and 12 or to any local regulations of a stricter 
nature which may be in force. In the other areas specified in the present article, these 
licences shall be subject to similar regulations put into effect by the Governments 
exercising authority there." 

42. Declaration by the Representative of Persia . 

. - Prince ARFA-ED·DOWLEH made the following declaration: "During the general discussion 
I had the honour to explain verbally and in writing the point of view of my Government as to 
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.-\..rticlt' 10 of the dr;\ft of the new CoilVention. As the discussion of Article 10 has commenced, 
1 >iliould like to add a few words. 

"The League of Nations is, I apprehend, founded on principles of justice and equality. !t 
is called upon to settle difficulties which arise amongst its Members. What w?uld ~me say m 
Persia and tile East if tilev refused to ancient Persia, independent from the earliest times, what 
tiley had granted to tile ports of north~rn Africa, which were under the control of Spain, and to 
Rhodesia, latelv become a self-govermng colony ? 

·'Persia is a constitutional coimtry. She has a Parliament and a disciplined regular army. 
She has a time-honourffi civilisation. From the moment tilat tile memorandum of the Secretary
General said to us: 'The Temporary :Mixed Commission may decide that it is advisable to 
maintain a similar system and define certain areas in which tile traffic in arms should be placed 
under a special regime', it should be borne in mind tilat the territories defined in this way have 
very different legal status. For instance, among the territories defined in Article 6 of the Con
,-ention of St. Germain are the entire territory of sovereign States, such as Persia, Liberia, 
Abvssiuia, etc. . · 

- "From the moment that the September 1923 resolutions of the Assembly said to us: 
'The Assembly recommends that tile Temporary l'llixed Commission should be invited to 

prepare a new Convention or Conventions to replace that of St. Germain for the control c¥ the -
traffic in arms. · · . . 

• 'The Temporary Mixed Commission should be requested to draw up the draft 
Convention or Conventions in sucll a form that they might be accepted by the Govern-
ments of all countries which produce arms or munitions of war. . 

"'The Temporary Mixed Commission should, however, also make alternative · 
proposals for a Convention or Conventions which might be adopted by some of the 
producing Powers, even if others refused their co-operation.' · 

I ask, in the presence of this power, what there is to stop the Sub-Commission from modifying 
Article 10 of the draft in Persia's favour, in a similar way to that which has been done for the 
northern ports of Africa belonging to Spain and for Rhodesia ? . 

From recent information,- the Persian Government has asked its Parliament for the neces
sary credits for a manufactory of arms at Teheran. If Persia does adhere to tl>is new Convention, 
what law will stop it from giving arms to its neighbours, as is the case with countries which have 
not adhered to the· St. Germain Convention? 

If you tell me that the Sub-Commission has not the right to make this modification, or that 
it is not competent in the present case, I would answer that the Sub-Commission can do u~ this 
justice by the very authority and the same right with which it has assented for other countries. 

"The Convention of St. Germain commi~ted a grave fault vis-a-vis Persia. Show me a law, 
even amongst the nomads, which, under the pretext of security for certain countries, deprives an 
independent country hke Persia of the sacred right of sovereignty without tile cognisance of its 
Government, without the consent of its people, without ratification by its Parliamen1, and places 
its ports and territories under the control of a country which produces arms and munitions. No, 
gentlemen, you will not commit this injustice. I have great confidence in your sense of justice. 

"I earnestly request the Sub-Commission to accord satisfaction to the just demand of Persia . 
and to show to the entire world that you treat all Members of the League of Nations in the same 
equitable manner. In conclusion, I thank the honourable representative of Japan in the name 
of my Government for the support which he has given to the just cause of Persia, and I hope, 
gentlemen, that you will give me cause to thank you on behalf of the Persian Government for 
a just decision. In view of its importance to us, whose sacred right of sovereignty is at stake, 
I request the Chairman to be good enough to take note of my declaration and to request the Secre
tariat to insert it in extenso in the Minutes of the meeting." 

:u. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that, from·the point of view of international law, there was 
no necessity to reply to the argument of Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh. It was impossible tor a certain 
numbet of ~ower~ to assemble other Pow.:rs and to enforce obligations on a State non-party to the 
Treaty. Article Io of the Pact and the principle motive of the Pact, based on equality of States, 
supported this contention. He did not think the Sub-Commission could modify Article 6 of 
the ~nvention of St. Germain. That was a question of -policy between States. He observed 
that 1t was not necessary to exaggerate national susceptibility. The great European Powers had 
consented, as regards certain of their territories, to a special regime in view of the impossibility 
of exercising police control of immense frontiers. The question is a matter for transmission 
to the Council, with an observation that such a regime cannot be imposed on sovereign States, 

Yiscount CECIL was in agreement with the conclusions of M. Dupriez but not with his argument-. 
!fe ~~not see_ in it that the spirit of the Pact was being encroached upon. No one thought of 
mfnngmg the mdependence and honour of Persia, which is a Member of the League of Nations. 
It was not necessary to be so susceptible on subtle points of international law, but to seek practical 
mt:a?S t<J 3;ttain the desired object. The great European States had consented to submit to this 
sp<::cial reg~me.. It was a matter for the experts to say if, for geographical reasons, this regime 
shrmld ~ apPlied_ to ~uch-and-such a region. . On the other hand, he pointed out to M. Dupriez 
that Eth.IOJ>Ja, whi_ch JS a Me_mber of the League of Nations, had consented- although a sovereign 
State - to subnut to spec1al engagements. He suggested that the Convention of St. Germain 
should n<A: be put on one side and that the question of Persia, Spanish ports and Rhodesia should 
be rd"fflT<.:d to the Council. · 

. Prince AkFA-ED-Dowum said that Persia could not be assimilated to a country not fully 
J."'AJJ.:ed, as she p<.r.¥.1(,-ssed for the last three years 75,000 regular and disciplined men. All frcrntiers 
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and ports were guarded. Great Britain, which, in order to stop all contraband of arms amongst 
the Afghans and Beluchs, had occupied Persian ports, had just withdrawn her garrisons, which 
had been relieved by Persian troops. Referring to the explanations of Viscount Cecil, he said that 
the inclusion of Persia in the areas laid down in the Convention of St. Germain was the result 
of a Treaty entered into between Great Britain and.Persia, which Treaty had never been ratified 
by the Persian Parliament. The fact was that Persia is bordered by Russia, Turkey and the 
territories of Afghanistan and Beluchistan. There was no necessity to fear that Russia and Turkey 
would receive arms from Persia. · If Persia adhered to the Convention, she would permit no sale 
to the Afghans or Beluchs. On the other hand, Persia was herself thinking of manufacturing 
arms, in view of the high price of imported arms. If, then, she did not adhere to the Convention, 
she would be free to sell arms to her neighbours. It was thus to the general interests to seek the 
adhesion of Persia. 

M. CoBIAN was against sub-paragraph 2 of paragraph I of Article 10 and made a formal 
reserve on the subject. · 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur), answering Viscount Cecil, said that States had admitted a special 
regigle by being parfies to the Convention, and the mistake was to endeavour to impose it on 
States non-parties. The only possible thing to do would be to admit a special regime by means 
of negotiations. 

M. JouHAUX differentiated between the two questions: one of fact, as regards a particular 
political situation of Persia, which the Commission was not in a position to adjudicate, and one 
of right, as explained by M. Dupriez. 

The Commission was not able to insert a text which was contradictory to international law. 
The solution would be to insert principles of right in the place of Article Io and to leave it either 
to the Council or the International Conference to apply those principles to the existing political 
situation. He proposed an amendment to Article IO. 

43· Amendment by M. Jouhaux to Article 10. 

"The' suppression of all paragraphs except paragraph I, and the replacement of 
all that part of the article by a paragraph in the report as follows: 

" ' The Commission is of opinion that, in view of new circumstances which 
have arisen since the Convention of St. Germain was prepared, the territories to 
be comprised in the prohibited areas must be made the subject of special study 
by a committee of experts, on which all interested parties would be represented.' ·~ 

Viscount CECIL asked M. J ouhaux to be good enough to withdraw his amendment. It was pre
·ferable that the. question should be sent to the Council with freedom to settle the means. Moreover, 
it would be lengthy and complicated to convoke representatives of_all interested States. 

M. JouHAUX said that it had been decided to send the matter to the Council. 

The CHAIRMAN said the Sub-Commission had listened to the declaration of the Persian dele
gate and the observations which had been made with great force and much emphasis. 

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH asked that note should be taken of his declaration and it should be 
inserted in the Minutes. · 

The Commission unanimously decided to approve this request. 

The CHAIRMAN informed M. J ouhaux that the Council would find in the report all the neces
sary particulars as regards Article IO; and that the matter would not be stifled. The modifications 
to be made to Articlero were of a political nature. The Commission would send them to the Council 
and the reserve of M. Cobian would appear in the Minutes. 

M. JANCOVIC! asked that it should be made clear that Article IO of the draft.is retained, 
with a declaration explaining the reasons of the discussion. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that Article IO would reappear as the original text of Article 6 
of the Convention of St. Germain, and that the Commission would ask the Council to modify 
that text as it seemed desirable. 

M. URRUTIA thought _that it was desirable that the opinion of everyone should be expressed 
for the information of the· Council. He considered the declaration of Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh 
extremely reasonable. He thought that there should be a special treaty amongst interested 
States as to the maintenance of zones under a special regime. 

M. JOUHAUX modified his amendment, replacing the last two lines from "every special" by 
"a further study by the Council". · 

Count HIROSAWA said that all mention of North African ports should be suppressed from 
Article ro. 
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The CHAIRMAN proposed that Article 10, as it appeared in the old text of Article 6 of ~he 
Conwntion of St. Germain, should be referred to the Council, together with the draft resolutwn 
of M. Jouhaux, which would eJ.."Plain the reasons for-so doing . 

• TM proposal totiS adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN observed to Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh that Persia should be represented at the 
Council when the question was discussed. -

-H- Articles 11 to 25. 

(.-\rticles 7 to 21 of the Convention of St. Germain unchanged.) 
Major HILLS (Rapporteur) said that in these articles there were certain technical arrange

ments to be reviewed, and he suggested that revision should be made by the Permanent 
Advisory Commission, where interested States could be represented. · 

' •· VJSCount CECIL said that it was necessary to ask the Council to transmit it to the Perma-
nent Advisory Commission and not to transmit it direct. · 

M. JANCOVIC! asked that Articles 7 to 21 of the Convention of St. Germain should be read. 

Colonel LowE recalled that the draft must be sent to the Permanent Advisory Commission, 
which would then have to examine all the articles of the Convention without exception. 

Viscount CEciL proposed that, if any member desired specially to discuss a point in the 
articles, the Commission should commence a discussion on the particular point only, and that it 
would be merely a loss of time to read through all the technical articles. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to accept the procedure suggested by Viscount Cecil. 

This was agreed. 

SEVENTH MEETING. 

Held on March 27th, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

45· Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention. 

~e CHAIRMAN recalled that at the preceding meeting it had been settled that they should 
only discuss points in the original Art1cles 7 to 21 of the Convention of St. Germain on which 
explanations were required. 

~~-) OCHAUX thought it was impossible to pass over certain articles en bloc without seriously 
e:rniiUlllng them. It seemed to him that one would find innumerable contradictions to the prin
Ciple accepted up to that moment. He particularly referred to Article 7, paragraphs marked 
(1) .and (3), the first and fifth paragraphs of Article 10 and paragraphs marked {r) and (2) in 
Artie~. 12. It appeared to him to be impossible merely to insert those articles without 
exanumng them. 

. Yiscount CECIL did not think that the portions quoted were contrary to the general 
POilClples of the Convention. They were merely matters of technical arrangement, the object 
of which was ~ ~ermit of their application in certain countries. 

~. Com~s10n was not competent to discuss the matter, but the Permanent Advisory 
Co~~ might propose alterations and the Temporary Mixed Commission could express an· 
opmwn at. a plenary meeting. The Only provision that he considered it necessary to retain was 
the penultimate paragraph of Article 10, which referred to the League_ of Nations. He proposed 
that. they shoul~ n_ot study Articles 7 to ZI of the Convention of St. Germain until the Permanent 
AdVl!lOry Comnusswn had considered them. 
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M. JouHAUX agreed on condition that the Pennanent Advisory Commission attached an 
explanatory report. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the 'members of the Pennanent Advisory Commission who 
were present could doubtless say what would be the nature of the examination required .. 

Viscount Cecil's proposal was adopted. 

46. Article 26. 

· "The High Contracting Parties which exercise authority over territories within the 
prohibited areas and zone specified in Article IO agree to take, so far as each may be 
concerned, the measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and 
in particular for the prosecution and repression of offences against the provisions contained 
therein. They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Office 
and shall infonn it of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding articles. 
Such of them as are Members of the League of Nations shall at the same time transmit 

• this infonnation to the Secretary-General of the League." 

M. DuPRIEZ (Rapporteur) said that the last sentence should be suppressed in conformity 
with a decision already taken. 

Viscount CECIL thought it better to leave the sentence. 

M. FABRY thought that the Council would modify it if necessary. 

Article 26 was adopted. 

47· Article 27. 

"The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession 
to the present Convention of other States, whether Members of the League of Nations 
or not. This accession shall be notified through the diplomatic channel to the Govern
ment of the French Republic, and by it to all the signatory or adhering States. The 
accession will come into force from the date of such notification to the French Government." 

Viscount CECIL proposed the following addition: 

"Any State may, with the consent of the other High Contracting Parties, make 
partial or conditional adhesion to the provisions of this Treaty, providing that such 
partial conditions or acceptations do not weaken the .effectiveness of the control of the 
~raffic in arms." . 

M. URRUTIA said ·that this condition raised a question of law making it dependent upon the 
adherence of the other High Contracting Parties. · 

Viscount CECIL saw no difficult-ies in that point. The High Contracting Parties must be in a 
position to decide whether the reserves were acceptable, and could not bind themselves if those 
reserves entirely modified the general application of the principles which were admitted. 

M. URRUTIA admitted that, from the point of view of international law, Viscount Cecil was 
right, but in practice it was necessary to make preliminary negotiations which would ensure 
unanimity by the High Contracting Parties. 

Article 27 was adopted, with the addition proposed by Viscount Cecil. 

48. Article 28. 

"The High Contracting Parties agree that if any dispute whatever should arise 
between them relating to the application or interpretation of the present Convention 
which cannot be settled by negotiation, this dispute shall be submitted to the Inter
national Court of Justice." 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) explained that this article differed from Article 24 of the Conven
tion of St. Germain in the fact that it equally provided for the interpretation and for the appli
cation of the Convention and replaced the arbitral tribunal by the Permanent Court of Justice. 

M. JANCOVICI said that this article raised a question of law. As a result of the teJ~.i: which laid 
down the jurisdiction of the Court, and the report to the Council of May I2th, I922, the Court 
was not available for States non-Members of the League unless they had deposited with the Regi
strar a declaration that they accepted the jurisdiction of the Court. He did not, therefore, know 
whether in these conditions the United States could be persuaded to accept Article 28. 

Viscount CECIL proposed to main:ain the text. He did not think that the difficulty raised was 
unPurmountable, because it was not known whether the United States would refuse the arbitration 
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of the Court. On the other hand, there would be negotiations between the Council and States 
non-Members which could very well cover the point. 

M. F.~BRY thought it necessary to mention the Court in order to avoid any formal rest-:ve 
on this subject by the United States which would be unacceptable to the other Powers, assuffilng 
that it touched on es.~ential questions of control. He proposed to replace the last part of the 
article by the words "arbitration tribunal which may be the Court .... " or by "to the Court or alter
natively to a court of arbitration". He himself preferred the first of these two alternatives. 

Viscount CECIL preferred the second sentence. The first had the fault of suggesting that the 
Court should be assimilated to an arbitral tribunal, which was tontrary to the interpretation 
of the Covenant. 

M. CoBIAN once more recalled that the text was not of great importance, as all those observa
tions could be presented to the International Conference. For these reasons, he did not oppose 
the proposal of M. Fabry. 

M. J.-L.,.,COVICI proposed that the opinion of the Legal Section should be asked on this article. 
Viscount CECIL thought that the article presented rather a question of _principle than a 

technical matter. 
0 

M. LOHNER remarked that in all dissensions between Members, the jurisdiction of the Court 
should be compulsory. 

The CIL-uRMAN said that the attention or the Legal Section would be specially called to that 
article. 

The article was adopted, witll the amendment proposed by M. Fabry (second phrase). 

49· Article 29. 

·All the provisions of former general international Conventions relating to the 
matters dealt \\lith in the present Convention shall be considered as abrogated in so 
far as they are binding between the Powers which are Parties to the present Con-
vention." 1 

M. FABRY said this article no longer accorded with Article 4· Originally, it only bore reference 
to the Brnssels Convention. He proposed, by analogy with the clause voted by the Commission 
on the subject of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance, that an amendment should be made to the 
end of. this article. 

50. Amendment by M. Fabry _to Article 29. 

"This present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which 
may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of 
the Treaties of Peace signed in I9I9 and I920 at VersailleS, Neuilly, St. Germain and 
Trianon and the provisions of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and 
published by the League up to the date of the coming into force of the present Convention, 
so far as the Powers which are signatories of or benefit by the said Treaties -or 
Agreements are concerned." 

·. He said that it was difficult to adjust this article at the meeting in session, and asked that 
It should be sent to the Legal Section for drafting . 

. Viscount CECIL agreed to this proposal, especially as the article abrogated Conventions 
which the amendments confirm. 

M. DUPRIEz (Rapporteur) explained that Article 25 of the Convention of St. Germain 
referred obvionsly and solely to the Act of Brussels, and did not foreshadow the abrogation of 
Conventions on the traffic in arms in Africa. It was necessary to avoid drawing any conclusion 
from Article 29 that new Conventions had been abrogated. 

The CHAIIUlAN proposed to refer Article 29, the additional article proposed by M. Fabry 
and Article 4 to the Legal Section. 

51. Draft Resolution by M. Jancovicl. 

M. }ANCOVICI proposed the following draft resolution: 

~e ~ub-Commission instructs the Secretariat to make a juridical study of the 
text w~~h It ~ preJ?ared, sub~quent to its examination by the Permanent Advisory 
CoffiffilSSlon, w1th a VIew to makmg a report on the subject at the next meeting of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission. 

"This study shall include the following points: 

"Drafting; 

"Points specially referred, during the discussions, to the Legal Section of the 
Secretariat." 
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M. URRUTIA desired to. propose a new draft of Viscount Cecil's addition to Article 27. He pointed 
out, first of all, that the French and English texts were not identical; besides, this text gave the 
impression that adhesions would be submitted to preliminary consent of ali the High Contracting 
Parties to any reserves which might be made. It therefore seemed to him that the idea of Viscount . 
Cecil was that adhesion must be accepted by the interested parties in order to have any legal 
value. Further, the supplementary conditions as to the efficiency of supervision seemed to him 
to be useless. 

Viscount CECIL admitted the correctness of M. Urrutia's arguments. He anticipated the 
following procedure. The text adopted by the Conference would be sent to the Governments for 
adhesion. The Government would send its adhesion under reserves. If the reserves were 
accepted by the other High Contracting Parties, the adhesion was acquired, otherwise, no. He 
though it, however, useful to maintain the last sentence, so a:s to serve as a guide to the Govern
ments. He supported reference to the Legal Section. 

The resolution of M. J ancov~ci was adopted. 

Article 29 was sent to the Legal Section for drafting, as well as the third paragraph of Article 27 . 
• 

52. Article 30. 

"The Secretariat of the League of Nations shall publish an annual report on the 
traffic in arms and munitions of war in. Category l, the licences issued by the different 
Governments and the situation of the arms traffic. 

"This report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations." 

Major HILLS (Rapporteur) saw no further reasons for retaining it, as the report will be made 
by the Central International Organ and it was useless to have two reports. 

Viscount CECIL observed that the report required by the Secretariat was more complete. 
It referred to licences and the general situation as to the traffic. . 

M. JouHAUX further observed that the Assembly would have no knowledge of licences and 
It that it was necessary to enlighten it by meru:ts of a general report. 

Marquis DE VITI said that the draft which required publicity as to the arms in Categories l 
and II was subsequently limited to Category I, and to arms of Category II assimilated to Category 
I, so that there need not be more than Category I. As the Secretariat wotild draw up statistics 
on Category II, he saw no reason why it should not publish them. He proposed to suppress the 
words "of Category I". . · 

M. FABRY was ready to agree with the proposal of the Marquis de Viti. He thought that the 
report must be made by the Central International Organ, which also possessed complete documents 
and freedom of action. That would not free the Secretariat from making a report, but it could not 
submit to the Assembly a report in which the conduct of a State non-Member was considered. 
There would then be two repons: a general report by the Central Organ and an official report 
by the Secretariat as to States Members. Concretely, he proposed to adopt the following formula 
as preamble to Article 30: "The Council of the League of Nations will draw up an annual report ... " 
The Council, which had already to decide on the Central International Organ, would complete 
the hiatus . 

. Viscount CECIL, replying to the Marquis de Viti de Marco, said he agreed that the arms 
in Category II subjected to a licence should be included in the report; that had already been 
decided under Article 5. To avoid any misunderstanding, it would be better to repeat this. 

Answering M. Fabry, he proposed that Article 30 should remain as it was, as Article 3 of the 
Covenant laid down that the Assembly must concern itself with all matters affecting the peace 
of the world, on the demand of a Member or on its own initiative. He did not object to the proposal 
of M. Fabry, but it seemed to him necessary that the Commission should take some measure of 
responsibility. 

General DE MARINIS agreed with Viscount Cecil. He did not think that the drafting of the 
reporl! by the Secretariat could Impede ratification by non-Member States. Such States certainly 
had no objection to the Assembly discussing the report. ·A fortiori, they would not be against the 
drafting of the report by the Secretariat. 

The Marquis DE VITI DE MARco desired that the Commission should not give the impression 
that it feared to admit its connection with the League. He added that +he report must not be 
drawn up as a political but as a statistical document, embracing all the documents which the 
Assembly and the Commission had no time to read. 

M. FABRY protested that there should be any idea that he was ashanled of the League. He 
emphasised the fact that the Secretariat belonged to the Council and the Commission could not 
admit otherwise. Answering Viscount Cecil, he said that, above all, it was necessary not to assume 
responsibilities which did not belong to the Commission. The Commission had properly avoided 
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this as regards Article 9 and should do the same as regard~ t~e activiti.es ~f the Cent!al lnterna~io
nal Organ. He added that the report w~ not merely a statistical co~pil~tion but an mt~rprctatwn, 
whicli the Secretariat-General, despite 1ts competence, would find 1t difficult to draw up. 

M. JouHAux said that the Secretariat ~ould not pass on troublesome duties, as the Council 
is responsible for the work of the Secretanat. 

M. FABRY said that this argument strengthened _his proposal and that Art_ic~c: 30 should 
name the Council as responsible and not the Secretariat, wh1ch had no respons1b1lity. 

Viscount CEciL was impressed by M. F~bry's ar?Wllent~ adding that he v.:as not sufficiently 
informed as to the functions of the Secretanat and 1ts relations to the Council. 

M. FABRY said that his amendment agreed with Artic.le 9, the last paragraph of which had 
been deleted. 

Arlide 30, amemled as proposed by M. Fabry and the Marquis de Viti, was adopted. 

• 53· Article 31. 

Article 31 was adopted without alteration. 

54· Article 32. 

•The present Convention shall come into force when ratified by twelve Powers, 
among wbicli shall be all of the following: (Here will follow the names of the six Powers 
who are principal manufact,urers of munitions, including the United States of America)". 

Major Hn.I.s (Rapporteur) found it difficult to insert the names of States. He thought 
that ratification by .the great producing Powers was necessary and proposed to include France, 
Italy, the United States, Germany, Russia and Great Britain. 

M. FABRY said that, in view of the Treaty of Versailles, Germany could not be a producing 
Power. She could neither import nor export arms and munitions. It seemed that there were 
producing States wbicli, though not cited, were as important as Russia. He therefore proposed 
Japan, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Belgium, Great Britain and France. 

VJSCOunt CECIL asked if the provisions of the Treaty of Peace as regards Germany were 
permanent or provisional as regards traffic in arms ? 

M. FABRY said thai- they were permanent. 

M. J OUHAUX said that this was true as regards atms of war only and that much difficulty 
had been involved by the exportation of sporting weapons from Germany to Africa. 

Colonel LoWE explained that a portion of Asia Minor was included in the prohibited areas. 
It was therefore essential that Turkey should ratify. He proposed the United States, Belgium, 
France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Russia and Turkey. 

Viscount CECIL said that Turkey was not a producing Power and that in the present state 
of aff2_!rs it was inlprobable that she would ratify the Convention. This would postpone the 
entry mto force of the Convention sine die. · · 

Colonel LoWE continued by saying that, as the Convention allowed the Turkish Government 
to import from Europe into Turkey, it would be impossible, if Turkey did not ratify, to forbid 
the transfer of arms to Turkey-in-Asia. 

M. jANCOVICI said that it was very important for all her neighbouring countries that Russia 
should ratify. 

Count HmosAWA thought it was impossible to obtain tl>e acceptance of Turkey to placing 
Anatolia in the area under a special regime. 

Viscount CECIL proposed to accept the list drawn up by Colonel Lowe, omitting Turkey. 

M. }ANCOVICI a.o;ked that the engagements of Germany as regards importation and exportation 
of arms should be verified. 

The CHAIRMAN read Articles 126 and 170 of tl>e Treaty of Versailles. 

M. DUPRIEZ (Rapporteur) explained that Article 126 referred to the exportation of arms tor 
two purposes in the regions of Africa. The Convention of St. Germain did not exist at the time 
of the Treaty, and Article 126 could not therefore include the special regime already existing by 
reason of the Act of Brussels. · 

The list of States proposed by Colonel Lowe, with the exception of Turkey, was adopted. 
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· M. J OUHAUX formally protested against Germany being excluded from the list, as the Com
mission would thereby not fulfil its functions, which were to make a Convention based solely on 
the rights of na~ions. On this subject he made a formal reserve. 

Article 32 was adopted. 

55· Article 33. 

"The present Convention shall remain in force for ten years. Thereafter it can be 
denounced by any High Contracting Party by giving two years' notice to the Govern
ment of the French Republic, which inform all the other signatory Powers." 

M. FABRY proposed an amendment. He added that it wa.S necessary to admit the principle 
of revision. The Convention of St. Germain provided for seven years; he preferred five years. 

56. Amendment by M. Fabry to Article 33. 

• "The High Contracting Parties agree that, on the expiration of a period of ten years, 
the present Convention will be subject to revision, bearing in mind the acquired expe-
nence, at the request of .......... among them." 

Article 33, with the addition by M. Fabry, was adopted. 

57- Preamble. 

"(Her:e will follow the names of the High Contracting Parties signing the new 
Convention.) 

"Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was signed by the High Contracting 
Parties therein mentioned; · 

"Whereas certain of them were not able to ratify such Convention; 
"And whereas, for this and for other reasons, it is desirable to amend such Conven-

tion: . . 
"Have. appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: . 
"(Here will follow the names of the Plenipotentiaries of the new High Contracting 

Parties.)" 

The amendment to the Preamble by Colonel Lowe was read: 

"Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms 
and ammunition, with the object of securing the fullest possible publicity in regard to 
such trade, thereby drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation, in peace-time, 
·of stocks of munitions; 

"Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform procedure for the supervision over 
the trade in fire-arms and ammunition which are capable of both warlike and other· 
uses; 

''Whereas the existing Treaties and Conventions, and particularly the Brussels 
Act of July 2nd, rSgo, regulating the traffic in arms and ammunition in certain regions, 
no longer meet present conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable 
to a wider area in Africa and· the establishment of a corresponding regime in certain 
territories in Asia; . 

"Whereas a speeial supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries 
is necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments, 
both as regards the importation of arms and ammunition into those countries and the 
export of such arms and ammunition from their own territory." 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to refer this amendment to the Legal Section for examination. 
The reference as proposed was agreed to, 

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on March 28th, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

58. Continuation and End of the Discussion of the Draft Convention. . 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Sub-Commission should consider those points which had 
been held over during the previous discussions, particularly the question of the reference of the 
enumeration in Article I to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 
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Count HIROSAWA said that he had made a reservation fol).owing on an amendment proposed 
by Colonel Lowe. He intended to repeat his reservation in the plenary meeting of the Temporary 
Mi."l:ed Commission. 

M. JANCOVIC! thought that it had been agreed that it should be explained to the Permanent 
Advisory Commission that the text which had been adopted as a basis for discussion, namely, 
that of the Rapporteurs, had only been_ taken tor general convenience and was not absolutely 
binding. -

The CHAIRMAN said that on the contrary the Sub-Commission, after having first adopted 
that view, had reconsidered its decision, had resumed the discussion of Article I and had taken 
a formal vote tll decide between that article and the amendment proposed by M. J ancovici. It 
was therefore only necessary to refer Article I to the Permanent Advisory Commission as it stood, 
to serve as a general formula into which the Permanent Advisory Commission would insert the 
enumeration of arms. 

- . 
M. JANCOVIC! said that, if that was so, he would make an absolute reservation on the draft 

as a whole and he would like his reservation to be mentioned in the Minutes. • 

Colonel LoWE said that the system of categories for Article I had been adopted and the 
enumeration of arms referred to the Permanent Advisory Commission, but that it was possible 
that the Permanent Advisory Commission might propose a different classification. He therefore 
asked that the article should be referred to the Permanent Advisory Commission without the 
categories being mentioned. 

. The CHMRMA.N thought that it was not possible to go back on the previous decision. He 
read the Minutes of the Third Meeting, which left no doubt on this subject. He also pointed 
out that the Temporary Mixed Commission would still be entitled to reconsider the question. 

He reminded the Sub-Commission that it had held over the question of periodical revision 
of the enumeration of arms and that an amendment proposed by M. Jancovici had entrusted 
such revision to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

Major Hrr.I.s (Rapporteur) suggested that the question should be left as it stood. A general 
revision clause had been inserted and seemed to him to be sufficient. 

M. JANcoVIC! agreed with Major Hills. 

M. FABRY asked that the Rapporteurs should submit the model for licences for which 
they had been asked to the plenary Commission, and that they should also lay before that Com
mission any suggestions they might have on the question he had raised with regard to firms 
owning factories in several countries and Marquis de Viti's point as to firms of different nationali
ties carrying on exchanges. 

The Rapporteurs accepted the duties proposed. 

The CHMRMA.N asked the Sub-Commission whether it desired to approve the draft report 
at that meeting. - . 

M. URRUTIA suggested that the Sub-Commission should meet in the morning of the day·of 
the first meeting of the Temporary Mixed Commission and should then approve the draft report. 

M FABRY agreed with this propOsal, which also enabled all members to send in any 
suggestions to the Rapporteurs before the next meeting. 

Viscount CECIL proposed that the draft report, ·the ·draft Convention and the Minutes of 
the Sub-Commission should be sent immediately to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

The proposals of M. Urrutia and Viscount Cecil were adopted. 
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REPORT SUBMITTED BY MAJOR J. W. HILLS AND M. L. DUPRIEZ 
TO THE FIRST SUB-COMMISSION OF THE TEMPORARY MIXED 

• COMMISSION AT ITS MARCH 1924 SESSION.• 

The first question which arises is upon what text the new Convention should be based. 

It would seem that preference should unhesitatingly be given to the text of the Convention 
of St. Germain. In the first place, it should be observed that, of the twenty-five articles which 
that Convention contains, twenty have given rise to no objection or criticism and may be retained 
almost unchanged. . 

Further, if a practical result is to be obtained and if the adhesion of the Powers concerned 
is to be secured as soon as possible, the framework and, as far as possible, the system and termino
logy of the Convention of St. Germain must be preserved. In that case, those Powers which had 
already decided· to ratify that Convention will be able to see and understand at a glance the 
additions, omissions and alterations made by the new Convention in the texts which they had 
already accepted and they will be able to adhere with much less delay than if they were confronted 
with a new organisation and with a text conceived on different lines. Moreover, those Powers 
which have hesitated to ratify the Convention of St. Germain will be able to decide readily and 
without difficulty whether, in the new drafts submitted to them, sufficient regard is paid to their 
objections and their scruples. 

The Convention of St. Germain must, however, be amended and amplified. 
It must be amended in order to secure the adhesion of the United States, which is in every 

way desirable. With this object, the ·right to export arms of war must no longer be limited to 
arms exported to the Governments of the Powers signatory to the future Convention. More
over, all provisions most be omitted which might result in placing the United States in any sense 
under the supervision of the League of Nations or of a body subsidiary to the League. 

The Convention of St. Germain must also be amplified, for while it organised, through a 
number of highly detailed provisions, a perfected system of control for the traffic in arms and 
munitions in certain parts of Africa and Asia, it merely laid down some fundamental principles 
as regards the same traffic in other parts of the world. The new Convention must, therefore, 
include provisions which will ensure and guarantee, by means of definite measures, that these 
fuildamental principles will be observed and respected. 

Before surveying the proposed additions and amendments to the Convention of St. Germain, 
however, it may be well to explain clearly the fundamental principles which guided the framers 
of the Convention of St. Germain and those which have been followed by Admiral the Marquis 
de Magaz and M. Jouhaux, the authors of the two new drafts submitted to the Sub-Commission. 

The Convention of St. Germain regulates - by means of two different regimes - a general 
regime, which applies in principle to the international traffic in arms and munitions to all countries. 
and a much stricter special regime, which applies to almost the whole of Africa and to certain 
Asiatic regions. For the moment, we will leave on one side this special regime, which has undoubt
edly, though only by implication, been accepted by all the Powers concerned, has given rise to 
no criticism at the meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission, and was not dealt with by 
the authors of the two new drafts. We will, therefore, for the present, confine our attention 
entirely to the general regime. 

For the purposes of this general regime, the Convention of St. Germain distinguishes three 
categories of arms to which very different regulations are applicable: 

First Category. -Arms of war, of which a detailed and specific list is given, though this list 
does not include all arms "adapted to warlike purposes". The traffic in these weapons is subject 
to two regulations: 

(1) Absolute prohibition of international traffic, subject to the right of each Contractins 
. Party to grant export licences to meet the requirements of the Government of another 
High Contracting Party; 

(2) Obligation to publish the full number of export licences granted to meet the require
ments of any Government, 
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Second CaJeaorv. - Fire-arms which are included in the above-mentioned list, but which 
are adapted both to warlike and also to other purposes. Here, again, the Convention of St. 
Germain lays down two rules: 

(r) It recognises the right of each_ H~gh Contracting Party ~o d~termb:e independently, 
according to the circumstances mdicated, whether exportation IS reqmred for a purpose 
other than that of war, and, if so, to authorise such exportation; 

(2) It imposes the obligation to give publicity to all such export authorisations. 

Third Caf.eaory. - All arms and munitions not included in the above-mentioned list, even 
if they are adapted solely to arm:y purpose~. Thi_s category covers all un~ifle~ and other tha!l 
breech-loading fire-arms and all s1de-arms, mcluding bayonets. No mentwn 1s made of th1s 
third category in the Convention of St. Germain, which imposes no regulations upon it, requires 
no publicity and leaves the international traffic entirely free and uncontrolled. 

In the draft submitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz, tliree categories of arms are also 
distinguished - arms of war, sporting arms and arms employed for personal defence. 

It will be ~ tliat tlie distinction is entirely different from that drawn in the Convention 
of St. Germain; it is also less definite, and the author realises that it cannot be applied ui{}ess 
a list of all arms falling witliin each category is annexed to the Convention. 

Category I.- It appears from tlie wording of Article·r that tills list would be much more 
extensive tlian tliat given in tlie Convention of St. Germain. It should include all side-arms, 
togetlier with cllemical products and war material. The draft submitted by Admiral tlie Marquis 
de Magaz seems to be more stringent tlian the Convention of St. Germain, inasmuch as it extends 
tlie export prohibition to arms, products and material whicll have not hitherto been affected. 
But it is not correct to say that Admiral the Marquis de Magaz proposes to apply a stricter regime 
to tills extended first category. The new measures whicll he has embodie.d in his draft are rather 
executive measures, intended to ensure that full effect will be given to the principle of prohibiting 
the int~ational traffic in arms and munitions of war. Article 3, however, is expressed in such 
general terms that it would seem to aim at binding Governments to prohibit the sale of weapons 
of war to private individuals, even in their own countries. This is a new principle, wholly foreign 
to tlie Convention of St. Germain, which deals exclusively with the regulation of tlie international 
traffic. 

Category II. -Sporting arms. In "tills connection the draft submitted by Admiral tlie 
Marquis de Magaz goes considerably beyond_ the Convention of St. Germain, and attempts to 
secure objects which tlie authors of tliat Convention did not so much as consider. 

(r) As regards the international traffic, tlie provisions of tlie draft are not confined to 
requiring and arranging tor publicity; they restrict to a large degree the right of produc
ing States to authorise export. Two licences - one from the exporting country and 
another (previous) from the importing country - are required for the export of sporting 
arms. . 

(z) The draft even regulates the home trade in arms in each country; for example, Govern
ments must undertake to prohibit the sale even of a single sporting gun to any person 
who has not previously obtained a personal licence. 

Category III. -Arms employed for personal defence. According to tlie draft, arms of tills 
class are subject to tlie same stringent regime as sporting arms in regard both to the international 
trade and to sales on tlie home market. The draft further imposes on Governments a number 
of detailed obligations, namely: · 

(a) To exercise strict supervision over the home and international trade; 
(b) To guard against tlie accumulation of stocks and against clandestine traffic; 
(c) To consent to a close international co-operation with the above objects; 
(d) To organise a complete licensing and registration system whereby all arms sold may 

be traced. . 

This strict regulation of tlie home as well as the international trade in arms used for sport 
and for defence is open to very serious objections in principle: 

(r) It departs from the idea by which the authors of the Covenant (Article 23) were guided 
- the same idea upon which the Convention of St. Germain is founded and which 
inspired the decisions of the Third and Fourth Assemblies of the League' of Nations. 
It m~ _be remembered that _the only questio!l submitted to the Temporary Mixed 
CommiSSion by those Assemblies was the question of the international traffic in arms 
~d m~tions. Whez:eas its _scope should be ~ted to organising the control of the 
mtern_ati~nal traffic With a Vl~w to ~he preventwn of war and of secret arming, the 
draft_JS direct~ towards~ entirely different en~- that of imposing upon Governments 
certam r~tions govermng the home. trade m arms of every kind. 

(z) The draft mtroduces a system of regulatwns designed to increase personal safety within 
each country ~d to prevent murder and personal injury. Here it clearly encroaches 
UP_Oll ~he proVII!-ce of the loc~~ police and infringes national sovereignty. 

(3) ~1th Its. compJU:ated forma.lities o~ export and import licences, the draft practically 
kills the mternatJonal trade m sportmg arms and weapons of defence· this will have the 
disastrous result of increasing the clandestine traffic. ' 

(4) There is ev_ery reason to fear t~at the Convention will not be ratified by any State which 
has a C(JnsJderablc armament mdust1y. The United States certainly will not ratif)l it. 
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. Like Admiral the Marquis de Magaz, M. Jouhaux does i10t deal in his draft with the special 
regtme organised in great detail for certain regions ot Africa and Asia by the Convention of St. 
Germain, but only considers the general regime, which he proposes to make even more rigorous 
and restrictive in several respects: 

(1) Arms employed for personal defence are included among weapons of war, no distinction 
whatever being drawn. The result is that the draft absolutely prohibits so much as 
jhe sale of a pocket revolver, even in the manufacturing country, unless it is sold to 
a Government; ~ 

(2) The expo~ of arms of war- and p~rhaps also the export of sporting arms (the terms 
of the arttcle are purely general) - ts no longer wholly dependent upon the will of the 
exporting and importing States. All exports are to be subject to the consent of the 
Council of the League of Nations; 

(3) The formalities required for the export of sporting arms are largely increased, and the 
delays involved are so long as to render export practically impossible; 

" 

(4) As regards the home trade in the ma)lufacturing country, the draft prohibits only the 
sale of arms of war to private persons; consequently, each Govern~nt retains the 
right to regulate as it thinks fit the sale of sporting arms. In this respect, but in no 
other, it is less stringent than the draft submitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz. 
It must; further, be remembered that M. Jouhaux's draft classifies revolvers and pocket 
pistols of every kind as arms of war. 

It is clear that M. Jouhaux's draft gives rise to the same objections in principle as that sub
mitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz. Furthermore, there is no doubt that it would evoke 
insurmountable opposition on the part of the United States to a11 even greater extent than did 
the Convention of St. Germain. It does not follow that Convention in merely assigning to the 
League. of Nations the exercise of a general supervision over the international traffic in arms 
and munitions; on the contrary, it entrusts the Council of the League of Nations with the direct 
control of the traffic by making all sales of arms of war to foreign Governments contingent upon 
the Council's consent (Art. 5). 

· It seems perfectly certain, therefore, that the new proposals submitted by Admiral the 
Marquis de Magaz and M. Jouhaux, open as they are to grave and fundamental objections, will 
inevitably meet with strong opposition on the part of countries which manufacture arms and 
munitions. 

Here we have an additional reason for taking the text oi the Convention of St. Germain 
as the basis oi the new Convention.· 

There remains the quesdon.of what principles should be followed in drawing up the amend
ments and additions to the Convention of St. Germain. 

If any useful and practical work is to be done, it must be confined within the framework 
of that Convention and must be inspired by the ideas which guided its authors, who certainly 
did not approach the question of the traffic in arms in a wider and more liberal spirit than did the 
authors of the Covenant of the League of Nations. It must be remembered that, according to 
Article 23, the League is merely entrusted by its Members with "the general supervision of 

. the trade· in arms and ammunition with the countries in which the control of this traffic is 
necessary in the common interest". 

Any attempt to attain new and wider aims in the new Convention would be courting defeat. 
It would therefore be better to retain the ideas and objects of the Convention of St. Germain, 
and to serve the cause of international peace by regulating the international trade in arms adapted 
to warlike purposes with a view to the prevention of secret arming. 

Most important of all, there must be no thought of imposing on Governments regulations 
which they would regard as coming within the province of their internal police authorities. They 
would invariably regard such an attempt as an infringement of their sovereignty, and they would 
never consent to place their police work under the tutelage 01:: even the supervision of any inter
national bureau. Each .Government must therefore be left to provide for the safety 01 its own 
subjects, and the scope of the future Convention must be restricted to arms capable ot being 
used in war. · 

. In regard to arms of war, i.e., arms which are normally used for purposes of war, the Conven
. tion of St. Germain laid down the absolute principle that they must not be exported except to 
Governments. This rule has given rise to no objection. or critic-ism and should be maintained 
in the new Convention; it will undoubtedly be accepted by all the Powers. 

As regards arms adapted both to warlike and to other purposes, it should be sufficient to 
secure wide publicity, each Government retaining (as already provided by the Convention of 
St. Germain) the right to determine, according to circumstances, whether export is required for 
a purpose:Zother than that of war. 

Lastly, arms, including fire-arms, which are not capable of being used in war, would be 
better omitted trom the provisions of the future Convention. 

These principles are not intended to apply to the African and Asiatic regions, for which the 
Convention of St. Germain established a regime of strict control over the trade in all fire-arms 
without exception; the regime should be preserved unchanged. 

We will now consider the articles, more particularly those which do not appear in the Conven
tion of St. Germain and those which we propose to amend. 
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A.rlich I. 

This is a new article· it is devoted entirely to an enumeration of weapons ot war and to a 
definition of "sporting ~s· and "arms employed for personal defence". . . 

It seems quite impossible to draw a clear and precise distinction, by means of a defimhon, 
between arms of war and sporting arms, arms employed for personal defence, etc. - The draft 
submitted to the Sub-Commission opens with an attempt to enumerate all arms of war; clearly 
it can only be intended as a rough outline to provide a basis for discussion and to secure the settle
ment of a few questions of principle, it being left to the experts to determine subsequently how 
those principles shall be applied. The proposed list is more detailed and also more complete than 
that of the St. Germain Convention; it includes, for example, weapons and material used in naval 
and air warfare. _ 

After enumerating in the first category all the weapons to which the provisions of the Conven
tion will apply, this article defines a second category, including sporting arms and arms employed 
for personal defence. But as the distinction between guns, revolvers and pistols employed for 
war purposes, and guns, revolvers and pistols used for sport or personal defence, involves a very 
complex technical problem, the article necessaril~ leaves it to _the Governm~nts of the High .c?n
tracting Parties to negotiate an agreement laymg down ~niform regulation~ _for det~~mg 
in practice what fire-arms are really weapons of war, what fire-arms have no military utility and 
what fire-arms can be adapted both. to warlike and to other purposes. 

Article 2. 

This article replaces the first paragraph of Article I of the St. Germain Convention, but three 
changes are made: · · 

(I) The list of arms of war is omitted; . 
(z) To avoid all possibility of misunderstanding, the Powers undertake to abstam 

"from exporting arms on their own account, except under the conditions laid down in 
Article 3; · -

(3) The Powers undertake to prohibit not only the export but also the importation 
of arms; no signatory State can be allowed to retain the right to permit the introduction 
into its territory of arms intended for the use of irregular forces liable to provoke inter
national incidents. 

Article 3· · 

This article replaces the second paragraph of Article I of the St. Germain Convention; but it 
differs from it in one important point and amplifies it by regulating in detail the system of licences. 

The St. Germain Convention only allowed arms to be exported for the requirements of the 
Governments of the High Contracting Parties. This was one of the principal reasons for the refusal 
of the United States to ratify it. The draft text adopts the solution recommended by Admiral the 
Marquis de Magai. The export of arms will only be permitted to meet the needs of Governments 
recognised by a majority of the High Contracting Parties. This solution will, no doubt, be criticised 
as empirical and arbitrary. On the other hand, it would surely be dangerous to allow a Power to 
authorise ~xportation for the benefit of a Government recognised by no other Power. 

The article further lays down a number of strict conditions for the issue of licences with a 
view to completely preventing the export of arms not intended for Governments. These conditions 
are largely based on the drafts submitted by Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and M. Jouhaux, 
but in certain respects they are even more stringent and_ definite. 

Article 4-

This article, which is entirely new, regulates the transit.of arms of war and recognises it as 
the right and the duty of the country through which arms are conveyed to stop the passage of 
arms exported in contravention of. the .rules laid down in Article 3. Hence the article requires 
~ each consigmnent should be accompanied by a copy of the licence. Moreover, each of the 
High Contracting Parties undertakes to take all measures reasonably possible to supervise the 
transit of arms of war and to stop all consignments not accompanied by a licence made out in 
the proper form. 

Article 5. 

. This artie!~ expressly states at the outset that each Power may authorise the export without 
~~ of sporting arms and arms employed for personal defence, except to the prohibited areas 
m Afnca and Asia. This provision was not included in the St. Germain Convention, but it was 
clearly implied. 

The remainder of the article, which refers to arms which can be adapted to warlike and other 
purpose;;. is similar to the third paragraph of the St. Germain Convention, but it is slightly streng
theru:d m tw~ respects. In the first place: the new text not ~nly allows but obliges the High Con
tracting PartieS, m the case of each consignment, to determme from the circumstances indicated 
whether the arms intended for exportation should be classed as sporting arms or as arms of war 
In_ the latter alternative, moreover, the article reaffirms the obligation assumed by each of th~ 
High Contracting Parties to prohibit exportation, except in the conditions laid down in Articles 2 
and 3. 
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Article 6. 

This article lays down the principle of a special and much more severe regime to be applied 
to certain areas in Africa and Asia; it is a reproduction of Article 2 of the St. Germain Convention, 
with a slight change of wording. · · 

Article 7· 

This article is a literal reproduction of Article 3 of the St. Germain Convention. 

Article 8. 
. . 

This article is a reproduction ot Article 4 of the St. Germain Convention, with some changes 
of wording, ' . 

Article 9· 

This article corresponds to Article 5 ot the St. Germain Convention, the text of which is 
~eproduced with certain modifications, some of a purely formal nature and others of greater 
un:Ifortance. 

In the first place, the Central International Office can no longer be placed under the authority 
of the League of Nations it it is desired to obtain the adhesion of the United States. 

Secondly, the new text provides that, in addition to all correspondence between the High 
Contracting Parties in regard to the traffic in and movement of arms and munitions, all laws, 
decrees and regulations promulgated in each country with a view to ensuring the application 
of the Convention .must be communicated to this Office. These legislative measures,. indeed, 
furnish the best indication of the spirit in which the High Contracting Parties interpret the Conven· 
tion and of the thoroughness with which they apply it. 

Furthermore, a new clause renders it obligatory for those High Contracting Parties which 
belong to the League of Nations to send all documents, statistics and official instruments to the 
Secretary-General as well as to the Central International Office. 

Lastly, in order to avoid all possibility of misunderstanding, the article is careful to state 
that the Powers are not required to mention in their annual reports the quantities oi arms trans-
ported in their own territory for the requirements of their own troops. . 

In the discussions which took place at Geneva last February, another system was suggested 
to arrange for the publication of the measures taken by the different Powers in execution of the 
Convention. In the first place, it was proposed that all the High Contracting Parties should 
undertake to publish separately their own statistics and annual reports on the export of arms; 
in the second place, that the High Contracting Parties belonging to the League of Nations should 
undertake to send all these documents to the Secretariat of the League of Nations. 
· It was not thought sufficient to publish separately in each country all the requisite offi~ial 

instruments, documents, statistics, etc.; referring to the traffic in arms. The High Contractmg 
Parties themselves would probably have some difficulty in obtaining all these publications and 
might only receive them after a long delay. It would be better to entrust all these documents and 
information in a single central. organisation to which each of the High Contracting Parties would 
immediately transmit its OWn reports. statistics, etc., and from which _it could easily and quickly 
obtain any information it desired in regard to the application of the Convention throughout ~e 
world. Moreover, the application of several of the articles of the St. Germain Convention whrch 
must be retained in the new Convention would become impossible without such a Central Inter
national Office. This would be the case for Articles r6, r7, r9, 20 and 21 of the St. Germain Conven
tion, which in the present draft have become Articles 20, 21, 23, 24 and 25. 

Article ro. 

This is Article 6 of the St. Germain Convention, with slight amendments. Apart from various 
changes of wording, the new text excludes from the areas placed under special regime the ports 
in North Africa under the control of Spain, and also Rhodesia, which has become a self-governing 
colony. · 

Articles II to 25. 

. These are Articles 7 to 2I of the St. Germain Convention, organising the control or the traft!.c 
in fire-arms in the prohibited areas in Africa and Asia; they can be inserted without change m 
the new Convention. There is.- however, a paragraph in the former Article ro which will have 
to be omitted from the new Article I4 in order to preclude the possibility of opposition on the part 
of the United States. This paragraph reads as follows: · 

. "In cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further transit licence shall 
be granted to the offending State without the previous consent of the Council of the 
League of Nations." 

The other penalties provided against offending States are quite adequate and this one can be 
dispensed with. 

Article 26. 

This article is a reproduction of the former Article 22 with the changes rendered necessary 
by the riew ~ystem of double publicity provided for in Article 9· 
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.4rlick 27· 
This is Article 23 ox the St. Germain Convention, with an amendment allowing npn-Members 

as well as Members ot the League of Nations to adhere. 

Arlick 28. 
The proposed new text departs in two respects from Artic~e 24 of the ~t. Germ~in Conventio~. 

It provides for the event of disputeS arising be~ween the H1%h Contractl!lg _Part1es no~ only m 
regard to the application ?f the present ~onventlon but. also~ regar~ to 1ts mt~rpre~atlon; and, 
secondly, such disputes will not be subm1tted to an arb1tral tribunal m conform~ty Wlth the pro-

. '\isions of the Covenant of the League of Nations but will be referred to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. 

Arlide 29. • 
Thisarticle is an exact reproduction of Article 25 ot the St. Germain Convention. 

Arlide 30. · 
This is an entirely new clause, taken from M. Jouhaux's draft. The League of Nations is to 

receive each year full and accurate information in regard to the international traffic in arms, ttnd 
will thus have an opportunity of discussing the problems which may arise and such reforms and 
improvements as experience may suggest. 

Arlick 3I. 
This article is an exact reproduction of the first two paragraphs of Article 26 of the St. Germain 

Convention. 

Arlick 32· 
This is a new article, substituted for the third paragraph of the former Article 26. The Powers 

which are disposed to adhere to the Convention must be given an assurance that they will not be 
bound by their own ratifications until the Convention has been ratified by a sufficient number ot 
States, and in particular by the six States which are foremost in the production of arms. 

Arlick 33· 
It has been thought advisable to provide the signatory Powers with an opportunity of denoun

cing the Convention at the end of a certain period. This is the purpose of this last article. 

In the text of the above draft· submitted to the Sub-Commission and drawn up on the basis 
of the St. Germain Convention, nearly all the new suggestions made by Admiral the Marquis de 
Magaz and M. Jouhaux have been embodied With varying degrees of amendment, in so far as 
they concerned the international traffic in arms, alld did not raise fundamental objections which 
would involve their rejection by the principal States producing arms and munitions. There is, 
however, one of M. Jouhaux's proposals which does not figure in the draft, but which deserves 
serious discussion; it is to the effect that "the High Contracting Parties undertake to refuse licences 
for the export of weapons of war to representatives of covenant-breaking States declared to be 
such by the Council of the League of Nations". There is clearly no possibility of this formula 
being accepted by the United States. Nevertheless, the idea on which it is based appears to be a 
sound one and the sug!?estion is of no little importance. When a Power openly provokes war by 
refusing to submit a dispute to arbitration which it has accepted in an existing treaty, or by 
refusing to carry out an arbitral award pronounced in due form, or by violating its international 
o_bligations in regard to the limitation of armaments, the principles underlying the present Conven
tion clearly require all the other Powers to stop all consignments of arms and munitions to the 
aggressive Government. , · 

The risk of being unable to obtain any military supplies from outside would perhaps be 
sufficient to damp the warlike ardour of many countries. 

But the problem is a new one, and it is delicate and complex. It seems difficult to find an 
authorif¥ on 'Yhich to confer the power of deciding when a State deserves to be placed under 
such an mterdict. It would therefore be for each Government to pronounce in its own case as to 
whether the Convent~onob~ed it to _refuse licences for the export of arms to any particular State. 
Consequently, cases m which such licences should be refused would have to be defined in such 
clear and precise terms that almost invariably the question would settle itself and all the States 
producing arms ~ould. take the same view. Before any text is drafted, the Sub-Commission will 
have to hold a discussiOn to enable the various aspects of the problem to be considered and 
definite conclusions to be reached. 
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DRAFT CONVENTION PRESENTED BY M. DUPRIEZ AND MAJOR 
HILLS TO THE FIRST. SUB-COMMISSION OF THE TEMPORARY 

MIXED COMMISSION AT ITS MARCH 1924 SESSION. 

[Here will follow the _names of the High Contracting Parties signing the new Convention.] 

Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned; 

Whereas certain of them were not able to ratify such Convention; 
And whereas, for this and for other reasons, it is desirable to amend such Convention: 
Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: · 

[Here will follow the names of the Plenipotentiaries of the new High Contracting Parties.] 

Article I. 

This Convention applies to the following arms and muni
tions: 

Category I. Arms and Munitions of War, as follows: 
(a) Ships of war of all kinds, including submarines and 

submersibles. 
(b) Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes for use in war. 
(c) Tanks and armoured cars. 
(d) Artillery of aJJ. kinds. 
(e) Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, 

and for the discharge of all kinds of bombs, torpedoes 
and depth charges. 

(f) Flame-throwers. 
(g) Mines, whether for land or water. 
(h) Torpedoes and depth charges of all kinds. 
(z) Bombs and grenades of all kinds. 
(J) Machine-guns and rifled smallbore breech-loading wea-

pons of all kinds. . 
(k) Pistols and revolvers of all kinds. 
(l) Ammunition of all kinds for use with any of the above. 
(m) Explosives and propellants of aU kinds for use in war. 
(n) Component parts of any of the above, including mount-

ings. · 

Oategory II; Fire-arms and ammunition for purposes of 
Sport or Personal Defence. 

In order to prevent the export and import of fire-arms and 
ammunition intended for warlike purposes, though ·described 
and sold as articles of sport or personal defence, and in order at 
the same time not to hamper unduly the legitimate trade in 
fire-arms and ammunition intended to be used only for sport 
and personal defence, the High Contracting "Parties hereby 
undertake that they will use. their best endeavours to agree 
upon a uniform definition of: 

(a) Military rifles, revolvers and pistols and the ammuni
tion thereof; 

(b) Rifles, revolvers and pistols capable of use for ooth 
military and other purposes and the ammunition 
thereof; · 

(c) Rifles, revolvers and pistols regarded as of no military 
value and the ammunition thereof. 

Notes. 

This article is new, as the 
old definition in Article I is 
incomplete. It is also, of 
course, tentath·e, awaiting the 
Report of the Permanent 
Advisory Commission. It is 
inserted in order to complete 
the draft Convention. 
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Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export 
themselves and to prohibit the export and import of arms and 
munitions of war in Category I except on the conditions men
tioned in Article 3. This prohibition of e.xportation shall apply 
to all such arms and ammunition, whether complete or in parts. 

Article 3· 

Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High 
Contracting Parties reserve the right to grant, in respect of 
arms and munitions of war whose use is not prohibited by inter
national law, licences for the export of arms and munitions of 
war in Category I, but such licences are only to be granted on 
the following conditions: · 

I. No licence is to be granted except for a direct sale 
to a Government recognised as such by at least half of the 
High Contracting Parties. 

2. The purchasing Government must act through a 
duly accredited representative, who . shall produce his 
credenti~. · 

3. Such representative must produce a written autho
rity from his Government to purchase each consignment, 
which authority must state that the consignment is bought 
for the use of the purchasing Government and not for 
re-sale and will be delivered to them and to no one else. 

4- Each licence must contain a full description of the 
arms and .munitions of war to which it relates and the 
names of the exporting and purchasing Governments, ports 
of embarkation and disembarkation, means of transport, 
route and destination. 

5- A separate licence shall be required for each sepa
rate shipment which crosses the frontier of the exporting 
country, whether by land, water or air. 

Article 4· 

A copy. of the licence must accompany any consignment 
throughout its journey. The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to take such steps as they reasonably can to supervise and pro
h!.l>it the transit of the arms and munitions of war in Category I 
through their respective territories, unless they are accompanied 
by a licence made out in the proper form, as laid down in 
Article 3· 

Article 5-

Fire-arms and ammunition in Category II may, if the export
ing country so de!'ires, be exported without licence, except to 
the proh!.l>ited areas and zone mentioned in Article 6. Provided, 
nevertheless, that, in the case of fire-arms and ammunition 
adapted both to warlike and also to other purposes, the High 
Contracting Parties reserve to themselves the right, and they 
hereby undertake, to determine from the size, destination and 
other circn:n.-tmces of each shipment for what uses it is intended, 
and to decide in each case whether such shipment falls properly 
under Category II or whether it ought to be considered to belong 
to Category I, and in the latter case they undertake that it 
shall become subject to Articles 2 and 3 hereof. 

Article 6. 

The High Contracting Parties imdertake in addition to 
prohil>it the export both of arms and munitions of war in Cate
f,ory I and also of fire-arms and ammunition in Category II, 
~beth~ complete or in parts, to the areas and zone specified 
m Article IO. Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, 
t~e High Contracting Parties reserve the right to grant export 
licences on the understanding that such licences shall be issued 
only by the authorities of the exporting countries. Such autho
rities must satisfy themselves in advance that the arms or am
!Dunition for which an export licence is requested are not 
mtended for export to any destination, or for disposal in any 
way contrary to the provisions of this Convention. 

Notes. 

Part of first paragraph of 
Article I amended, with th.e 
old definition· (now contained 
in Article I) omitted. 

Second paragraph of Ar
ticle I amended. 

New article. 

New, but implied in the 
existing Convention. 

Paragraph 3 of Article I, 
slightly strengthened. 

Article 2 amended. 
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Article 7· 

Shipments to be- effected under corttracts entered into 
before the coming into force of the present Convention shall be 
governed by its provisions. 

Article 8. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export 
licences covering either Category I or Category II to any country 
which refuses to accept the tutelage under which it has been 
placed or which, after having been placed under the tutelage 
of any Power, may endeavour to obtain-from any other Power 
any of the arms or munitions of war in Category I or of the 
fire-arms or ammunition in Category II. 

• Article 9.· 

A Central International Office shall be established for the 
purpose of collecting and preserving documents of all kinds 
exchanged by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the 
trade in and distribution of the arms and ammunition in Cate
gory I and Category II specified in the present Convention, as 
well as the texts of all laws, orders and regulations made in the 
carrying-out of the present Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual 
report showing the export licences which it may have granted 
in respect of arms and munitions in Category I or Category II, 
together with the quantities and destination of the arms and 
munitions to which the export licences refer. A copy of this 
report shall be sent to the Central International Office. 

Further, the High Contracting Parties agree to send to 
the Central International Office full statistical information as 
to the quantities and destination of all fire-arms and aminuni
tion in Category II exported without licence during the year, 
and those of the High Contracting Parties which are Members 
of the League of Nations agree to send all the above-mentioned 
documents, reports and information to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations. 

Movements of armaments made by a Power within its own 
area and for the use of its own military forces will not be 
included in this report. · 

Article IO. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the 
territory under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the 
importation of arms and munitions of war in Category I and of 
fire-arms and ammunition in Category II into the following 
territorial . areas, and also to prevent their exportation to, 
importation and transportation in the maritime zone defined 
below: 

I. The whole of .the continent of Africa, with the 
exception of Algeria, Libya, Spanish ports of North Africa, 
the Union of South Africa and Rhodesia. Within this area 
are included all islands situated within a hundred nautical 
miles of the coast, together with Prince's Island, St. Thomas 
Island and the Islands· of Anno bon and Socotra. 

2. Transcaucasia, Persia, Gwadar, the Arabian Pen
insula and such continental parts of Asia as were included 
in the Turkish Empire on· August 4th, I9I4. · 

3. A maritime zone, including the Red Sea, the Gulf 
of Aden, the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman, and bounded 
by a line drawn from Cape Guardafui; following the lati
tude of that cape to its intersection with longitude 57" east 
of Greenwich, and proceeding thence direct to the eastern 
frontier of Persia in the Gulf of Oman. 

Special licences for the import of arms or ammunition in 
Category I or Category II into the areas defined above may be 
issued. In 'the African area they shall be subject to the regula
tions specified in Articles II and 12 or to any local regulations 
of a stricter nature which may be in force. 

Notes. 

Article 3 unaltered. 

Article 4 with only textual 
alterations. 

Article 5 amended. 

Article 6 amended. 
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In the othf'r areas specified in the present article, these 
lil'enc{'S shall be subject to similar regulations put into effect 
by the (iQyernments e..xercising authority there. 

[Here will follow Articles 7 to 2r of the Convention of St. 
Germain unaltered, e..xcept that they will be renumbered II to 
25, and also any articles therein referred to will be renumbered. 
to conform to this present Convention, and that the last 
paragraph but or.e of Article ro is to be omitted: that is the 
paragraph "In cases where a violation ... League of Nations".] 

Article 26. 
The High Contracting Parties which exercise authority over 

territories within the prohibited areas 'and zone specified in 
Article :ro agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the 
measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, 
and, in particular, for the prosecution and repression of offences 
against the provisions contained therein. 

They shall communicate these measures to the Central 
International Office and shall inform it of the competent autho
rities referred to in the preceding articles. Such of them as 
are Members of the League of Nations shall at the same time 
transmit this information to the Secretary-General of the League. 

Article 27. 
The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours 

to secure the accession to the present Convention of other States · 
whether Members of the League of Nations or not. 

This accession shall be notified through the . diplomatic 
channel to the Government of the French Republic, and by it 
to all the signatory or adhering States. The accession will come 
into force from the date of such notification to the French 
Government. 

Article z8. 
The High Contracting Parties agree that if any dispute 

whatever should arise between them relating to the application 
or interpretation of the present Convention which cannot be 
settled by negotiation, this dispute shall be submitted to the 
International Court of Justice. 

Article 29. 
All the provisions of former general international conven

tions relating to the matters dealt with in the present Conven
tion shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they are bind

. ing between the Powers which are Parties to the present Con
vention. 

Article 30. 
The Secretariat of the League of Nations shall publish an 

annnal report on the traffic in arms and munitions of war in 
Category I, the licences issued by the different Governments 
and the situation of the arms traffic. 

This report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the 
League of Nations. 

Article 3I. 
. The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible. 
Each Power will address its ratification to the French Govern
ment, which will inform all the other signatory Powers. 

Article 32. 
The present Convention shall come into force when ratified 

by twelve Powers, among which shall be all of the following: 

[Here will follow the names of the six Powers which are 
principal manufacturers of munitions, including the United 
States of America.] 

Article 33. 
The present Convention shall remain in force for ten years. 

Thereafter it can be denounced by any High Contracting Party 
by giving two years' notice to the Government of the French 
Republic, which will inform all the other signatory Powers. 

Notes. 

Article 22 altered to bring 
it in line with new Article g. 

Article 23 amended to allow 
of adhesion of States not 
Members of the League of 
Nations. The remainder of 
Article 23 unamended. 

Article 24 amended to pr~ 
vide for:· (~) interpretation; 
(i~) reference to the Interna
tional Court. 

Article 25 unaltered. 

New article. 

Article 26 unaltered. 

New article. 

Query: Germany and 
Russia. 

New article. 



Document 10. 

PERMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION 
' FOR MILITARY, NAVAL AND AIR QUESTIONS. 

. . 
·EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE FOURTEENTH SESSION, 

Paris, May 12th- 2oth, 1924. 

THIRD MEETING. 

· Held on May r;Jth, 1924, at ro a.m. 

r. Classification of Arms by Categories. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the British memorandum (Document 13, page 137) should 
be taken as basis for the discussion. · 

Paragraphs r to 4 of this memorandum were read. A discussion ensued on the question 
of dividing the arms into different categories. · . · 

Admiral AuBREY SMITH (British Empire) explained that the classification in the memorandum 
had been made with a view to replying to the Council's question and had not been drawn up 
for the purpose of any particular convention. 

Colonel REQUIN (France) pointed out that, as all control must be exercised over three kinds 
of arms - arms of war, arms for military and other purposes, and all other arms intended for 
the prohibited zones- it would be simpler to put each kind of arms into a separate category. 

The Commission decided to divide the arms into three categories: 

Category I.- Arms and munitions of war, divided as follows: 

(a) Military rifles, military revolvers and pistols, component parts thereof and am-
munition; . . · 

(b) Other weapons and munitions of war, component parts thereof and ammunition. 

Category II. - Arms capable of use for both military and other purposes, component parts 
thereof and ammunition. 

Category III. -.Other kinds of arms and munitions. 
Colonel LowE (British Empire) asked that it should be made clear in the report to the Council 

that the Commission was drawing up a list of arms and mb.nitions and not a list of war material. 
This was agreed to. 

2. Discussion of the List drawn up by the British·Delegation. 

The Commission proceeded to consider the list drawn up by the British delegation in Docu-
ment 14, page 138. · 

On the proposal of General DtJMESNIL (France), the Commission decided to insert the follow
ing sentence at the beginning of the list of arms in Category I: 

"All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of 
the armies of the various States, including:. r. Military rifles," etc. 
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A discussion ensued as to the possibility of substituting a general formula of definition for 
emunerath>e lists, in which there was always the risk of omission. · 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) pointed out that, in the fi~t p~ace, a general formula would 
be impracticable in the case of the arms in the third category, wh1ch 1t _was necessary to enumerate, · 
and, moreover, that the Council resolution demanded an enumeration. 

It had therefore prepared a list which ·it regarded as more or less complete. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the members of the Commission to go through this list carefully 
before the following meeting With a view to remedying any omissions which might have been 
made. He proposed that the Commission should examine this list at the outset of the next 
meeting. 

Tliis proposal was adopted. 

FOURTH MEETING. 

Held 011 May rsth, 1924, at IO a .111. 

3· Continuation of the Discussion of the List of Arms to be included in Category I. 

General DUMESNlL (France) had several criticisms to make in regard to paragraphs 2, ~and 4 
of the British memorandum. It could not be affirmed that a military rifle in use prev10us to 
1875 had no military value at alt (for example, the French rifle of the 1874 model had been 
employed in the late war), nor could it be laid down that all new arms of a calibre between 6. 5 mm. 
and 8.2 mm. should be considered a priori as military weapons, since military weapons had 
many other characteristics. -

They should therefore confine themselves to stating that the term "arms and munitions 
exclusively designed for military purposes" meant those which were comprised, or might in the 
future be comprised, in the equipment of the different armies. As the latter were known or would 
be known, this definition was sufficient for the requirements of the Convention on the Traffic in 

-Arms, and all possible ambiguity would be removed if they added, as the French delegation 
proposed, an enumeration of the different kinds of arms (such _as cannon, rifles, machine-guns, 
etc.). without going so far as to draw up a complete list of all the different types of arms (rifles, 
cannon, etc.) of each kind used in the armies. 

The CHAIRMA~ explained that, although he agreed as to the difficulty of drawing up com-
prehensive lists, at the same time he thought that some lists were necessary, for three reasons: 

(I) They were definitely asked to draw them up; 
(2) That lists of some sort were essential in a convention for control of arms traffic; 
(3) That the lists were necessary for the administration of any convention, and it was 

necessary to provide the personnel which would have to apply the conventions on the_ control of 
arms with the means of distinguishing between the arms of the different categories. 

Colonel REQUIN (France) was the less inclined to question the necessity of an enumeration 
inasmuch as the Council resolution was due to the· initiative of the French members of the 
Temporary Commission. All that was necessary was to agree on the character and scope of this 
enumeration. It would have to be sufficiently clear and sufficiently complete to enable the 
Convention in_ which it would be embodied to be applied, but it was not indispensable for the 
Commi'<Sion to do at once the work which would have to be done later by each Government before 
the Convention could be put into force. As regards arms exclusively designed for military 
purposes, tl>is first category would be sufficiently defined if it were stipulated that it must include 
all arms at present comprised or to be comprised in the future in the equipment of the various 
armies. As regards the other categories, they would have to go into greater detail. But the 
service weapons employ~d in the armies _were known. Each State could .draw up a list of them 
for the purpose of applymg tbe ConvenbOJ! on the Control of the Traffic m Arms when the time 
came. 

In principle; t~e French deleg~tion had n<;> objection to the compilation of similar lists by 
the ~ of Nations. _It only ~hed to pomt out t~~t there was no more need to compile 
Sl!Ch a_list m the case of nfles than m the case of other mtli~ary weapons, and that, if it were com
pil~?· 1t would_ have to be compl~te and accurate.. The list of military rifles submitted by the 
BntJSh delegatwn was, however, mcomplete and maccurate as regards the French equipment. 
The musket had been left out, and the 1892 carbine was described as a magazine weapon whereas 
in reality it was charger-loading. That showed that statistical work of this kind w~s rather 
a task for the secretariat of their Commission than for the Commission itself Furthermore 
these lists were not indispensable for drawing up a Convention on the Control ~f the Traffic i~ 
Arms. The French delegation therefore considered that the matter need not be gone into further 
f<1r the moment. To sum up, a perfectly adequate and explicit enumeration of arms could be 
made without adding lists which it was materially impossible to compile during the session and 
which there was no necessity to compile immediately. 
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General de _MARINIS (Italy) declared himself in agreement with the French delegation as to 

the impossibility of the Commission drawing up a complete enumerative list of service weapons. 
Colonel LowE (British Empire) feared that the French plan of placing only the service 

weapons used in the armies in Category I presented serious dangers. The result would be that 
a weapon which had just been discarded as a service model by a Government would be regarded 
as no longer belonging to Category I, although in practice it could only be used for purposes of 
war. 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) declared himself in agreement with the French delegation in regard 
to the compilation of lists. The Swedish delegation recognised,· however, the force of the British 
objection, and it proposed that weapons which were no longer employed in the various armies 
but remained capable of being utilised for military purposes, and no other, should be placed in 
a special category. -

The BRITISH, FRENCH and ITALIAN DELEGATIONS declared themselves ready to accept the 
Swedish delegation's suggestion. _ _ _ 

The meeting adjourned to allow a new text to be drawn up for Category I. 
.When the meeting was resumed, the FRENCH DELEGATION proposed a new text. 

4· Text adopted for Cate~ory I. 

After discussing the different articles enumerated in paragraph (a) of Category I, the Com-
mission adopted. the following text: -

- - . 
"Category I.- Arms and Munitions exclusively designed for War - Assembled or 

Component Parts: 

"(a) All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment 
of the armies of the different States, including: _ 

"(b) 

"Pistols, revolvers- automatic or· self-loading- and developments of 
the same, designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, 
of a calibre greater than 6. 5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 
IO em.; 

"Rifles, muskets, carbines; 
"Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns; 
"Aerial gun sights; -
"Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles; 
"Flame-throwers; 
"Cannon - long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds 

and their carriages, mountings; recuperators, accessories for mounting 
and sighting apparatus; 

"Torpedo tubes; 
"Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpe

does and depth charges; 
"Grenades, bombs, mines - land or sea, torpedoes, depth charges; 
"Projectiles of all kinds, ammunition and appliances for the above 

arms and apparatus; 
"Bayonets, swords and lances. 

All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services 
of the different States, are no longer Part of their equipment but remain 
capable of being u_tilised for military purposes to the exclusion of any other 
utilisation." 

On the proposal of the ITALIAN DELEGATION, supported by the SWEDISH DELEGATION, 
explosives and gunpowder were deleted from Category I in view of the practical impossibility of 
distinguishing those used only for war purposes. 

The FRENCH DELEGATION considered that there was no need to insert in any of the categories 
in the list arms such_ as were employed in offensive chemical warfare, the use of which was already 
prohibited by international law. -

On an observation made by the SWEDISH DELEGATION, General DuMESNIL (France) viewed 
the term "pieces detachtes" as meaning "pieces usinees, pretes a etre montees", and cannot be 
understood as simply "pieces degrossies ou demi-usinees". 

The Commission accepted this view, and, on the proposal of the BRITISH DELEGATION, decided 
that a statement should be made showing distinctly that all three categories referred only to arms and 
munitions the use of which was allowed by international law. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) asked if it would not be better to add the word "usinees" to the 
words "pieces dt!tachtes" in order to avoid misunderstanding. 

After some discussion, the Commission decided to leave the text in its presmt form, because, 
by the words "pieces dtftachtes" one could only understand the "manufactured parts ready to be 
assembled". · 
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FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on May I.6th, 1924, at ro a.m. 

5- Proposal by the Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN asked whether there were any observations in regard to the list in Category I. 
He pointed out that aerial sighting apparatus o~!!ht to ~e inserted in the list. ?e.prop~sed 
that this list should be adopted subject to any additions which the Naval Sub-Comrruss10n might 
propose and subject to possible modifications in form. • 

This proposal was adopted. 

6. Discussion of the List of Arms to be included in Category II. 

The list for Category II proposed by the French delegation was read: 

"Anns and Munitions, Assembted or Component Parts, capable of Use both for Military 
and Other Purposes. · 

"(a) All fire:arms that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in. 
Category I.. · . 

"(b) All other rifled fire-arins of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, and ammurution 
for such fire-arms. 

"(c) Gunpowder and explosives". 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) feared that this list went too far. He thought that a rifle 
of a calibre greater than 8.2 mm., which could only be usedforsportingpurposes, should not be 
included in the list. 

He therefore wished to propose a maximum calibre. 

In reply to General DuMESNIL's (France) ·remark that the category ought to include arms 
having a calibre greater than 8.2 mm., Colonel LowE (British Empire) said that there were no 
weapons of this kind besides rifles nsed for other than military purposes. Still, if there was 
any doubt on the matter, the term "rifles" might be substituted for "arms" in the heading of 
the paragraph. 

Colonel REQUIN (France)said he did not see the advantage of fixing a maximum calibre; such 
a maximum might have had some point if it had been considered necessary to define military 
weapons by including them between a maximum and a minimum calibre. But in the case of the 
arms in Category II, which were merely capable of being used for military purposes, it was sufficient 
to fix a minimum calibre above which it was clear that a rifled fire-arm might be utilised for 
war, and it was inexpedient to fix a maximum calibre which would be very difficult to determine. 

Colonel LowE (British Empire), after carefully studying both drafts, preferred that of the British 
memorandum. As the latter included in Category II all weapons which were not purely military 
and all those which it was not absolutely impossible to use for military purposes, it would render 
the application of the Convention easier. 

General DuMESNIL (France) pointed out that in that case it would be logical to draw up 
Category III first. ·· . 

Commander RusPOLI (Italy) proposed that all arms the use of which was prohibited by interna
tional law should be placed in Category. I and that Categories I, II and III in the French text 
should become Categories II, III and IV respectively; This procedure would have the advantage of 
clearly defining the prohibited arms for which no licence could be issued. His proposal did not 
in reality constitute an addition, in view of the decision taken on this point at the previous meeting. 

The BRITISH DELEGATION had no objection to make to Commander Ruspoli's proposal. 

General DuMESNIL (France) asked whether, in this new Category I, it was proposed to make 
an enumeration of the prohibited arms ; he thought that such a suggestion would be most 
inopportune. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) explained that, as, on the previous .day, the Commission had 
agreed to mention the prohibited arms in the report, he proposed that this mention should be 
inserted in the list to be annexed to the Convention. In this way it would be unnecessary to 
refer to the report lor the Commission's opinion on this point. 
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7· Statement py the Frenc_h Delegation. 

C?eneral DuMESNIL (France) stated that the French delegation maintained its objection to 
creatmg a new category for the prohibited arms, and proposed the insertion of the following 
statement in the report: 

"In view of the fact that the St. Getmain Convention and the Temporary l'IIixed 
Commission's new draft state that the control of the traffic in arms refers only to arms 
the use of which is not prohibited by international law, the Permanent Advisory Com
mission entrusted with the task of drawing up an enumeration • for the express purpose 
of organising the said control ' has not dealt with arms prohibited by international 
law." 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) pointed out that their main purpose was to find a basis for the 
control. It was obvious that a Government could not issue an export licence for prohibited 
arms, but experience had shown that in time of war international law was not always respected. 
The~ therefore had no objection to General de Marinis' proposal.being adopted. 
. General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia) considered that all the delegations were in agreement 
m principle and that four categories could therefore be established, as Commander Ruspoli pro
posed, followed by a statement that the category of prohibited arms could not be dealt with. 

8. · Proposal by General de Marinis. 

Gener.il. DE MARINIS (Italy) proposed that the following note should be inserted in the list 
of arms after the three categories: 

"The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited 
by international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must 
be prohibited and that no licence can be issued for such traffic." 

This proposal was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission whether it agreed to draw up Category III before 
Category II, as proposed by the French delegation. 

This was agreed to .. 
After an interchange of remarks between the BRITISH and FRENCH DELEGATIONS, the 

CHAIRMAN said that the text proposed was that in the table drawn up by the British delegation, 
omitting items 4 and 5 (Document 14, page 138). 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that for the purposes of control it would be difficult 
tq give an exact definition of terms such as "rim-fire cartridges". 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) asked for further information in regard to paragraphs 3 and 7 
concerning pistols. 

General DuMESNIL (France) pointed out that all these observations showed the drawback 
of lists claiming to be comprehensive which one could never be sure were complete. The list 
in Category III would have to be complete, however, as Category II would be defined by exclud
ing the arms comprised in Category III. 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) pointed out that the difficulty would be the same whether 
Category III were drawn up by means of formulas or by means of detailed ~numeration. 

·Colonel REQUIN (France) replied that, whatever solution they adopted for Category III, it 
would be impossible to insert in Category II a paragraph defining the arms in that category by 
the exclusion of the arms in Category III. It was not possible to define arms which could be 
used for war- i.e., for a very definite purpose- in terms of arms which could be used for the 
most miscellaneous purposes, If they happened to forget to insert an absolutely inoffensive 
weapon in Category III it would ipso facto be included in Category II, which was absurd. Accord
ingly, he strongly urged that Category II should not be defined by the exclusion of Category III. 

Colonel-LowE (British Empire) said that the British delegation could not agree in this respect. 
They had originally been asked for two lists: one of military weapons and one of other arms. 
In the process of drawing up those lists, an intermediate category had had to be formed. In 
applying the control, they could not rely on the Customs officials exercising their personal judg
ment in regard to the arms in Category II. It was therefore necessary for them to know exactly 
what was included in the different categories. He added that it ought not to be impossible for 
a technical commission to draw up a list for Category III, and he called on the other delegations 
to suggest any additions they might think necessary in the English text. 

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation agreed with the British delegation 
on the principle but not on the method to be followed. It persisted in thinking that it would 
be easier to enumerate the arms in Categories I and II in relation to the military purposes for 
which they were designed or to which they could be converted than to enumerate those in Cate
gory III which were used for a large variety of purposes and of which it was impossible to draw 
up a complete list. He pointed out, moreover, that the French text was extremely clear and 
would be easy for a Customs official to apply in regard to Category II. 
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The CHAIRMAN proposed that Category III should be left on one side for the moment ll:fld 
that the Commission should confine its attention to Category II and draft it without any mention 
of Category III. The delegations could bring to the next meeting any additions they wished 
to insert in the list proposed by the British delegation for Category III. · 

Thi's proposal was adopted. 

9· Discussion of the Text of the French Delegation for Category II. 

The Commission proceeded to discuss the French delegation's text for Category .II. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) pointed out that arms belonging to Category I could be 
excluded from paragraph (a). 

Commander MoNTAGUT (Spain) pointed out that paragraph (b) already _covered categories 
(a) and (b). He proposed that paragraph (a) should be deleted. 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) objected that, for an arm to be considered as a military welJdlOn, 
it must fulfil the following conditions: it should be capable of firing military ammunition or 
it should be manufactured on a sufficiently large scale to arm military units. The Spanish pro
posal would result in placing in the category of arms capable of being used for military purposes 
modern firearms for which there existed no stocks of ammunition. · 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) pointed out, in connection with paragraph (b), that no 
limits of calibre could be fixed for military equipment and that weapons of an official pattern 
could have a calibre lower than 6 mm. · 

General Dum:s:-.'IL (France) agreed with Colonel Lowe that Category II should comprise 
two distinct classes: (r) arms capable of firing the ammunition of arms in Category I; (2) arms 
which are capable of being converted into military weapons. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) added that in that case all arms of a calibre smaller than 
6 mm. would also have to be included in Category III. 

- -
General DUMES!<'IL (France) pointed out that this had been done in the text proposed by the 

French delegation. 

General DE M..-\RINIS {Italy) remarked that in Category II it was unnecessary to put in 
ammunition for the arms in paragraph (a). If it was military ammunition, it was already included 
in Category I; if not, it ought not to be included in Category II. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) observed that ·the result would be to enable Governments 
to export munitions of war on the pretext that they were not for Inilitary use. 

10. Provisional Text for Category II. 
- -- -

After an exchange of observations, the Commission adopted the following provisional text for 
Category II: - _ . · 

"Category II.- Arms and Munitions capable of Use for Military and Other Pur-
poses - Assembled or in Component Parts. · 

"(a) Fire-arms, designed or adapted for non-military purposes, capable·of firing 
the same ammunition as the arms in Category I; 

"(b) All other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of 6 mm. or above nqt figuring in 
Category I; · 

"{c) Ammunition for the arms enumerated above· 
"(d) Gunpowder and explosives." · · • ' 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on May 17th, 1924, at 10 a.m. 

II. Discussion of the List of Arms to be included in Category III. 

~lonel I:ow& (British Empire) said that he had. not understood from the debate of the 
prev!QUS rru;etmg that Category II had been adopted with the text given in the Minutes. He 
noted that 1t w~ defined by the. e~clusi_on of the arm_s in. Category I. Consequently, he saw 
no reason why 1t should not be limited m the other direction by the exclusion of the arms in 
Categ<ny III. 
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General DUMESNIL (France) replied that this point had been the crux of the whole debate 
at the previous meeting and that the French delegation maintained its view. 

General DEMARINIS (Italy) emphasised· this point and said he thought the whole Commission 
had agreed on the impossibility of making Category III complete. As an addition to the arguments 
put forward. at the p~evio~s meeting, he quoted the cas~ of arms in mus:ul!ls, all of which 'Yo~d 
have to be mcluded m thrs category. He further remmded the Commission that any ormss10n 
would automatically have to be placed in Category II. 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) said that he was not sure that the Commission had considered 
it impossible to make Category III complete either by means of an enumeration or by defining it 
in general terms. He thought it could be made complete by one of these two methods; and in 
that .case there was no reason why it should not be referred to in the definition of Category II. 

rz. Text proposed by Colonel Ny~ren. 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) was convinced of the impossibility of compiling a complete list 
for Category III, and he held that the proposed draft for Category II was as satisfactory as 
pos~ible. In order to conciliate the two points of view, he proposed that Category III should 
be drafted as follows: 

"All arms not included. in Categories I and II, such as .... ", followed bv an 
enumeration. • 

13. Text proposed by General Kiecanda. 

General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia) submitted the following text: 

"Category III.- Arms and Ammunition of Negligible Value for Military Purposes. 

"This category includes all arms. and ammunition not enumerated above and 
designed for other than military purposes when they are of such a nature that in 
the conditions.of modem·warfare they cannot be employed to put a man out OJ 
action." 

The BRITISH, FRENCH and ITALIAN DELEGATIONS expressed· their approval of Colonel 
Nygren's text. 

14. Amendments· by the Naval Sub-Commission. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the additions to the ·categories submitted by the Naval Sub
Commission should be adopted as they stood. He drew attention to a point of general interest: 
the words "armed forces" should be substituted for "armies" ·in Category I, Section (a), line 2. 

The amendments proposed by the Naval S~1b-Commission were adopted. 

15. Text submitted by Colonel Ny~ren for-the Headin~ and Preamble to the List of Cate~ory 111: 

The Commission proceeded to discuss Category III and adopted for the heading and preamble 
to the list the following text submitted by Colonel N¥GREN (Sweden): 

"Category III.- Other Arms and Ammunition regarded as of no Military Value: 

"All the arms not included in Categories I ?-nd II, such as . . . . . " 

The CHAIRMAN thought the Committee had agreed to insert the list given in the British 
memorandum. 

At the. request of the FRENCH DELEGATION, the BRITISH DELEGATION agreed to delete 
item 2 of this. list: "Rifles and shot-guns". 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) said that he would refrain from proposing additions since 
he understood that a distinction would be made between arms the importation of which would 
be prohibited or controlled in the regions referred to in Article 6 and between those imported 
into the States not referred to in this article, such as the South American countries. There was 
a wide distinction to be made in the use to which out-of-date arms and arms of certain types 
could be put in the South American countries and in the regions referred to in Article 6. Certain 
arms which could easily be used for military purposes in Africa and in certain Asiatic countries 
could only be employed for peaceful and ·orderly purposes in South America, or for personal 
protection by the settlers and the inhabitants of the interior. He illustrated his views by a refer
ence to the British delegation's memorandum, which proposed that two conventions on the 
traffic in arms should be drawn up: one for the regions referred.to in Article 6 and the other of 
a more general nature for all countries. He was in full agreement with this suggestion . 

. Colonel van CROMBRUGGE (Belgium) proposed to add to item 7 in the British list: 
"Of a calibre 6.5 mm. or below and length of barrel smaller than ro em.", so 

as not to prohibit the various small revolvers used for personal defence, the calibre 
of which was usually between 6 and 6. 5 mm. 

This proposal was adopted. 
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On the proposal of General DE MARINIS (Italy), the. Commission added to the list arms 
with two barrels, one smooth-bore and the other rifled; and, on Colonel LowE's (British Empire) 
proposal, rifled arms of a calibre smaller than 6 mm. fired from the shoulder. 

The CH..UR.'I.:\N propos~ that the list for Category III thus established should be adopted 
provisionally. 

Thi-s proposal was adopted. 

16. Appointment of a Drafting Committee. 

The Ca-uRMAN asked the Commission to appoint a Drafting Committee to draw up a report 
to accompany the list submitted to the Council. This report might follow the main lines on 
pager of the British memorandum (Document 13, page 137). 

IJ. French Proposal for the Definition of Implements of War. .. 
Colonel REQUIN (France) wished to make a proposal before the Commission decided on this 

point. The Commission had decided to state either in the enumeration or in the report that the 
enumeration only concerned arms and ammunition and not war material. It would. also be 
necessary to add, either after the enumeration or in the report, a note in regard to weapons of 
'"-'aT, such as warships, tanks and aeroplanes, which carried a special armament. . 

It must be made clear to the Temporary 1\'Iixed Commission that the question had been 
considered and that the Permanent Advisory Commission, being unable to class such weapons 
'"'ith military arms, had solved the difficulty by including their armaments in Category I, to the _ 
title of which might, for greater clearness, be added the words "whatever the method of use of the 
said arms". 

The French delegation proposed that the following statement should be inserted in the 
report: 

"Although it is true that certain weapons of war, such as warships, tanks and 
aeroplanes, carry- an armament, the Commission has not thought it possible to. place 
them in Category I, comprising 'military arms', on account of the technical difficulties 
which such a classification would involve. The Commission feels confident, however, 
that it has found a practical solution to this difficulty by including in Category I all 
arms (without distinction as to their method of use) in· the absence of which the above 
weapons wonld not in reality be weapons of war. • 

General DE MAluNIS (italy) said that the Italian delegation entirely concurred in the French 
proposaL He nevertheless suggested a change in the last line of the statement, which he proposed 
to replace by the following: "The weapons would be deprived of all value for military purposes·. 
His reason was that an unarmed warship, while having no military value, would still be a weapon 
of war. - _ · 

Colonel REQUIN (France) agreed with this wording. 

The CHAIRlfA.'i asked if the Commission agreed to amend the heading of Category I as 
suggested by the French delegation and to insert this delegation's statement in.the report. 

This was agreed to. 

SEVENTH MEETING. 

/ 

Held on May rgth, 1924, at io a.m. 

18. Modifications in Categories II and III. -

The CHAIRMAN proposed that Category III should be checked "(Document rs, Appendix I, 
page 143). · 

General DUHESNIL (France) said that the words "6 mm. or less!' should be replaced by the 
words "Jess than 6 mm." Again, in Category II, paragraph 2, the words "firing from the shoulder" 
~hould be inserted after the word "firearms". 

These proposals were adopted. 
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rg. Draft Report. 

The draft report was adopted, subject to a few slight changes of wording in the English text. 

20. Discussion of the British Amendments. 

The Commission proceeded to discuss the amendments by the British delegation (Document 
IS, Appendix III, page I44). · 

General BENITEZ (Spain) asked whether the British delegation maintained its draft memoran
dum (Document IS, Appendix IV, page I47). 

The CHAIRMAN replied that this draft was maintained but that he thought it "'ould be better 
to discuss the provisional draft of the Convention first (Document I2, page I33). · 

.General DuMESNIL (France) expressed the opinion that the Permanent Advisory Commission 
should only give its advice on the technical points of this provisional draft and not on the political 
or legal points. . 

The French delegation expressed no opinion. on the British amendments but considered that 
it was not for the Permanent Advisory Commission to propose other than technical amendments 
to the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said he had carefully examined the British amendments, and he 
paid a tribute to the thorough and comprehensive work of the British delegation. He had no 
doubt that the Temporary Mixed Commission would take these amendments into consideration 
if Colonel Lowe laid them before it. Considered as a whole, the amendments could be divided 
under three heads : · 

(r) The licences and the obligations of the High Contracting Parties in connection with 
the Central International Office; this question was essentially of a political character; the question 
of the type of licence to be used and of the method of checking them was an economic one; 

(2) The question of the prohibited areas was of an exclusively political. nature, so much so 
that the Temporary Mixed Commission, although comprising a number of political members, 
had decided to refer the question to the Council; 

(3) The question of the number and specification of the Governments whose adhesion was 
consid~1ed indispensable before the Convention could be put into force was also purely political. 

The Italian delegation proposed that the Permanent Advisory Commission should read 
through the draft, stopping to consider the technical points. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Commission should follow · the same procedure as that 
employed iJ?. the case of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance and read the Convention paragraph by 
paragraph, picking out the technical points and paying no attention to the others. 

This proposal was adopted. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) said that the question was not so simple. The Permanent 
Advisory Commission had been entrusted with the task of settling the technical conditions of 
applying a convention. The British delegation had recognised that general rules could not be 
laid down and that any attempt at drawing up a convention which did not allow for individual 
cases would have little prospect of being accepted by all the States. It was easy enough to agree 
on broad principles, but the difficulty was to agree on their application, which raised all kinds 
of technical problems. In the problems presented by the control of the traffic, and particularly 
in the question of licences, the technical and political aspects were closely allied. Thus, Articles 
II to 22, which the Commission had pronounced technical and which the Naval Sub-Commission 
had examined, certainly had a political aspect. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the question of distinguishing between the technical aspect and 
the political aspect was a problem with which the Permanent Advisory Commission was always 

. being faced and which it had hitherto always solved, and he was confident that it would be solved 
again in this instance. He proposed that the British amendments should be read, together with 
any which might be submitted by other delegations, as each article was read. 

21. Preamble. 

General BENITEZ (Spain) considered that the existing text ought in general to be changed 
as little as possible, since there was an official representative of the United States of America 
both on the Temporary Mixed Commission and on the First Sub-Commission. The existing text 
was probably that most likely to be accepted by the United States. 

The BRITISH DELEGATION proposed that the preamble should not be discussed, as it had 
already been referred to the Legal Section. 

This proposal was adopted. 
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22. Article 1. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that, instead of discussing A~ticl~ I, the Commission should suggest 
the insertion in this and other similar conventions of the hsts It had drawn up. 

This proposal tms adopted. 

23. Article 2. 

Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA (Brazil) considered that, although Article 2 was of a pop.ti~al 
character, it might involve a reservation similar to that proposed by the Naval Sub-Comrmss10n 
in regard to Article 13. 

Colonel REQUIN (France) replied that in Article 27 the Convention provided for the partial 
or conditional adherence of States, to allow them to make any reservations their special situation 
might require. • 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) said that the question of the use to which the lists proposed 
by the Permanent Advisory Commission should b~ put was a technical problem pr~~ipally con~er~
ing the Govermnents and general staffs. He pomted out, moreover, that the Bntish delegations 
amendment to Article 2 did not in any way affect the general sense of the article. 

General DE MARINIS {Italy) said that as the Permanent Advisory Commission was proposing 
three categories of arms, the text of the Convention should naturally be brought into line with this 
classification. On the other hand, he did not think that the Permanent Advisory Commission 
need give an opinion on the regime to be applied to the different categories. It was also for the 
Temporary Mixed Commission to make the necessary adjustments in the text. 

· General DtJMESNIL (Fran<'e) added that the remarks of General de Marinis were the mo.re jus
tified inasmuch as the Permanent Advisory Cormnission had not been asked to decide on the method 
of classification but ouly to make proposals. Moreover, the text submitted was only a provisional 
draft prepared by a Sub-Cormnission. · 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) said that, after proposing a method of classification, it would be 
as well to draw attention to the alterations which would have to be made in the text in the event 
of this classification being adopted. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said that it was on these lines that the British dele-
gation had been anxious to facilitate the work of the Temporary Mixed Commission. · 

General DUMESNIL (France) considered that .the titles of the different categories were suf
ficiently explicit to enable the Temporary Mixed Commission itself to do the work of making the 
necessary alterations in the text. Moreover, members of the Permanent Advisory <::ommission 
who were also members of the Temporary Mixed Commission could bring the. matter td·the 
attention of the latter if it turned out to be necessary. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) agreed with Colonel Nygren on the necessity of drawing 
attention to the changes which would be involved by the new method of classification, but he 
considered that this was not the only technical point to be examined. 

4 Proposal by. General de Marinis. 

_ General DE MARnns (Italy) considered that it was useless to modify the text to bring it into , 
line \\ith a classification which would perhaps not be adopted by the Temporary Mixed Commission. 
He submitted to the Cormnission a resolution drawing the attention of the Temporary Mixed Com
mission to the fact that the text would have to be revised to bring it into line with the new classi
fication should the Temporary Mixed Cormnission adopt the latter. The text of this resolution 
wonld be distributed to the members of the Commission. 

Colonel van CROMBRUGGE (Belgiu~) proposed that the Commission should proceed immediately 
to the discussion of Article II of the draft Convention . 

. Colonel LoWE (British Empire) said that this could not be done until the Commission had 
decrded whether it was going ti> consider the regime to be applied to the different categories. 

Colonel REQUIN (France) recalled the fact that, in the course of the discussions of the First 
Sub-Cormnissi~ of the Temporary Mixed Commission, the Chairman had made it dear that the 
Permanent AdVJSOry Commission would be free to propose the classification which it considered 
be;>t and that the Temporary Mixed Commission would then be free to make what use it liked of 
t~ pr~l: If the Commi~sion drew the attention of the Temporary Mixed Commission to the 
~nts whiCh 1~ ~ould be necessary to modify, it would be anticipating the decision of the Temporary 
M1xed UnnmL~lOU on the proposed classification. 

' Geoc-ral KLECASDA (Czechoslovakia) supported General de Marinis' proposal and asked that 
It ~hrmld be put to the vote_ 
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This resolution was adopted, as follows: 

"The Permanent Advisory Commission, having divided the arms and ammunition 
specified in Article I into three categories, draws the attention of the Temporary Mixed 
Commission to the fact that, if the three proposed categories are adopted, it will be 
necessary to revise the articles in the draft which refer to the arms and ammunition 
comprised in the three categories in order to bring them into line with the new classi-
fication." · · 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) proposed that a reference to General de Marinis' 
proposal should be entered opposite all the articles of the Convention which might have to 
be altered. 

This proposal was adopted. 

This reference will be entered opposite Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention 

25. • Statement by Admiral de Souza e Silva on Article ~ of the Covenant. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) desired the Commission to decide on the following point. 
Article 8 of the Covenant lays down that the requirements of Governments which are unable to 
manufacture the munitions and war material necessary. to their security must be taken into 
account. Now, the Convention which the Commission was considering rendered the trade in these 
arms and materials subject to the control of a foreign Government. As a technical organisation, 
the Permanent Advisory Commission might be called upon to decide whether "the requirements 
necessary for the security of non-producing States" constituted a technical question within its 
competence or whether it was a political question. 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) did not consider that Article 8 of the Covenant need come 
into the question. The draft Convention did not aim at restricting the armaments of States nor 
at hampering the trade in arms needed by Governments. . It only required the publicity of trans
actions between Governments. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) replied that in practice the Convention obliged a Govern
ment which needed arms to obtain the permission of another Government before procuring them. 

No stipulation existed to the effect that such a request could not be refused. Moreover, it 
was irksome, even in time of peace, for a Government to be obliged to inform a foreign represen
tative of its requirements in material and of the itinerary and port of destination of the consign
ments of arms, and in time of war it became impossible .. 

Commander RusPoLI.(ltaly) reminded the Commission that the Italian member of the Tem
porary Mixed Commission had proposed that the application of the Convention should be sus
pended in time of war as far· as the trade with belligerents was concerned, Indeed, if a Govern
ment granted a licence to a private individual exporting arms to a belligerent Government, this 
would constitute a breach of neutrality. 

Colonel LowE (British Empire) replied that this question had been referred to the Legal 
Section, and, moreover, he believed that it had been stated by legal experts that the action of 
granting licences would not constitute a breach of neutrality. 

The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission to 'confine itself strictly to the discussion of the Con
vention. In his opinion, the only point with which the Commission was concerned was the question 
whether any categories other tlian Category I should be rendered subject to licences. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) asked the Commission to decide whether the question 
of the accumulation of stocks of arms and ammunition during peace-time was technical or not. 
This question was of great importance in view of the different situations which it created for 
producing and non-producing States. 

·EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on May xgth, 1924. 

26. Continuation of the Discussion of the Draft Convention. - Article 3. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Com1nission should. continue the exarnination of the Con
vention. He believed that the Commission had agreed to include only Category I in Article 3· 
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General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that it would be sufficient to note this article for revision. 
The Ca.u&,IAN said that the British delegation was of the opinion that the Permanent • 

Advisory Commission ought to pronounce on which categories should be included in this article._ 
General BENITEZ (Spain) wished to be quite clear that the British delegation referred to 

C-ategory I of the new classification. 

The Commission decided to recommend that Article 3 should apply solely to the arms in Categor I. 

2]. Article 4. 

Did not raise any technical points. • 

zS. Article 5. 

The BRITISH DELEGATION considered that the Permanent Advisory Commission ought to 
pronounce on the categories to which the provisions of this article referred so far as lice\lces 
were concerned. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) did not think that this was a question for the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. 

General DuMESNIL (France) agreed with General de Marinis that the Permanent Advisory Com
mission's task was only to define Category II, which comprised doubtful arms. The question of 
the regime which should be applied to them did not come within the Commission's competence. 

Colonel REQUI~ (France) added that, moreover, the Permanent Advisory Commission was not 
entitled to give an opinion on this point since, according to the spirit of the Convention, the various 
Governments could reserve the right of deciding in each case what regime should be applied to 
these arms. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) reminded the Commission that the whole draft Convention 
had been referred to the Permanent Advisory Commi~sion for consideration. The latter was 
therefore entitled to discuss any point it liked in the draft. 

The British delegation drew the attention of the Commission to the fact that it was necessary 
to make provision that arms carried by officers and soldiers on journeys through various countries 
should be exempt from export licences. This was one of the reasons which led to part of the pro-
posed amendments to Article 5. -

The British delegation also remarked that the Temporary Mixed Commission, in its draft, 
proposed that arms in the doubtful category should not require export licences. The British 
delegation considered that export licences should be required for these arms, and urged that this 
was a question of principle on which it was within the competence of the Commission to express 
an opinion. 

The Commission decided that Article 5 raised no technical points. 
This article was noted for revision. 

29. Article 6 was also noted for revision. 

30. - Article 7 called for no remarks. 

JI. Article 8 was noted for revision. 

32· Article 9. 

. Co~I LowE (British Empire) drew the Commission's attention to the last paragraph of 
this article and to the amendment proposed by the British delegation on this point (Document 
15, Appendix III, page I44)- : 

General DEMARINIS (Italy) pointed out that this amendment raised a serious political question. 
The mandatory Powers had certain obligations towards the League of Nations. It was not for 
the Permanent Advisory Commission to decide that the Governments. could not render subject 
to control the armaments of the armed forces maintained in the mandated territories. General 
de llarinis emphasised this point as showing that each time the Permanent Advisory Commission 
overstepped the bounds of its task it encountered serious difficulties. 

<?>lonel LowE (British Empire) replied that traffic in the interior, even of mandated territories, · 
coru;tltuted a purely technical question. The general staffs would not consent to have these move
ments render~ subject to control, and no Power would be willing to submit the question of the 
armament of Its own forces to the Mandates Commission. 

Gener~ BENITEZ (Spain) pointed out that the purpose of the Convention was to control 
the traffic m arms, and that the term "traffic" did not refer to the despatch of arms by a 
Government to its own armed forces. · 

On_ the proposal of the BRITISH DELEGATION, the Cammission decided that the questiott was 
a technical &m, and it adopted the British amendment. · 
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33. Article 10. 

The first paragraph of Article IO was noted for revision. 
The conclusion of the article was declared to be of a purely political nature. 

34· . Article 11 (Article 7 of the St. Germain Convention). 

The BRITISH DELEGATION submitted an amendment . to paragraph I of this article. In 
Africa there were territories which had no ports. It was therefore necessary to provide for all 
points of entry. . · 

As the Commission had hitherto made no mention of importation licences, it appeared neces
sary to refer only to export licences in this paragraph. A wider definition should also be adopted 
of the authorities designating ports and places of entry. · · 

General DUMESNIL (France) agreed on the first two points but considered that on the third 
point no alteration should be made in a text which had been drawn up by legal experts. 

eThe Commission adopted the following text for paragraph I of Article II: 

"Arms and ammunition exported under licence into the prohibited areas shall be 
admitted only at ports or other places of entry designated for this purpose by the 
authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate concerned." 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) proposed that the end of the article after paragraph I 
should be deleted. He considered that this article would be impossible to apply in certain territories. 

Admiral }EHENNE (France) said that this article was applied qy the French Government, 
and he desired its retention. 

General BENITEZ (Spain) agreed with the French delegation. 
The Commission decided to insert the following text in the report: 

"The British delegation is of the opinion that the remainder of Article 7 is not 
possible of application in certain territories to which the article applies. 

"The French and Spanish delegations were of the contrary opinion. 
"The other delegations refrained from expressing an opinion." 

35. Article 12 (Article 8 of the Convention of St. Germain). 

The Commission decided to insert, in connection with this article, the same formula as had been 
inserted in connection with Article II, and for the same reasons. 

36. Article 13 (Article 9 of the Convention of St. Germain). 

37· Article 14 (Article IO of the Convention of St. Germain). 

These artiCles did not give rise to any observations. 

38. Articles 15 to 25 (Articles II to 2I of the Convention of St. Germain). 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Commission that the text of these articles drawn up by the Naval 
Sub-Commission would be circulated at the meeting to be held the following day and that the 
plenary Commission ·could discuss any points which the members might wish to raise or which 
might be specially referred to by the Naval Sub-Commission itself. 

39· Articles 26 1 27 1 28 1 29 1 30, 31 1 32 and 33 did not give rise to any observations. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) pointed out, however, that Article 32 did not menti~n a~y 
SC:Juth American country. He would not insist on submitting an amendment, as the article m 
question was clearly of a political nature. 

He requested that the report should make it quite clear that the fact that the Permanent 
Advisory Commission had not offered any observations in connection with certain articles should 
not be taken to mean that it approved these articles. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) replied that it would be sufficient to state that the articles in 
question did not contain any technical points. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH _(Britis? Empi~e) stated that the Brit!s~ delegation wo~d.m~e 
reservations concerning certam art1cles which, contrary to the opm10n of the Commission, It 
held to be technical. 
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Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA (Brazil) said that h~ _woul~ make a similar. reser~ation ~d th~t 
the votes which he had given in respect of the techmcal s1~e of the questions d1d not bmd h1s 
Gowrnment in regard to the political aspect of these questiOns. 

NINTH MEETING. 

Held on May 20th, IQ24, at"rr a.m. 

40. Articles 11 to 26. 
• 

The Commission adopted the amendments to these artides proposed by the Naval Sub-Com
mission. 

4r. Draft Declaration proposed by the French Delegation for the Definition of Implements of War. 

"The Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission which met at Prague expressed 
the opinion that the list of arms and munitions of war to be drawn up by the Permanent · 
Advisory Commission with a view to the control of the traffic in arms should be the s~e 
as the list of • munitions and implements of war ' the private manufacture of which 
was referred to in Article 8 of the Covenant. · 

· "The Permanent Advisory Commission regrets that it cannot comply with this 
request to the letter, but it believes that it has complied with the spirit. The Permanent 
Advisory Commission recalls that, in a report submitted to the Council on May. 17th, 
r922, it defined war material as 'material exclusively designed for war', and drew 
attention to the technical difficulties which made it impossible to draw up a complete 
mumerati<m. As the same difficulties stand in the way of drawing up a list for the 
requirements of the national control of the private manufacture of war material or for 
any other purpose, the Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give an incomplete 
and controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up a list, which it believes 
to be complete, of all arms which are .or shall be constructed for the purposes of land, 
sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment, by armies, warships, tanks, 
aeroplanes, etc. The Permanent Advisory Commission has therefore included in Cate
gory I all arms and munitions which might be utilised either by weapons of war such 
as warships or tanks or by weapons not necessarily designed for war, such as aeroplanes." 

The ITALIAN DELEGATION said it was in entire agreement with the French delegation. 
The declaration was adopted. 

The CHAIRMAN said that, as it was impossible to give an exact translation of "materiels de 
guerr~, the English text would use the expression "weapons of war" in inverted commas. · 

42· Discussion of the British Memorandum. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Commission should proceed to the discussion of the British . 
memorandum suggesting that two separate conventions should be drawn up for the control of 
the traffic in arms (Document 15, Appendix IV, page 147). . . 

General Du:MESNIL (France) said that, without pronouncing on the ·merits of the document, 
he considered that the Permanent Advisory Commission could only state that the question was 
purely political and outside its competence. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said he agreed with the French delegation. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said that the British delegation's views were as 
follows: a draft convention had been sent to the Permanent Advisory Commission for considera
tion. Mter studying this document, the British delegation had come to the conclusion that it 
would not be possible to put a general convention into force for a considerable time, and that, 
pending its ratification, some means should be devised of provisionally regulating the control 
of the traffic in uncivilised countries. A special convention on this point would undoubtedly 
be a step in the right direction. The British delegation admitted that the question was more 
or less political in character, but it considered that the Permanent Advisory Commission was 
t:ntitled to inform the Council of its opinion that two conventions should be drawn up. This 
would have the advantage of showing public opinion that the Permanent Advisory Commission 
- a technical organisation composed of officers - was anxious to secure a tangible result. The 
British dt:legation considered, moreover, that in this way it would be easier to reach a final solu
tion rapidly. 
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General BENITEZ (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation admired the motives which had 
inspired the British delegation. He agreed that it would be easier to draw up a convention of 
limited scope. He saw no objection, but he pointed out that this method would render it neces
sary to obtain two ratifications one after the other. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil) said that, as the Permanent Advisory Commission's 
.function was to give its opinion on technical questions, and as this Convention had a technical 
aspect, especially as regards the formation of stocks of arms and ammunition, he considered that 
the British memorandum greatly facilitated the solution of the problem and was within the 
competence of the Permanent Advisory Commission. He was therefore glad to renew his support 
of the British memorandum. 

Colonel NYGREN (Sweden) said he agreed that the Permanent Advisory Commission should 
consider matters from a technical standpoint, but he thought this principle should not be carried 
too far. The Temporary Mixed Commission wanted the Permanent Advisory Commission's 
advice on a convention; If the Permanent Advisory Commission thought that, from the technical 
point of view, it would be better to have two conventions, it could say so. · 

The Swedish delegation was therefore in agreement with the British delegation. 
'teneral BENITEZ (Spain) suggested that the British proposal should be transmitted to the 

Council in the form of a recommendation. · · 
Colonel REQUIN (France) explained the French delegation's point of view. Whatever the 

advantages of the British proposal, and whatever the merits 'of the arguments adduced in its 
favour, this memorandum would lead to a change in an existing political status quo. The St. 
Germain Convention had been signed and was even partially applied by certain.countries in virtue 
_of a semi-official agreement. 

It was difficult ·for the Permanent Advisory Commission to take the initiative of proposing 
that this status quo should be modified. Each of its members could, of course, transmit the 
proposal to his Government or to his· Government's representative on the Council. Moreover, 
the various delegations could not give their Government's views on this memorandum, with 
which they were not acquainted. 

Colonel LoWE (British Empire) pointed out that the Permanent Advisory Commission had 
already drawn the Council's special attention t<? questions of a political nature in connection 
with the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. He was quite ready to accept the Spanish delegation's 
proposal. 

He added that the members of the Permanent Advisory Commission could give their opinions 
in their personal capacity. 

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that the Italian delegation could not make any pronounce
ment without instructions from its Government, but he did not wish to abstain from voting, 
as this might be interpreted as expressing disapproval. · 

He pointed out that when the. members of the Permanent Advisory Commission gave their 
opinion in their personal capacities they ceased to be delegates and no longer constituted the 

- Permanent Advisory Commission. 
General DUMESNIL (France) proposed that the Spanish delegation's suggestion should be 

accepted and the following text adopted: 
"The Permanent Advisory Commission, having noted the British proposal, considers 

that it is of an essentially political nature, and transmits it to the Council of the League 
of Nations for consideration." 

This proposal was adopted. 

43. Adoption of the Draft Report. 

· The CHAIRMAN informed the Commission that a draft report had been prepared and sug- · 
gested that it would be quicker to read it immediately and decide on its main. outlines in order 
to enable t~e Secretariat to draw up an amended text for the next meeting. 

The draft report was read and approved in its main outlines. 

TENTH MEETING. 
Held ·on May zoth, I924. 

44· Adoption of the Report to the Council. 

The Report to the Council was read. 
Colonel LowE (British Empire) pointed out that the Commission had not stated that the 

preamble raised no technical point but had refrained from examining it because it had been referred 
to the .Legal Section for drafting. 

Subject to this amendment, the Report and Annexes I and I I were adopted. 
The CHAIRMAN proposed that the Commission should not exam_ine the amendments and 

reservations made by the British delegation nor the reservations made by the Brazilian delegation. 
This proposal was adopted. 



Document 1 1. 

REPORT SUBMITTED BY THE FIRST SUB-COMMISSION TO THE 
TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION ON THE DRAFT CONVEN
TION DRAWN UP BY THE SAID SUB- COMMISSION, MARCH 
27th, 1924. 0 

At its last meeting, the Temporary Mixed Commission adopted the following resolution: 

"The Temporary Mixed C_ommission refers the Convention' of St. Germain and the 
two draft Conventions presented by Admiral de Magaz and M. J ouhaux to the First 
Sub-Commission for examination and requests the Sub-Commission, having in view _ 
the discussions on the subject which have taken place at this session, to present a draft 
convention -for the consideration of the Temporary Mixed Commission at its next 
session." 

The 'Commission dealt with this question under the authority of a resolution of the Fourth 
Assembly which explicitly stated: -

"IV (a). The Assembly recommends that the Temporary Mixed Commission 
should be invited to prepare a new Convention or Conventions to replace that of St. 
Germain for the control of the traffic in arms. · 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should be requested to draw up the draft 
convention or conventions in such a form that they might be accepted by the Govern
ments of all countries which produce arms or munitions of war. 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission should, however, also make alternative pro
posals for a convention or conventions which might be adopted by some of the produc
ing Powers, even if others refuSed their co-operation. 

"The Assembly recommends that the Council should invite the United States 
Government to appoint representatives to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Com
mission in preparing the draft convention or conventions. 

"IV (b). The Assembly recommends that, when the Council has received the report 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission concerning the arms traffic and private manu
facture of arms, it should consider the question of summoning an international 
conference to draw up conventions on this _subject." 

It should be pointed out that the work on this subject undertaken by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission was based on two articles of the Covenant: Article 23, which makes the following 
provision with regard to the control of the international traffic in arms: 

"Subject to and in accordance with the provisions of international conventions 
existing or hereafter to be agreed upon, the Members of the League: 

" (d) Will entrust the League with the general supervision of the trade in arms and 
ammunition with the countries in which the control of this traffic is necessary in the 
common interest", 

and Article 8, the penultimate paragraph of which reads as follows: 

"The Members of the League agree that the manufacture by private enterprise of 
munitions and implements of war is open to grave objections. The Council shall advise 
how the evil effects attendant upon such manufacture can be prevented, due regard 
being had to the necessities of those Members of the League which are not able to manu
facture the munitions and implements of war necessary for their safety." 

The above articles taken together indicate both the object and the method of the work of 
the Sub-Commission on this question. 

Its object has been twofold: in the first place, to control "the trade in arms and ammunition 
in the countries in which the control of this traffic is necessary in the common interest"; in the 
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second place, by controlling the general international traffic in arms to prevent as far as possible 
the "evil effects" of the private manufacture of munitions and war material. 

The method of work was based on the three texts which deal with the traffic in arms: i.e. 
the Convention of St. Germain and the draft conventions which Admiral the Marquis de Magaz and 
M. J ouhaux had forwarded to the plenary Commission. 

In conformity with the decision of the Assembly, the Commission, in preparing a new draft 
convention, foimd it necessary to eliminate as far as possible the difficulties which had already 
appeared and to adopt a text which would be likely to obtain the approval of all States and 
especially of all great producing countries. 

An examination of the three texts presented to the Temporary Mixed Commission clearly 
shows that two of these texts were based solely on considerations which underlie the penul
timate paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant. These were the drafts presented by Admiral 
the Marquis de Magaz and M. J ouhaux; whereas the Convention of Saint-Germain, while specially 
referring to the application of Article 23(d) of the Covenant, contains in the first part of the 
Convention provisions which go beyond that article and deal with the application of the penul
timate paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

It will therefore be understood that, in the text which served as a basis for the work of the 
SubJComrnission, the Rapporteurs used the Convention of Saint-Germain as a point of departure. 
In order to arrive at their text, the Rapporteurs amended and completed that Convention, employ
ing the two principles that it was necessary, first, to try to obtain the adherence of the United 
States to the future Convention, and, secondly, to develop and strengthen that part of the Con
vei;~tion of Saint-Germain which dealt with the control of the general traffic by incorporating in 
th<l new draft certain fundamental ideas contained in the drafts submitted by Admiral the Marquis 
de Magaz and M. J ouhaux. . 

As the Convention of Saint-Germain is familiar to the plenary Commission, it is only necessary 
to bring to its notice the points on which the new text differs from that of the Convention. Three 
series of. questions need consideration: 

(a) Those which refer to the establishment of a system of licences for the general 
traffic; 

(b) Legal difficulties which the Commission encountered; 
(c) Modifications inserted in the text for the purpose of obtaining universal ratifi

cation. 

(a) EXPLANATION OF THE SYSTEM OF LICENCES AS CONTAINED IN THE SUB-COMMISSION'S DRAFT. 

The· Sub-Commission considered it essential that its draft should be based on a division into 
two categories of the arms over which control was to be exercised: Category I, arms and munitions 
of war; Category II, fire-arms and munitions intended for sport and personal defence. 

The object of this classification was to put the arms of the two categories under a different 
regime of control. 

The Commission did not feel that it was at present in a position to decide what arms were to 
be placed in either category, in view of the fact that the Council had, at the request of the Plenary 
Commission, instructed the Permanent Advisory Commission to draw up a list of arms used for 
war and arms which should be placed in other categories. 

The draft (Article 2) lays down as a principle that the export of arms and munitions of war 
in Category I should be forbidden. _ · 

As an exception to this principle, arms of this category may, should the exporting State 
grant a permit, be exported when they are intended for supply direct to a Government. The 
Government which receives them may only purchase through a duly accredited agent supplied 
with a written order stating the details of the transaction. 

The details of the permit are to be recorded on a licence drawn up in accordance with a model 
which is annexed to the Convention. A draft of this model is to be prepared by the Rapporteurs 
for submission to the Temporary Mixed Commission at its next meeting, and in drawing it up the 
Rapporteurs are to take into account paragraph 5 of_Article 3 of M. Jouhaux's draft. This sepa
rate licence for each shipment is to contain various details laid down in paragraph 4 of Article 3 
of the draft. 

Subject to the conditions laid down in Article 4, a copy of the licence shall be sent by the 
exporting State to the international body entrusted with the control as provided for in Article g. 
Another copy shall be sent to the same body of the importing State should that State be a party 
to the Convention. - · 

The signatory States are not bound in principle to forbid the export of the arms and munitions 
in Category II. . 

Nevertheless, in the case of fire-arms which may be used both for war and for other purposes, 
the State concerned must subject the export of such fire-arms to the regulations applicable to arms 
of Category I, should that State satisfy itself that the arms in question should in the particular 
case be regarded as corning under this last category. (Article 5.) 

The Contracting States are to forbid the export of arms in Category I and Category II when 
they are consigned to the territories mentioned in Article ro. Nevertheless, if they have satisfied 
themselves that the destination and the purpose for which the arms are intended are not contrary 
to the Convention, such States may under such circumstances grant export permits. (Article 6.) 

The Council of the League of Nations is to establish a central organisation for collecting and 
placing in its archives all documents and legal texts concerning the traffic in, and movement of, 

I 
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arms and munitions in Category I and Category II. Each of the Cont;racting States shall publish 
an annual report on the points referred to in paragraph 2 of Article 9> and a copy of this report 
shall be forwarded to the central organisation. . 

The Council of the League of Nations shall publish an annual report on the traffic ~ arms 
and the permits in respect of it issued by the Governments. This report shall be subnutted to 
the Assembly. (Article 23.) 

(b) LEGAL DIFFICULTIES. 

The Sub-Committee, during its discussions, has found that the ~r~paration of the _dr~t 
Convention gives rise to legal questions. On the proposal of M. J ancoVIcr, the Sub-Comnussron 
adopted the following· proposal: 

"The Sub-Conunission instructs the Secretariat to make a juridical study of the 
text which it has prepared, subsequent to its examination by the Permanent_Advisory 
Commission, with a view to maintain a report on the subject at the next meetmg of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission. o 

"This study shall include the following points: 
"(:r) Drafting; 
"(2) Points specially referred, during the discussions, to the Legal Section of the 

Secretariat." 

The points on which legal difficulties arise are briefly referred to below. Whenever the Com
mission has decided to refer a case to the Legal Section of the Secretariat, mention is made of the 
fact. 

:r. Preamble of the Convention. 

Amendment submitted by Colonel Lowe to the Preamble of the text used as a basis for dis
cussion: 

To be added: 
"Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms and 

ammunition with the object of securing the fullest possible publicity in regard to such 
trade, thereby drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation, in ·peace-time, of 
stocks of munitions; 

"Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform procedure for the supervision 
over the trade in fire-arms and ammunition which are capable of both warlike-and other 
uses; 

"Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act 
of July 2nd, :r8go, regulating the traffic in arms and ammunition in certain regions, 
no longer meet present conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable 
to a wider area in Africa and the establishment of a corresponding regime in certain 
territories in Asia; · 

"Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries 
is necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments, 
both as regards the importation of arms and ammunition from their own territory." 

This point was sent for_ examination to the Legal Section of the Secretariat. 

2. Article 3· 

· The question of the neutral status of a State granting export licences to its nationals for the 
supply of arms to belligerent States was raised in an amendment submitted by Viscount CeciP by 
which the High Contracting Parties reserve the right to grant such licences without violating 
their neutral status. 

The legal difficulties raised in this amendment have been referred to the Legal Section of 
the Secretariat, and the question as to whether Viscount Cecil's amendment should be added or 
not bas been held over pending the Legal Section's report on this matter. 

The questions on which the Legal Section has to give an opinion have been drafted as follows: 

"(1) Would the grant of a licence for export of arms to a belligerent be a breach 
of neutrality by the granting Power ? 

"(2) If the answer to the first question is in the aff4mative, would this result be 
best prevented: j 

" (i) By a declaration in the Convention that such a breach of neutrality 
was not to occur; or · · 

"(ii) By a suspension of the operation of the Convention during war?" 

• It is expreooly stated that nothing in tbis article shall be regarded as affecting tbe principle of international 
law which alknn a natioDal of a non-belligerent State to sell munitions of war to a Government of a belligerent State 
wit.boat breach of neutrality in respect of tbe non-belligerent State, and that tbe grant of a licence for sucb a sale as 
providtd tor in tbil article oball not be regarded as a breach of neutrality. 
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3· Article ro. 

Article IO led to a protest from the representative of Persia, who had been invited by the 
Council to attend the discussions of the Sub-Cmnmission for the very purpose of submitting the 
objections of his country on this point. The.Persian representative was of opinion that the in
clusion of his country within the areas defined in Article 6 of the Convention of Saint-Germain, 
which has jbecome Article IO of the new text, constituted an infringement of the principle of 
sovereignty of the States Members of the League of Nations and an infringement of Article ro of 
the Covenant, by which the Members of the League undertake mutually to respect their political 
independence. · 

A similar question was raised by M. Cobian with regard to certain islands belonging to Spain 
which were also mentioned in this article. • 

The Sub-Commission was of opinion that the quesilim raised in this article, particularly in 
view of the changes in international conditions since the drawing-up of Article 6 of the Saint
Germain Convention, seemed as a whole to require fresh consideration. The Sub-Commission 
suggested that the Plenary Commission should draw the attention of the Council to the necessity 
of sucli consideration. 

4· fltirticle 27. 

This article introduces into the Convention the principle of partial or conditional adhesion. 
In the Sub-Commission, legal objections have been raised to this principle. Not only has the 
legal possibility of partial adhesion been disputed but further doubts have been expressed as to 
the possibility of putting on record the acceptance of conditions or limitations to the adhesion 
of certain parties by all the remaining contracting parties. Another difficulty arises from the 
absence of an authority competent to estimate to what extent the object of the Convention might 
be affected by a partial or conditional adhesion. · 

5. Article 28. 

This article lays do\vn that any dispute between Contracting Parties concerning application 
and the interpretation of the Convention shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice or to ~ arbitral court. 

Since Article 35 of the Statute of the Court of Justice subjects access to the Court by States 
non-members of the League of Nations to a procedure consisting of the deposit of a declaration 
previously accepting its jurisdiction, this article raises certain difficulties from the point of view 
of ratification by non-member States. 

The Sub-Commission has decided to refer this question to the Legal Section of the Secretariat 
for examination. 

6. Article 29. 

The drafting of this article is also referred to the Legal Section of the Secretariat. 
The idea is that, in the wording which is to be prepared, the provision of Article 4, as adopted 

by the Commission, should be harmonised with the provisions of Article 29 and with the following 
draft submitted by M. Lebrun and M. Fabry: 

"This present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which 
may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of 
the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920· at Versailles, Neuilly, Saint-Germain and 
Trianon and the provisions of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and 
published by the League up to the date of the coming into force of the present Convention, 
so far as the Powers which are signatories of or benefit by the said Treaties or Agree-
ments are concerned." · 

On the one hand, Article 4 is without prejudice to the international convention dealing with 
this subject, and especially the Barcelona Conventions on transit. 

On the other hand, there is a danger that Article 29, which foreshadows in general terms 
the abrogation of international treaties dealing with traffic in arms, may be interpreted as 
weakening to a similar extent the conventions which Article 4 is intended to safeguard. 

In the third place the additional article proposed by M. Lebrun and M. Fabry (under which 
other treaties, including th6se registered by the League of Nations, are not affected) might give 
rise to the assumption that the Treaty of St. Germain for the traffic in arms - which pas been 
registered at the Secretariat- is to be maintained, whereas the object of the work of the Sub
Commission is to abrogate that treaty. 

(c) MODIFICATIONS FOR THE PURPOSE OF OBTAINING UNIVERSAL RATIFICATION. 

As regards modifications to obtain the adherence of the United States, the Sub-Commission 
has taken into account the opinions expressed by that Government in the correspondence ex
changed between the Secretary of State and the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, as 
well as the statements made to it on various occasions by Mr. Grew, United States Minister at 
Berne, nominated Under-Secretary of State, whose help has been of the greatest assistance to 
the Sub-Commission. 

The objections raised by the United States to the Convention of Saint-Germain may be divided 
into three head~: 
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(I) The Con~ention of St. Gez:nain does no~ permit_ tr~de in arms with coun~ries 
which are not parties to the ConventioR -a proV1s1on which would preclude t~e Uruted 
States from supplying arms to many American countries which h~ve not _ratified~ 

(z} The United States Government> cannot subscribe in advance to mternational 
obligations which ,vould be dependent on national legislation which the Government 
cannot guarantee that Congress will enact; and - . 

(3) The provisions of the Convention in relation to the League of Nations are so 
closely interwoven with the Convention that they make it impossible fo~ the Gove~n
ment of the Uirited States, which is not a Member of the League of Nations, to ratify 
the ·convention. 
~ ' 

The draft which has been prepared has eliminated the first objection. Export of arms is 
henceforth pernrissible, subject to the general conditions laid down in the Treaty to any Govern
ment recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country (Article 3}. 

The Commission duly appreciated the force of the second objection, on which Mr. Grew laid 
special emphasis during the discussions. It seemed impossible to find any solution which meets 
absolutely all difficulties _arising in each particular case. The CoJ?!Dission think~, howe~er, that 
the international convention could be made adaptable to the requrrements of nationalleg1slafures 
by giving to it a certain measure of elasticity- for example, by the insertion of a clause permitting 
partial or conditional adhesion. In this spirit, the following paragraph has been added to 
Article z7: 

"Any State may, with the consent of the other High Contracting Parties, notify 
its partial or conditional adherence to the provi:ions of the Treaty provided that such 
conditions or partial adherences do not affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the 
traffic in arms.'" 

The Sub-Commission has made a special study of the question of the relations between the 
High Contracting Parties non-members of the League of Nations and the League of Nations. 
This question is closely bound up with that of the international organ which is to ensure control 
of the traffic by means of a comparison of licences and the publication of traffic movements. 
It is, therefore, although apparently a matter of pure form, the keynote of the draft. The Sub
Commission has endeavoured to place on one side any solution which would be likely to constitute 
an obstacle to its ratification by the United States. The text which was finally agreed upon lays 
down that: 

"A central international body shall be established by the Council of the League 
of Nations for the purpose of collecting and preserving documents of all kinds exchanged 
by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and distribution of, etc." 

The reasons for the choice of this text are as follows: 

(I) The formation of this organ, its nature and the authority under which it will 
be placed are not prejudged by the text, nor is the method which the Council may decide 
upon for its establishment. 

(z) The Council can therefore decide whether the proposed international organ 
shall or shall not be placed under the regis of the League of Nations. The Sub-Com
mission had to-bear in mind, on the one hand, the objections of the United States to any 
control by the League of Nations, and, on the other hand, the difficulty that any organi
sation of the League of Nations would encounter if the Sub-Commission proposed a 
system of international control from which the League of Nations would be excluded. 
The Sub-Commission thought that this was a matter on which the Council alone could 
decide. 

(3) The text differs from the Convention of St. Germain in that, while the Con
vention was forwarded to the United States, which had not then ratified it, as a ne 
varietur whole, this text would only be transmitted to the different States Members or 
n?D-meJ?bers as a basis for discussion at an international conference, where the present 
difficulties could be debated. In consequence, the objection to the role of the League of 
Nations which proved an insurmountable obstacle to the ratification of a Convention 
by non_-member States would not justify the rejectio1;1 of-the new text as a basis for 
discuss10n. 

. (4) Finally, even we~e the Council to decide to place this organisation under the 
reglS_ of the Leagu_e of Nat~ons (for instance, as a Section of the Secretariat}, it is quite 
poss1ble to concelVe solutions acceptable to Governments non-members by applying 
the clause of partial or conditional adhesions mentioned above. 
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• .. 
DRAFT CONVENTION PRESENTED BY THE FIRST 

SUB~ COMMISSION TO THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION, 

• MARCH 27th, 1924 . 

Preamble. 

[Note: The drafting of this preamble is expressly referred to the Legal Section of the 
Secretariat.] 

[Here wilt follow the names of the High Contracting Parties signing the new Conventiot£.] 

Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned; 

Whereas certain of them were not able to ratify such Convention; 
Whereas, for this and for other reasons, it is desirable to amend such Convention; 
Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms and am-

munition with the object of securing the fullest possible publicity in regard to such trade, thereby 
drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation, in peace-time, of stocks of munitions; 

Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform procedure for the supervision over the trade 
in fire-arms and anununition which are capable of both warlike and other uses; 

- Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act of July 2nd, 
I8go, regulating the traffic in arms and anununition in certain regions no longer meet present 
conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable to a wider area in Africa and 
the establishment of a corresponding regilp.e in certain territories in Asia; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries is necessary 
to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments both as regards the 
importance of arms and ammunition into these countries and the export of such arms and 
anununition from their own territory: · 

Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

[Here wilt follow the names of the Plenipotentiaries of the new High Contracting Parties.] 

Who, having communicated their full powers, found in good and due form, 
.Have agreed as follows: 

Article· I. 

This Conventio11 applies to the following arms and munitions: 

Category I. -Arms and Munitions of War, as follows: 

(a) Ships of war of all kinds, including submarines and submersibles. 
(b) Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes for use in war. 
(c) Tanks and armoured cars. 
(d) Artillery of all kinds. -
(e) Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, and for the disoharge of 

all kinds of bombs, torpedoes and depth charges. 
(f) Flame-throwers. 
(g) Mines, whether for land or water. 
(h) Torpedoes and depth charges of all kinds. 
(1) Bombs and grenades of all kinds. 

· (1) Machine-guns and rifled small-bore breech-loading weapons of all kinds. 
(k) Pistols and revolvers of all kinds. 
(l) Ammunition of all kinds for use with any of the above. 
(m) Explosives and profellants of all kinds for use in war. 
(n)J Component parts<! any of the above, including mo'untmgs. 
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Cakgory II. - Fire-anns and Ammunitio~ for Purposes of Sport or Personal Defence. 

In order to prevent the export and import of fire-arms and ammunition inten~ed for warlike 
purposes, though described and sold as articles of sport or personal defence, and I~. ord~r at the 
same time not to hamper unduly the legitimate "trade in fire-arms and ammun~tlon mtende(l 
to be used only for sport and personal defence, the High Cm;tracting P~es h~reby undertake 
that they will use their best endeavours to agree upon a uniform definition of. _ 

I. 
2. 

3· 

Military rifles, revolvers and pistols and the ammunitio_n. thereof. 
Rifles, revolvers and pistols capable of use for both military and other purposes and 
the ammunition thereof. 
Rifles, revolvers and pist6ls regarded as of no military value and- the _ammunition 
thereof. 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themsel~~ and to :prohib~t the ~xport 
of arms and munitions of war in Category I except on the conditions mentioned m Article 3· 
This prohibition of exportation shall apply to all such arms and ammunition; whether complete 
or in parts. 

Article 3· 

Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contr.acting Pari;i~ reserv~ the 
right to grant, in respect of arms and munitions of war whose use IS not prohibited b:y: mter
nationallaw, licences for the export of arms and munitions of wac in Category I, but such licences 
are only to be granted on the following conditions: 

I._. No licence is to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government recognised as such 
by the Government of the exporting territory. 
The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, resemble 
that given as an annex to the present Convention. 

2. The Government acquiring the consignments must act through a duly accredited repre
sentative, who shall produce his credentials. 

3· Such representative must produce a written authority from his Government for the 
acquisition of eacll consignment, which authority must state that the consignment is 
acquired for the use of that Government and not for transfer and will be delivered to 
them and to no one else. 

4- Each licence must contain a full description of the arms and munitions of war to which 
it relates, and the names of the exporting and acquiring Governments, ports of embarkation 
and disembarkation, means of transport, route and destination. 

5· A separate licence shall be required for each separate shipment which crosses the frontier 
of the exporting country, whether by land, water or air. 

Article 4· 

Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under international 
conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties undertake to take such steps as 
they reasonably can to supervise and prohibit the transit of the arms and munitions of war in 
Category I which are not accompanied by a licence made out in the proper form, as laid down 
in Article 3· . 

A copy of the licence shall be sent by the exporting State to the central international body 
referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention before the goods pass the frontier of the export
ing country; a second copy shall be sent to the same international body by the importing country, 
if one of the High Contracting Parties, within a month of the receipt of the consignment, mention 
being made of the heading under which the imported goods will appear in its import statistics. 

Article 5-

Frre-arms and ammunition in Category II may, if the exporting country so desires, be exported 
without licence except to the prohibited areas and zone mentioned in Article IO. Provided 
nevertheless, that, in the case of fire-arms and ammunition adapted both to warlike and als~ 
to other purposes, the High Contracting Parties hereby undertake to determine from the size 
destination and other circumstances of each shipment for what uses it is intended and to decid~ 
in ~h case whether such shipment falls .properly under Category II or whether it ought to be 
considered to belong to Category I, and m the latter case they undertake that it shall become 
subject to Articles 2 and 3 hereof. 

Article 6. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake in addition to prohibit the export both of arms 
and munitions of war in Category I and also of fire-arms and ammunition in Category II, whether 
CO!DPlete ~ ~ parts, to .the areas an~ zones specified in Articl~ Io. Nevertheless, notwithstanding 
this prohibition, the H1gh Contractmg Parties reserve the nght to grant export licences on the 
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understanding that such licences shall be issued only by the authorities of the exporting countries. 
Such authorities must satisfy themselves in advance that the arms or ammunition for which 
an export licence is requested are not intended for export to any destination or for disposal in 
any way contrary to the provisions of this Convention. 

, Article 7· 
Shipments to be effected under contracts entered into before· the coming into force of the 

present Convention shall be governed by its provisions. • 

Article 8. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export licences covering either Category I 
or Category I1 for delivery to any country which, after having been placed under the tutelage 
of any Power, may endeavour to obtain from any other Power any of the arms or munitions of 
war in Category I or of the fire-arms or ammunition in Category II. -

• Article 9· 
A central international body shall be established by the Council of the League of Nations 

for t~e purpose of collecting and preserving documents of all kinds exchanged by the Hig~ Con
tracting Parties with regard to the trade in and distribution of the arms and ammunition in 
Category I and Category II specified in the present Convention, as well as the texts of all laws, 
orders and regulations made for the carrying-out of the present _Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing the export 
licences which it may have granted in respect of arms and munitions in Category I or Category II, 
together with the quantities and destination of the arms and munitions to which the export 
licences refer. A copy of this report shall be sent to the Central International Body. 

Movements of arms and munitions made by a Power within territories placed under its 
sovereignty or authority, and for the use of its own military forces, will not be included in this 
report. 

Article IO. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory under its jurisdiction 
is _concerned, to prohibit the importation of arms and munitions of war in Category I and of 
fire-arms and ammunition in Category II into the following territorial areas, and also to prevent 
their exportation to, importation and transportation in the maritime zone defined below: 

Note: _ The Commission is of opinion, in view of the new circUmstances which have 
arisen since the Convention of St. Germain was drawn up, that the territories to be 
included in the restricted areas should form the subject of a fresh examination by the 
Council of the League of Nations. 

Special licences for the import of arms and ammunition in Category I or Category II into 
the areas defined above may be issued. In the African area they shall be subject to the regula
tions specified in Articles II and I2 or to any local regulations of a stricter nature which may 
be in force. In the other areas specified in the present article, these licences shall be subject to 
similar regulations put into effect by the Governments exercising authority there. 

Articles II-25. 

(Identical with Articles 7-21 of the Convention of St. Germain.) 
Note: These articles are referred to the Permanent Advisory Commission for technical 

examination. 
Article 26. 

The High Contracting Parties which exercise authority over territories within the prohibited 
areas and zone specified in Article IO agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the measures 
required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and, in particular, for the prosecution 
and repression of offences against the provisions· contained therein. 

They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Body and shall inform 
it of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding articles. Such of them as are Members 
of the League of Nations shall at the same time transmit this information to the Secretary
General of the League. 

Article 27. 
The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession to the 

present Convention of other States, whether Members of the League of Nations or not. 
This accession shall be notified through the diplomatic channel to the Government of the 

French Republic, and, by it, to all the signatory or adhering States. The accession will come 
into force from the date of such notification to the French Government. 

Any State may, with the consent of the High Contracting Parties, notify its partial or con
ditional adherence to the provisions of the present Convention, provided that such conditions 
or partial adherence do not affect the effectiveness of the supervision of trade in arms and ammuni-
~. . 

Note: The drafting of this last paragraph is specially referred to the Legal Section. 
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· Arlicle 28. 

The High Contracting Parties agree that, if any dispute whatever should arise between them 
relating to the application or interpretation of the present Convention which cann.ot be settled 
by negotiation, this dispute shall be submitted to the International Court of Justlce or, alter-
natively, to a court of arbitration. · .. 

Article 29. 
6 • 

All the provisions of former general international conventions relating to the. matter~ d~alt 
with in the present Convention shall be considered as abrogated in so far as they are· bmding 
between the Powers which are parties to the present Convention. · · 

The present Convention shall in ·no way affect the rights and obligations whic~ may arise 
out of the provisions either of the Covenant of ~he League of Nations or of the Treat1es of Peace 
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and Trianon and the provisions of 
Agreements registered with the League of Nations and published by the League up to the date 
of the coming into force of the present Convention, so far as the Powers which are signatories 
of or benefit by the said Treaties or Agreements are concerned. ., 

Note: The drafting of this article is specially referred to the Legal Section .. 

Article 30. 

The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report on the 
trade in arms and munitiqns of war, the licences issued by the different Governments and the 
situation of the trade in arms. . · 

This report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations. 

Article 31. 

The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible. 
Each Power will address its ratification to the French Government, which will inform all 

the other signatory Powers: 

Article 32. 

The present Convention shall come into force when ratified by twelve Powers, among which 
shall be all of the following: Belgium, United States of America, France, Great Britain, Italy, 
Japan and Russia. . 

Article 33. 

The present Convention shall remain in force for ten years. Thereafter it can be denounced 
by any High Contracting Party by giving two years' notice to the Government of the French 
Republic, which will inform all the other signatory Powers. . 

The High ~ntracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period· of five years, the 
present Convention shall, in the light of experience then gained, be subject to revision upon the 
request of . . . . . . . of the said High Contracting Parties. · 
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MEMORANDUM BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION, 
DATED MAY 12th, 1924, REGARDING THE CLASSIFICATION OF 

ARMS ASKED FOR BY THE COUNCIL ON MARCH 11th, 1924 . 

• 
I. The Commission is requested to draw up, for the express purpose of organising control 

of the traffic in arms, a list, corresponding to the present state of military kn,pwledge: 
(I) Of arms and munitions of war; 
(2) Of other kinds of arms and munitions. 
2. Military fire-arms and military ammunition are those primarily designed for use against 

men, but the development of the sporting rifle has in modem times closely followed that of military 
arms, with the result that there is often little or no distinction between the two classes. 

3· In drawing up any such lists, it is therefore essential to draw a distinction between those 
fire-arms which are intended and constructed for purely military purposes and those which are 
capable of use for both military and other purposes. . · 

4· It is also convenient to class separately arms and munitions of war other than rifled 
small-bore breech-loading weapons. Other kinds of arms and munitions-that is, non-military 
-:- must obviously be considered apart. 

s. We come, therefore, to two main categories, which it is necessary to subdivide, for the 
purposes of a Convention for the Control of the Traffic in Arms. 

The categories proposed are: 

Cate[!ory I. 
(a) Military rifles, military revolvers and pistols, component parts thereof, and 

ammunition. 
(b) Rifles capable of use for both military and other purposes, component parts 

thereof and ammunition for same. 
(c) Other weapons and munitions of war, component parts thereof and ammuni

tion. 
(See List of Arms and Munitions to be included in Category I, Document 14, 

page I38.) 
Note. In any convention for the control of the traffic in arms, the following pro

cedure is recommended: 

(a) In the case of application for licence to export arms capable of use for 
both military and other purposes, the consignor and for consignee shall be required 
to satisfy the authorities of the countries of import and for export that the transac
tion is of a non-military character, and shall be required to prove that the authorities 
of the country of import are prepared to admit the proposed consignment. 

(b) Rifle ammunition between calibres 6.5 mm. and 8.2 mm., both inclusive, 
will require bona-fide proof, as for Category I(b}, that it is for other than military 
purposes. · In the absence of such proof, it shall come under Category I( a}. 

(c) Pistol and revolver ammunition of calibre greater than 6.5 mm. will come 
under Category I(a). 

Category II. 

(a) Rifles, revolvers and. pistols for non-military purposes, firing ammunition 
regarded as of no military value, component parts thereof and ammunition. 

(b) Smooth-bore shot-guns, component parts thereof and ammunition; humane 
cattle-killers. 

(See List of Arms and Munitions to be included in Category II, Document 14, 
page I38.) 

Note. The subdivisions (a) and (b) are made in case it is desired to ex~>rcise a control 
by licence over the export of some of the weapons considered as of no military value. 
In such a case, it is recommended that those under (a) should require a licence,· but 
that those under (~) should not require a licence for export to any territory other than a 
prohibited area. 
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SCHEDULE OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS DRAWN UP BY -THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION, MAY 12th, 1924. 

0 

CATEGORY !. 
(a) Military Small Arms. 

I. Pistols, revolvers-automatic or self-loading-and developments of the same designed 
for single-handed use, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than ro em. 

2. Fire-arms fitted or adapted to take a bayonet or bomb-throwing apparatus. 
3· Breech-loading rifles of whatever calibre of a pattern which is, or has been since January 

xst, 1875, an official pattern of any State. A schedule of military rifles is attached (Annex). 
Any rifle of a pattern earlier than 1875 is of no military value. 

The general rule regarding any new patterns will be that any rifle or other weapon of calibre 
between 6.5 mm. and 8.2 mm., both inclusive, will be considered prima facie to be a military 
weapon. 

4- Automatic rifles designed to fire central-fire cartridges. 
s. Ammunition for the above, including incendiary ·and tracer ammunition. 

(b) Arms capable of Use for both Military and Other Purposes. 

I. Fire-arms designed for non-military purposes that will fire cartridges that can be fired 
from those in Class I. 

2. All other fire-arms not included in Class I·or in Category III.-
3· Ammunition for the above. 

(c) Other Weapons and Munitions of War. 

Bombs, bombing apparatus, bomb sights and compo11ent parts ·thereof. 
Cannon and other ordnance gun-sights and component parts thereof. · 
Carriages and mountings for cannon and other ordnance and component parts thereof. 
Cartridges and charges of all kinds for cannon and other ordnance and compon~nt parts 

thereof. . 
Depth charges and component parts thereof. · 
Military explosives. 
Flame-throwers and component parts thereof. 
Fuses (other than safety fuses) and component parts thereof. 
Grenades and component parts thereof. 
Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns and component parts thereof. 
Mines, land or sea, and component parts thereof. 
Projectiles of all kinds and component parts thereof. 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles and for the discharge of all kinds of 

bombs, poison gas, poison-gas containers, torpedoes and depth charges. 
Torpedoes and component parts thereof. . · 
Torpedo-tubes and other apparatus for discharging torpedoes. 
All kinds of swords other than fancy swords and daggers. 
All kinds of bayonets. . 
All appliances and apparatus for offensive chemical warfare. 

CATEGORY II. 

Weapons designed for Non-Military Purposes firing Ammunition regarded as of no Military Value, 

(a) I. Muzzle-loading fire-arms. 
2. Rilles and shot-guns. 
3· Single-shot or single-barrelled pistolS. 
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4· ~es older than those in Category I, Class (a). 3 (Annex). 
· 5· Rifled weapons with a "break-down" action, i.e. where the rifle is "broken" to load the 

cartridge, as distinguished from a "take-down" action, such as the Winchester, where the rifle 
or gun is ~aken apart for facility of transport. 

6. F1re-arms firing rim-fire ammunition. 
7· Revolvers and automatic pistols not included in Category I. 
8. Ammunition for the above not included in Category I. 

(b) I. Smooth-bore shot-guns. 
2. Humane cattle-killers of all sorts. 

.Annex. 

CATEGORY I, (a). 3· 

Arm 

• 
Rifle. 

Albini-Brrendlin, 'single-load-
er . . . . . . 

Beaumont, single-loader . . 
Beaumont-Vitali, magazine . 
Berdan, single-loader . . . 

Gras, single-loader. . 

Guedes, single-loader. · . . 
J anmann, magazine . . . . 
Krag-Jorgensen, magazine .. 
Krag-Jorgensen, magazine . 
Krag-Jorgensen, magazine . 
Kropatschek, magazine . . 
Kropatschek, magazine . . 
Lebel, magazine. . . . . . 
Lee-Metford, magazine . . . 

Lee-Enfield, magazine . 

Lee-Enfield, magazine, char-
ger-loading . . . . . . . 

Lee-Enfield, magazine, short 
Lee, magazine. . . . . . • 
Lee, magazine, straight-pull 
Mannlicher-Carcano • . • . 
Mannlicher, magazine .•. 
Mannlicher, magazine . . . 

Mannlicher, magazine, 
straight-pull. 

Mannlicher, magazine . . . 

Mauser-Brrendlin, magazine 
Mauser-Koka . . . 
Mauser, single-loader . 
Mauser, magazine, commis-

sion . . • . . . . . . 
Mauser, magazine . . . . 
Mauser, magazine . . . . 
Mauser, magazine . . . 

Mauser, magazine . 
Mauser, magazine . . 
Mauser-Milanovic, 

. single-loader 
Mauser-Verguiero, magazine 
Murata . . . . . . · . . 

Martini-Henry . . . 

Martini-Metford 

Type 
of 

Action 

Block. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Bolt. 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Bolt.' 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Block. 

Bolt. 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Bolt. 
Bolt. 

Block. 

Block. 

Calibre 

Inches I Mm. 

0.433 
0.433 
0.433 
0.42 

0.3I5 
0.40 
0.3I5 
0.30 
0.256 
0.433 
0.3I5 
0.3I5 
0.303 

0.303 

0.303 
0.303 

0.30 
0.256 
0.433 
0.3I5 

0.3I5 
0.256 

0.30I 

fi: 0-433 
0.3II 

·•· 0.3II 
0.276 

0-374 
0.30I 

0.40 
_;~o.256 

0.303 

II 
II 
II 
Io.66 

II 

8 
. IO.I6 

8 
7.62 
6.5 

II 
8 
8 
7·696 

7·696 

7-696 
7·696 

7-62 
6.5 

II 
8 

8 
6.5 

7·645 

II 

II 

7·9 
7·9 
7 

9-5 
f..7.65 

IO.I6 
6.5 

7·696 

Date 
of 

Introduction 

1867 
I87I 
I87I 
I87I 

1878 

I885 
I887 
I889 
1898 
I897 
I878 
I886 
I886 
I888 

I895 

I907 
1902 
1897 
I898 
I89I 
r886 
I895 

Official 
Pattern of 

Belgium. 
Holland. 
Holland. 
Bulgaria. 
Russia. 
France. 
Greece. 
Portugal. 
Norway. 
Denmark. 
U.S. America. 
Norway. 
France. 
Portugal. 
France. 
Great Britain. 
Canada. 
Great Britain 
Canada. 

Great Britain. 
Great Britain. 
U. S. America. 
U. S. America. 
Italy. 
Austria. 
Austria. 
Bulgaria. 
Greece. 

Austria. 
Holland. 
Rumania. 

I889 Belgium. 
About I88z Servia. 

I87I ,Germany. 

I884 
I888 
I898 

[I896 

r887 
I89o 

r88r 
I904 

Prior to 
I893 
r869 

r898 

Germany. 
Germany. 
Germany. 
Spain. 
Mexico. 
Turkey. 
Turkey. 

Servia. 
Portugal. 

Japan. 
Great Britain. 
Egypt. 
Great Britain. 
Egypt. 
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Type Calibre Date Official 
Ann of - of Pattern of 

Action Inches I Mm. Introduction 
0 

Rifle ( contd.). 

Martini-Enfield . . . . . . Block. 0.303 7·696 r895 Great Britain. 
Egypt. 

Nagant, 3-line, magazine . . Bolt. 0.30 7-62 r894 Russia. 
Pattern I9I4, magazine . . Bolt. 0.303 7·696 rgr6 Great Britain. 
Peabody-Martini, single-loader Block. 0.45 II.43 r874 Roumania. 

Servia. 
Turkey. 

Remington, single-loader . Block. 0 0-433 II r867 - China. . 
Denmark. 
Egypt. 
Norway. 

() 

Spain. 
0 Sweden. 

Ross, magazine • . . . . . Bolt. 0.30 7-62 I907 Canada. 
Ross, magazine . . . . . . Bolt. ()-303 7·696 r9ro Canada. 
Schmidt-Rubin, magazine, 

Switzerland. short Bolt. 0.295 7-5 r9oo 
Springfield, single-loader; . Block. 0.45 II.43 r886 U. S. America. 
Springfield, magazine, short. Bolt. 0.30 7-62 I903 U. S. America. 
Springfield, magazine, short. Bolt. 0.30 7-62 I907 U. S. America. 
Vetterli, single-loader . 0 . Bolt. 0.4095 I0.4 I87I Italy. 
Vetterli, magazine. . . . . Bolt. 0.4095 IO . .j. r869 Switzerland. 
Vetterli-Vitali, magazine . • Bolt. 0.4095 I0.4 I87I Italy. 
Werndl. single-loader . . . Block. 0.433 II r868 · Austria. 
Year '30 pattern, magazine . Bolt. o.256 6.5 r9oo Japan. 
Year '38 pattern, magazine . Bolt. o.256 6.5 I907 Japan. 

Carbine. 
Krag-Jorgensen, magazine . Bolt. 0.3I5 8 r889 Denmark. 
Krag-Jorgensen, magazine . Bolt. o.256 6.5 I897 Norway. 
Lebel, magazine . . . . . Bolt. 0.3I5 8 r892 France. 
Lee-Enfield, magazine . 0 0 Bolt. 0.303 7·696 r896 Great Britain. 
Lee-Metford, magazine. 0 . Bolt. 0.303 7·696 .I894 Great Britain. 
Mannlicher, magazine, 

straight-pull Bolt. 0.3I5 8 I895 Austria. 
Martini-Henry . . 0 . . . Block. 0.45. II.43 r878 Great Britain. 

Egypt. 
Martini-Metford . . . . . Block. 0.303 7-696 r89r Great Britain. 

Martini-Enfield . . . . . . . Block. 0.303 7-696 r899 . 
Egypt. 
Great Britain. 

Mauser, magazine . 
Egypt. 

. . . . Bolt. 0.3II 7-9 :i:898 Germany. 
Mauser, magazine • . . . - . Bolt. 0.30I 7-65 r89o Turkey. 
Murata . . . . . . . . . - - - Prior to .... 

r893 Japan. 

NOTE.-The above schedule is as complete as possible from records held. Where the date of 
introduction is shown as prior to r875, the arm in question was still the pattern of some State at 
that period. 
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REPORT PRESENTED TO THE COUNCIL AT ITS JUNE. 1924 . . 
SESSION BY THE PERMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION 

ON THE WORK OF ITS FOURTEENTH SESSION, HELD 

• AT PARIS, MAY 1924 . 

At its ninth session, the Temporary Mixed Commission adopted the following resolution: 

"The Temporary Mixed Commission is of the opinion that the Permanent Advisory 
Commission should be requested to draw up, for the express purpose of organising a 
control of the traffic in arms, a list corresponding to the present state of military know-
ledge: . . 

"(I) Of arms and munitions of war; 
"(2) Of other kinds of arms and their ammunition." 

At a meeting held on March nth, I924, the Council endorsed the above resolution of the 
Temporary Mixed Commission. 

At its ninth session, the Temporary Mixed Commission decided that its First Sub-Com
mission should prepare a draft convention on the traffic in arms and that the draft should be 
sent for examination to the Permanent Advisory Commission. · 

At its eighth session, held in Paris, March 24th-28th, I924, the First Sub-Commission further 
decided that the draft report sent by it to the Plenary Commission, and the Minutes of its pro
ceedings. should be sent, together with the preliminary draft Convention drawn up by it, for 
examination by the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

Finally, the Committee which met at Prague to examine the question of the control of private 
manufacture drew the attention of the Permanent Advisory Commission to the possibility of 
drawing up a list ot munitions and war material, having the double object of controlling the traffic 
as well as of taking steps as regards private manufacture. · 

The Permanent Advisory Commission has therefore examined the three following questions: 

{I) A list corresponding to the present state of military knowledge: of (a) arms 
and munitions of war; and (b) all other kinds of arms and their ammunition; 

(2) The draft Convention on the Control of the International Traffic in Arms, 
prepared by the First Sub-Commission of the Temporary Mixed Commission. (This 
draft has been studied from a technical point of view.) 

(3) The definition of implements of war with reference to national control of private 
manufacture of these implements of war. 

* * * 
I. The Permanent Advisory Commission wishes first of all to point out that the list which 

has been drawn up only includes arms and munitions proper and does not apply to war material 
in general. 

After considering the arms and munitions in relation to their intended or possible use for 
war, the Commission decided to form three distinct categories. 

The Commission decided that a first category should be set apart for arms and munitions 
exclusively designed for war. · 

In view of the developments which have been effected in arms manufactured for commercial 
purposes, and particularly in sporting-rifles, there is little difference between sporting and military 
weapons, and the former have acquired a miFtary value which must be taken into consideration. 
The Commission accordingly considered it advisable to make a second category to include arms 
and ammunition which, without being designed exclusively for war, were nevertheless capable 
of being utilised to some extent for military purposes. 

· Lastly, the arms which are not covered by the two previous categories, either because they 
are not specially designed for war or because they are not capable of being utilised for military 
purposes, have been put into a third category. . 

The classification of arms and munitions proposed by the Commission will be found in an 
·appendix to the present report (Appendix I). 
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The Commission believes that this classification and the enumeration included therein can 
be applied to any convention for the control of the traffic in arms. . . . 

The Commission has thought it desirable to append a note. to .the lis!, .to the ~ffect th_at It 
was considered unnecessary to include therein arms the use of which IS prohibited by mternabonal 
law. 

* * * 
II. The view of the Permanent Advisory Commission is that the amendments which can 

be suggested to the draft Convention framed by the First Sub-Commission of the Temporary 
Mixed Commission fall into three different classes: 

(I) Amendments consequent on the classification of arms in three categories 
adopted by the Permanent Advisory Commission; 

(2) Other amendments of a technical character; 
(3) Amendments of a non-technical character. 

With regard to the first class of amendments, the Commission unanimously adopte&' the 
following resolution: 

"The Permanent Advisory Commission, having divided the arms and ammunition 
specified in Article I of the draft Convention into three categories, draws the attention 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission to the fact that, if the three proposed categories 
are adopted, it will be necessary to revise the articles in the draft which refer to the 
arms and ammunition comprised in the three categories in order to bring them into 
line with the new classification." 

The Commission therefore abstained from discussing the new amendments consequent on 
the adoption of the new classification of arms and munitions; it suggests that the Temporary. 
Mixed Commission should reconsidei its draft in the light of this new classification. A special 
note to that effect has been appended to the articles concerned. 

The Commission has not discussed the third class of amendments, ·as it does not believe 
them to be within its competence. It has, therefore, limited its examination of the draft to those 
amendments which fall within the second class of the three mentioned above, and it has embodied 
the result of its deliberations in the appendix attached (Appendix II). 

The Commission, after examining the British proposal (Appendix IV), considering it to be 
of an essentially political character, transmits it for the consideration of the Council. 

The British delegation, while adhering to the opinion expressed by the Commission on those 
articles which were examined by the Commission as being technical, considers that the draft 
Convention contains other articles which have a technical aspect which cannot be neglected. 
It therefore desires to forward for consideration more detailed amendments, which will be found 
annexed (Appendix III). 

The British delegation desires to emphasise the importance of the proposal contained in 
Appendix IV, suggesting the drawing up of two conventions, to deal, on the one hand, with 
the world trade in arms and, on the other hand, the trade in prohibited areas. If it is found 
that this proposal is inacceptable, the British delegation suggests that the two subjects might 
be dealt with in separate parts of the same Convention. 

The Brazilian delegation presented reservations as regards Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Con
vention (see Appendix V). 

* * * 
III. The Committee of the Temporary Mixed Commission which met at Prague expressed 

the opinion that the list of arms and munitions of war to be drawn up by the Permanent Advisory 
Con!mission, with a view to the control of the traffic in arms, should be the same as the list of 
"munitions and implements of war'', the private manufacture of which is referred to in Article 8 
of the Covenant. · 

The Permanent Advisory Commission regrets that it cannot comply with this request to 
the letter, but it believes that it has complied with the spirit. The Permanent Advisory Com
mission recalls that, in a report submitted to the Council on May 17th, 1922, it defined war material 
as "material exclusively designed for war'' and drew attention to the technical difficulties which 
made it impossible to draw up a complete enumeration. As the same difficulties stand in the way 
of dra\\in~ up a list for the requirements of the national control of the private manufacture of 
war_ material or for any othex: puryose, the Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give 
an mcon1plete and controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up a list which it 
believes to. be con1plete, of all arms. which are or shall be constructed for the purpos~ of land, 
sea or aerial warfare, whatever therr mode of employment by armies, warships, tanks aero
planes, eJ:c: The ~erma~ent Advi?<?ry C~mmission has therefore included in Category I all arms 
and muruhons which nught be utilised either by weapons of war, such as warships or tanks or 
by weapons not necessarily designed for war, such as aeroplar>es. · ' 
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Appendix I. 

LIST OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS PREPARED BY THE 

PERMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION. 

CATEGORY I. 

Arms and Munitions, Assembled or C01nponent Parts, exclusively designed for Land, Sea or Aerial 
· War, whatever their Mode of Employment. 

(a) All arms and ammunition which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the 
armed forces of the different States, including: 

• 
Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same, designed 

for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 =· and 
length of barrel greater than. IO em.; · 

Rifles, muskets, carbines; 
Machine-guns, interrupter gears, mountings for machine-guns; 
Aerial gun-sights; . 
Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles; . 
Flame-throwers; 
Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mount-

ings, recuperators, accessories for mounting and sighting apparatus; · 
Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, bombs, torpedoes, depth charges, etc.; 
Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth charges; 
Projectiles of all kinds; 
A=unition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus; 
Bayonets, swords and lances. 

(b) All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of the 
different States, are no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for 
military purposes to the .exclusion of any other utilisation. 

CATEGORY II. 

Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Component Parts, capable of Use both for Military and 
other Purposes. 

{I) Fire-arms, designed or adapted for non-military purposes, that will fire cartridges that 
can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. · 

(2) All other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 =· or above, not 
included in Category I. 

(3) A=unition for the arms enumerated above. 
(4) _Gunpowder and explosives. 

CATEGORY III. 

Other Arms and Ammunition regarded as having no Military Value. 

All the arms and ammunition, other than those defined in Categories I and II, such as: 

Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 =·· designed for firing from the shoulder; 
Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 =· or less and length of barrel of IO em. 
· or less; 
Smooth-bore shot-guns; 
Double-barrelled shot-guns, of which one barrel is rifled, the other smooth-bore; 
Single-shot pistols; 
Fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition; 
Muzzle-loading fire-arms; 
Life-saving rockets; 
Guns for whaling or other fisheries; 
Signal and saluting guns; 
Humane cattle-killers of all sorts; 
Ammunition for the above. 

Note. -The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by 
international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must be prohibited 
and that no licence can be issued for such traffic. 

• 



Appendix II. 

OBSERVATIONS BY THE Plj:RMANENT ADVISORY COMMISSION ON THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION. 

Preamble. - The Commission did not study the preamble, the drafting of which is referred to 
the Legal Section. . , _ 

Arlide I. - The Permanent Advisory Commission proposes to_ replace the existing text beginning 
at the words "following arms and munitions" by the classification given in Appendix I. 

Article 2. - The Permanent Advisory Commission points out that the text of this article should 
be brought into line with the new classification proposed for Article I if it is adopted. 

(Note: The articles to which the same observation applies have the indication: 
"To be revised".) 0 

Arlide 3·- To be revised. 
The Permanent Advisory Commission is of the opinion that this article should only 

be applied to the arms included in Category I of the new classification. 
Arlide 4· - No remarks were made by the Commission. _ 

Note: The articles to which the same observation applies have the indication: 
"No remarks,.. 

Arlide 5· -To be revised. 
Arlide 6. -To be revised. 
Arlide 7· -No remarks. 
Arlide 8.- To be revised. 
Arlide g. - To be revised. . • 

The Permanent Advisory Commission proposes that the last paragraph should be 
deleted and that the following new article should be inserted in the Convention: 

"The provisions of the present Convention shall not apply to the conveyance 
of arms and ammunition by a Power in the_ interior of the territories under its 
sovereignty or authority for the use of its own military forces." · 

Arlide IO. - No-remarks. 
Arlide II.- The Commission proposes to replace the first paragraph by the following paragraph: 

"Arms and ammunition exported under licence into the prohibited areas 
shall be admitted only at ports, or other places of entry, designated for this purpose 
by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate 
concerned." _ 
The British delegation is of the opinion that the remainder of this article, after 

the first paragraph, is not possible of application in certain territories to which the 
article applies. · 

The French and Spanish delegations are of the contrary opinion. 
The other delegations.refrain from expressing an opinion. 

Arlide I2. -The British delegation is of the opinion that this article is not possible of applica
tion in certain territories to which the article applies. 

The French and Spanish delegations are of the contrary opinion. 
The other delegations refrain from expressing an opinion. 

Arlide I3. -No remarks. 
Arlide 14- - No remarks. 
Articles IS-26. -The changes proposed in these articles will be found in the Annex to 

Document IS (page I49), drawn up by the Naval Sub.Commission and approved by 
the plenary Commission. 

Ariides 27-33. - No remarks. 

Appendix III. 

AliENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION TO THE DRAFT 
CONVENTION. 

Preamble.- Delete the words "danger of the". For '!wider area" read "modified area". 

PART I. 
Arlide I. - Substitute Appendix I. 
Arlide 2.- For "Article 3" read "Articles 3 and 5". Delete la~t sentence: "This prohibition 

# , , in parts". · 
• 
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Ar#cle 3· 

r. Delete paragraph: "The form ... present Convention". 
2. Delete "who shall produce his credentials". 
3· After "produce" add "to the licensing authorities". For "his Government" read 

"the Government which he represents". 
4· For "exporting and acquiring Governments" read "the exporter and the acquiring 

Government". 
s. For "shipment" read "consignment". 
6. Add new paragraph: 

"The exporting country shall send to the centr3.1. international body referred 
to in Article 9 of the present Convention a weekly return of all export licences 
issued. This return shall be made out in the forrn shown in Forrn I of the present 
Convention. [Forrn I, page 147.] 

"The importing country, on receipt of any consignment, whether exported 
under licence or not, shall forward to the central international body a return made 
out in the forrn shown in Forrn II of the present Convention. [Form II, page I47·l" 

Artil;le 4·- Delete and substitute: 
"Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed 

under international conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties 
reserve to themselves the right to detain any consignment of arms and munitions 
in transit through their territory if the transaction is not in order." 

Article 5. -Delete and substitute: 
"(A) Provided that nothing in this article is to be interpreted as overriding 

any rules or regulations adopted by one of the High Contracting Parties in respect 
of the importation or possession of arrns by the individual within the limits of its 
own territories: 

"The export to any destination whatever of fire-arrns and ammunition in 
Categories I and II carried by, or exported to, an individual for his personal defence 
or for use by him for sporting purposes may be allowed. subject to licence which 

-may be issued under the conditions only: 
"that (i) such licence must contain a full description of the fire-arms 

and ammunition to which it relates, the name of the person carrying the fire
arms and ammunition or to whom they are to be exported, the ports or places 
of embarkation and disembarkation; and 

"that (ii) a separate licence shall be required for each separate consign
ment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country, whether. by land, 
water or air. 
"(B) Subject to the provisions of paragraph (A) above, the export to any 

destination of fire-arms and ammunition in Categories I and II intended for non
military purposes may be allowed subject to licence issued under the fQllowing 
conditions: 

"that (i) such licence must contain a full aescription of the fire-arrns 
and ammunition to which it relates, the names of the consignor and consignee, 
the ports or places of embarkation and of disembarkation, the means of trans
port and ultimate destination; 

"that (ii) as in A (ii); 
"that (iii) the exporting country shall send to the central international 

body referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention a weekly return of all 
export licences issued under this head (B). This return should be made out 
in the forrn shown in Forrn I to the present .Convention [Form I, page 147], as 
suitably modified. · 
"If the fire-arrns and ammunition in question are to be exported to a prohibited 

area or zone, the conditions prescribed in Article ro, paragraph 3, must be complied 
with, in addition to those prescribed above. . 

"(C) In the above cases (A) and (B), the authorities of the country of export 
shall satisfy themselves that the arrns and munitions in question are intended 
exclusively for non-military purposes and not for disposal in any way contrary 
to the provisions of this Convention. 

"(D) Arms and ammunition under Category III may be exported without 
'licence to any territory except those specified in Article ro." 

Article 6. -Delete (but see Article ro). 
Article 7·- No change. 
Article 8.- No change. 
Article 9·- Paragraph r. For "ammunition" read "munitions". 

Paragraph 2. Delete, and substitute: 
"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing 

the quantities and country of destination of the arrns and muniti~ns exp'?rted 
under licence. A copy of this report shall be sent to the central mternahonal 
body." 

Paragraph 3· Delete. 
• to 



• 

Add 11ew Article 7 (A). 
· "The provisions of this Convention do not apply to movements of arm~ and 
munitions made by a Power within or between territories placed under its sovere1gnty 
or authority, and for the use of its military forces, including individuals of such 
forces in possession of military weapons supplied by the State or possessed by them 
in pursuance of their calling." 

Add new Arlie/~ 9 (A): 
"It is understood that this Convention must not be interpreted as regulating 

in any way rights and obligations inter se of territories forming part or placed 
under the-direction of the same sovereign State, whether or not these territories are 
individual Members of the League of Nations." 

'PART II. 

Article 10. - Delete, and substitute: 
"I. The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the export without 

licence of the arms and munitions in Categories I, II and III, whether complete or ' 
in parts, to the territorial areas and maritime zone defined in Article IO (A). 

"2. They likewise undertake, each so far as the territory under its jurisdiction 
is concerned, to prohibit the import and transportation without licence of the 
same arms and munitions in Categories I, II and III in the territorial areas and 
maritime zone defined in Article IO (A). 

"3. The High Contracting Parties agree only to grant licences in accordance 
with the following rules: 

"(a) In the case of those parts of the prohibition areas which are under 
the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities 
of the exporting country shall,·before granting an export licence, satisfy them
selves that the arms and munitions for which such licence is requested are 
intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the 
obfeds of this Convention, and that the authorities of the country under whose 
tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit their entry. 

'"(b) In the case of those parts of the prohibition areas which are not 
under the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the 
authorities of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, 
satisfy themselves that the arms and munitions for which such licence is requested 
are intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary 
to the objects of this Convention or any other international engagement that 
may exist, and, further, that the quantity supplied is not greater than that 
necessary for the maintenance of public order or the defence of the territory 
against aggression. 
"4. Licences for the export of·arms and munitions under Category I will be 

granted only under the conditions specified in Articles 2 and 3· 
"5. The issue of licences to import arms and munitions shall be subject to 

such regnlations as the authorities of the importing country may from time to time 
prescribe. 

"6. Consignments of arms and munitions in transit shall be subject to the 
provisions of Article 4· · ' 

"7. Nothing in this article shall affect the conditions under which licences 
may be issued under Article 5·" 

Article 7 (Convention of St. Germain).- Delete, and substitute: 
."Arms and munitions exported under licence into the prohibited areas shall be 

admitted only at ports, or other places of entry, designated for this purpose by 
the authorities of the territory concerned." · · 

Article 8 (Convention of St. Germain). - Delete. 
Articles 9 and 10 (Convention of St. Germain). - No change. 
Artifles II-21 (Convention of St. Germain).- See Annex (page 149). 
Article 26.- No change. 

Article 27.- Delete third paragraph. 
Article 28. - No change. 

PART III. 

Article 29·- No change. 
Article 30.- Delete first paragraph and substitute: 

"The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual 
report on the operations of the present Convention." 

Second paragraph unchanged. 
Article 31.- No change. 
Article 32. - Delete "Russia". 
Article 33. - No change. 
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Form I. 

ARMS TRAFFIC CONVENTION. 

COUNTRY: •...•....••. RETURN OF EXPORT LICENCES ISSUED FOR THE PERIOD FROM .••..•..• TO .••.•• 

Registered Acquiring Port Port Final No. Description of Country d of 
and Date Goods or Embark- Disembark- Destin a- Route Remarks 
of Licence - Government ation . ation tion 

-

0 

• 

Department: ................................... . Signature: .................................. : ......... . 

Date: .................................. .- ......•.•....... 

Form II. 

ARMS TRAFFIC CONVENTION. 

COUNTRY: .................. RETURN OF IMPORTS FOR THE PERIOD FROM ............... TO 

Registered 
No. Country Port of Port of Final and Date of · . Description of Embark- Disembark- Des tina- Route Remarks of Export Export Goods ation ation tion Licence 

(if any) 
-

-

Department ~ ............................. . Signatt~re: ............................................ . 

Date: ........................................... : ...... . 

Appendix IV. 

BRITISH PROPOSAL-THAT TWO SEPARATE CONVENTIONS FOR THE CONTROL 
OF THE TRADE IN ARMS SHOULD BE DRAWN UP INSTEAD OF ONE OF A 
GENERAL NATURE. 

-The British delegation proposes that a recommendation should be made to the Council that, 
instead of a single arms traffic convention of a general nature being prepared, two separate con
ventions should be drawn up: one dealing with the general or world-wide traffic in arms, and the 
other, of more limited scope, dealing with the supply of arms to certain territories such as are 
dealt with in Article 6 of the St. ,Germain Convention. In support of this proposal, the British 
delegation put forward the following remarks: 



"(I) Intemational traffic in anus has been the subject of two conventions in the 
past: . . 

"(a) The Bmssels Act of x8go. - This act dealt with the supply of arms. to 
African natives, though it concemed itself principally with que~~ons of sl~ve traffic, 
and the question of the traffic in arms was, in effect, a subsidiary portion· of the 
Act; . 

1 "(b) . The Sl. Germain Com1ention. - This dealt with arms traffic on a genera 
scale and included provisions for the extension and the amendment of the Brussels 
Act as regards the traffic in arms in Africa and parts of Asia. · 
"(2) The preamble of the St. Germain Convention recognised that an extension 

of the Brussels Act was desirable, but, unfortunately, that extension has never been 
made generally operative owing to the non-ratification of the St. Germain Convention 
by the Powers principally concemed. . 

"(3) However, the matter of the control of the arms traffic in C!lrtain parts of the 
world was considered by certain Powers of such importance that, at a conference of the 
Council of Ambassadors held in Paris in July 1920, it was agreed that Article 6 of the 
St. Germain Convention would be carried out as regards the prohibited areas. pris 
agreement was reached between the French, Italian, Japanese and British representa
tives. 

· "(4) 1'he present position is unsatisfactory in that a limited number only of St_ates 
are parties to a rather informal agreement to carry out a few provisions of an unratified 
convention. . . . 
- "(5) It is considered now by the BritiSh delegation that, as the question of the 

revision of the St. Germain Convention has arisen, opportunity should be taken to remedy 
this unsatisfactory state of affairs so as, with as little delay as possible, to put the control 
of arms traffic in Africa and parts of Asia on a more widely recognised and satisfactory 
basis. 

"(6) In view of the probability of a delay occurring in obtaining general ratifica
tion of an Aims Traffic Convention, such as the .present revised draft of the Treaty 
of St. Germain, it is a matter for consideration whether it will not be simpler and more 
e:~peditious to obtain general agreement to a convention dealing only with those parts 
of the world specified in the Brussels Act, with necessary modifications, than to a world
wide Convention. Though the British delegation has no doubt that the world-wide 
Convention will eventually be ratified through the efforts of the League, it feels that this 
will entail much discussion and considerable delay. On the other hand, since a large 
number of States ratified the Brussels Convention, it may be assumed that they would 
be similarly prepared to ratify a new convention which in effect would only be an exten
sion of that part of the Brussels Convention dealing with arms traffic. · 

"(7) To sum up, the present position is: · 
"(a) It is· still the moral duty of all civilised States to control strictly the 

supply of arms and munitions to native races in Africa and certain parts of Asia, 
which duty can only be efficiently performed by agreement between the principal 
Powers. -

"(b)· This agreement at present does not exist, for the provisions of the 
B~ls Act are abrogat~ as between certain Powers and are no longer generally 
effective. 

"(c) Whereas difficulty has been experienced in the past in obtaining general 
~eement to an arms traffic convention, the same difficulty has not been experienced 
m the case of a smaller convention dealing with native races in Africa: and parts 
of Asia. . 

"(8} In t:he hope therefore_of producing as early·as possible a really efficient instru
ment ~th which t~ enable nations to fulfil their moral duty in connection with arms 
traffic m ~e prohilnt~ ~eas of th~ St. Germain Convention, amended to meet present
day conditions, the Bntish delegation suggests to recommend to the Council that two 
conventions should be prepared. • 

Appendix V. 

RESERVE MADE BY THE BRAZILIAN DELEGATE. 

. 
The Co~ion having decided n~t t? disc~ portions of the d;aft having, in its opinion, 

a purely political c~acter 2;Jld to restnct 1ts opmlOOS to purely technical matters, the Brazilian 
~legate has ~ hiS adhes1on so!ely on the latter consideration. He makes reserves on all un
~ ~_of th_e _draft which _were deemed to. be political, although the latter-mentioned 
articles hav~ •. m hiS 0pm100, a tec~rucal charact~, smce they affect the supplying of the arms 
and ammumtwn to non-man~tunng Sta~es wh1ch ~re necessary for their security and defence. 
~ reserves .refer espectally ~o ArtiCle 2 (whiCh establishes the categories of arms and 

rrmrutllJilS and forbids free exportatwn) and to Article 3 (which requires a system of licences 
Wr exports made on behalf o( a Govemment). · 
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. •The Brazilian delegate considers that the acquisition and transport of arms and munitions 
Imported for ~ Government on the demand of its military and naval staffs is, for the importing 
~tate, a techmcal matter. He would have proposed to modify Article 3 by removing any restric
tiVe character as regards these exports and any appearance of control exercised by a foreign 
Government on the acquisition of arrps and munition found necessary for the needs and security 
and the def~nce of a not;t-producing State, and generally to suppress any measure of inequality 
compared With a producmg State, as regards ability and right to provide for their military and 
naval needs .. 

Such ame?dm€mts would have conformed to the last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant. 
~t;L acceptmg the proposed classification of the three categories of arms and munitions, the 

Brazi~Ian delegate does not agree that the provisions which govern the prohibition of exportation, 
to be Imp~s~d as regards Category II, should or can be of general application, and he considers that 
such provision must take account of regional conditions, military, economic and political . 

• 
ANNEX. 

PROPOSALS OF THE NAVAL SUB-COMMISSION OF THE PERMANENT ADVISORY 
COMMISSION FOR THE DRAFTING OF ARTICLES rs TO 26 OF 

THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

(Note: Numbers appearing in brackets in the texts of the various articles refer to the 
explanatory notes placed alongside the text.) 

Article of the c;_onvention. 

Article rs . 
. SubJect to any contrary provisions in existing special 

· agreements or in future agreements, provided that in all cases 
such agreements otherwise [1] comply with the provisions of 
the present Convention, the Sovereign State or Mandatory 
Power, or other recognised authorities [2] shall carry out the . 
supervision and police measures within territorial waters in the 
prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6. · 

Article r6. 
(r) Within the prohibited areas arid maritime zone defined 

in Article 6, no native vessel of less than 500 tons (net tonnage)[s:J 
shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms or ammuni-
tion. . . 

(2) For this purpose a vessel shall be.presumed to be a 
native vessel: if she presents the appearance of a native b11ild or 
rig, and shall be considered as· a native vessel [4] if she is either 
owned by a native, or fitted out or commanded·by a native, or 
if more than half of the crew are natives of the countries included 
in the prohibited areas specified in Article 6. 

(3) This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, 
. nor to vessels which [6) are engaged exclusively in the coasting 

trade between different ports of the same State, colony, pro• 
tectorate or territory under mandate [6) where warehouses are 
situated. 

(4) No cargoes of arn1s or ammunition shall ~e shipped on 
the vessels specified in the preceding paragraph Without a spe
cial licence from the territorial authority, and all arms or 

Observatiotls of the Naval Sub
Com mission on A Iterations 

pro(Josed in the Tt.1ct. 

1 tnserted to make text 
clearer. 

2 Inserted at request of 
British delegation to provide 
for the case of certain native 
authorities with a view to its 
being considered when the 
final drafting is undertaken. 

a Words inserted to render 
text clearer. 

4 Words inserted to con
form the text to meet prac
tical requirements. The atten
tion of the Legal Section is 
specially drawn to the draft
ing of this paragraph. 

6 The words omitted 
"without going more than 
five miles from the shore" were 
not applicable to tlie normal 
usage of coasting vessels. 

e The suppression of the 
final words "where warehouses 
are situated" is requested by 
the British delegation (see 
Article 7). 
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• .f.rlick of th~ Conv~ntion. 

ammunitions so shipped shall be subject to the provisions of the 
present C.onvention. 

(5) This licence shall contain all. details nec~ary to 
e:.--tablish the nature and quantity of the 1tems of the sh1pment, 
the vessel on which the shipment is to be lo~ded, the _name of 
the ultimate consignee and the ports of loading· and discharge. 
It shall also be specified thereon that the licence has been issued 
in conformity with the regulations of the present convention. _ 

(6) TM provisitJ!ts of this article ['] do fWt apply: · 

(a) to arms or ammunition conveyed on behalf of a 
Government, either under that c;overnment's aut"?"sa
tion r.s:J or accompanied by a duly qualified offiCial; 

(b) to arms or ammunition in the possession of persons 
provided "'ith a licence to carry arms, provided such 
arms are for the personal ·use of the bearer and are 
accurately desClibed on his licence . 

..f.rlick 17. 
To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms or ainmunition 

within the prohibited areas and maritime zone defined [9] in 
Article 6, native vessels of less than 500 tons net tonnage POJ, 

(a) not exclusi"-ely engaged in thl' coasting trade between 
different ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or terri
tory under mandate [U] or (b) fWt engaged in carrying on behatf 
of a Government as permitted by Article rz, paragraph 6 (a) (see 
observation [H], and proceeding to or from any point within 
the said areas and ps] zone, must carry a manifest of their cargo 
or similar dOCllment specifying the quantities and nature of the 
goods on board, their origin and destination. 

This dOCllment shall remain covered by the secrecy to 
which it is entitled by the law of the State to which the vessel 
belongs and must not be examined during the proceedings for 
the verification of the fiag unless the interested party consents 
thereto P'J- The provisions as to tile above-mentioned docu
ment shall not apply to vessels only partially decked having 
a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed in 
fishing within territorial waters. 

Article IS. 
Authority to fiy tile fiag of one of tile High Contracting 

Parties within tile ftrohibitetl areas and maritime zone defined in 

Observations of the NavaL Sub
Commission on AUerations 

~roposed in _the Text. 

7 Words inserted to make 
the text more precise. 

s To except cases of arms 
being despatched to a Govern
ment without that Gevern
ment's authorisation. 

9 Words added in order to 
extend obligation to whole of 
prohibited area.S and maritime . 
?.one specified in Article 6 *. 

1o See Note 8• 

_n As to words omitted, 
see Note 15• 

· u Addition necessary to 
agree with proposed addition 
to Article 16, paragraph 6 (a), 
if the latter is agreed to. 

18 See Note 9• 

u The. British delegation 
proposed the omission of this 
paragraph. This is, however, 
considered to be a modification 
requiring political approval, 
but the Naval Sub-Commis
sion is of opinion that, as 
technical officers, they should 
point out that the retention 
of this clause hampers unduly 
an officer in the execution of 
his duty of detecting thl' 
illicit trade in arms and 
ammunition and makes his 
work very difficult, if not 
impossible. 

• Daring the meetiDg of the Naval Snb-CoiDDlisoion on May 19th, the following reservatio111 were made: 
Admiral j:ea::ean (France) read the following declaration: 

"Tbe following written reserve confirms the verbal reserve on a matter of principle which I made at 
the CODlJlJeDCeD1eD of the first meetiDg of the Naval Sub-Commission. 

"While raising no objection frtm~ a te&hnical point of view to the modification of the text of Article I 3 
of the ConventWn of St. Germain, so as to permit of the stipnlatio111 of this article and, in co111equence, those 
of the following artic1ea being extended to the maritime zones specified in Article 6 of the said Convention 
instead of limiting them to the zone defined in paragraph 3 of the said Article 6, I am of opinion that this 
IDOdificati"" u of a purely political nature aud that in consequence I am not personally qualified nor authorised 
to pr~ tire adopti<m or to frame obUgationl of a political nature. I request that this declaration should 
be attached to the report of the Naval Sub-Commission." 

The repuoeotativ<¥ of Spain, 1 apan. Sweden aud Czecboslovakia. associated themselves in general with the reserve 
made by the French drleg.atioa. • . · " 

Admiral DE 5ov'ZA E SILVA (Brazil) made the following declaration: 

"' join with the French delegation in the reserves which it has made in placing a distinction between 
the practical and the technical aide of the queetioM which have been discussed. While adhering to the deci· 
oioD of the Naval Sub-Commillion not to diacuJa and not to alter articles of a political character I have only 
f9Yen my opinion from a technical point of view, aud I reserve the opinion of my Government ~ regards the 
y..btical lide of the qllt:ltioDa wbmittect I« our oplnlon." 
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Article of the Convention. 

Article 6 shall not be granted to native v~ssels of under soo tons 
net tonnage as defined in Article 12, unless [15] they satisfy all the 
three following conditions: 

(r) The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag 
they claim to fly or a company duly registered under 
the taws of that Power [16] ; 

(2) They must furnish proof that they possess real estate 
in the district of the authority to which their applica
tion is addressed or must supply a solvent security as 
a guarantee for any fines to which they may become 
liable; . 

(3) Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must 
furnish proof that they enjoy a good reputation, and 
especially that they have never been convicted of 

• illicit conveyance of the articles referred to in the 
present Convention. ·· · 

The authorisation must be renewed every ~ear. It shall 
contain the indications necessary to identify the vessel, the 
name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered 
number and signal letters. It shall bear the date on which it 
was granted and the status of the official who granted it. 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel 
followed by the vessel's registration number in the serial port 
numbers must be incised and painted in white on black ground on 
both quarters of each vessel. 

The same marks may be painted in black on the sails. 
The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, 

be incised and painted in a conspicuous position inside the hull 17• 

Article 19. 

Native vessels to which, under the provisions of the last 
paragraph of Article 13, the regulations relating to the manifest 
of the cargo· are not applicable shall receive from the territorial 
or consular authorities, as the case may be, a special licence, 
renewable annually and revocable under the conditions pro
vided for in Article 19. 

This special licence shall show the name of the vessel, her 
description, nationality, port of registry, name of captain, name 
·of owner and the waters in which she is allowed to sail 18• 

Article 20. 

· The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following 
rules ~n the maritime zone specified in Article 6: 

(r) When a warship belong_ing_ to one of the High Contracti"!g 
Parties encounters outside terrltorlal waters a supposed natwe 
vessel of less than 500 tons burden (net tonnage): , , 

(a) flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties; 
(b): flying the flag of a recognised nation; 
(c) flying no flag; 

and the commander of the warship has good reason to believe that 
the supposed native vessel : 

(d) is flying a flag without being entitled to do so; 
(e) is not lawfttlly entitled to fly the flag of any recognised 

nation; 

Observations of the N avat Sub
Commission on Alterations 

proposed in the Text. 

16 To restrict the super
vision to native vessels of 
under 500 tons. 

18 To permit of vessels 
being owned by companies as 
well as individuals. 

17 The amendments made 
in these paragraphs are in 
order to meet practical re
quirements for the purpose of 
more clearly distinguishing 
and identifying craft at sea. 

18 The Naval Sub-Com
mission proposes that this 
article of the Convention 
should be omitted. It con
siders the provisions of the 
article very difficult, if not 
impossible, to carry out in 
practice. 

(Note: Should it be decided 
to retain this article, its inser
tion •after Article 17 is sug
gested.) 
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.4. rlicu of 1M C~mvtnlion 

(f) is iliicitJy com-iyi11g arms or amnumitio11 18 : 

~ -y p11.>e«<i. SHbj<Xl w the c011dilions i"dicated in the Pa!a.graphs 
lid<>uo, w 1-eriiy the nati011alily of tile ~el ~ exam•n•ng. 1M 
t/(>e,.NII awthorisi11g tile flying of the flag, $f th.s document ex.sts, 
bwt no otlfa papas, tmless the interested p_arty consents thereto. 

(2) With this object, a boat commanded by a commis
sioned officer in uniform niay be sent to visit the suspected 
·vessef after she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. 
The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible . -
consideration and moderation~ before leaving the vessel the 
officer shall draw up a prods-verbal in the form and language 
in use in his own country. This prods-vi!rbal shall state the 
facts of the case and shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned 
officer, other than the commanding officer, the above-prescribed 
operations may be carried out by the warrant, petty, or non
mumrissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding officer. 

The captain or master of the ·vessel visited, as well as the 
witnesses, shall be invited to sign the prods-verbal, ·and shall 
have the right t 0 add to it any explanations which they may 
consider expedient. 

(3) /11 tire tAZSeS referred to in paragraphs I (a) and I (b) 
of this article, rmless the righJ to fly the flag can be established, the 
v-essel shall be conducted to the nearest port in the zone where 
there is a competent authority of the Power whose flag has been 
flown and shall be handed over to such authority. 

ShouJd the nearest competent authority representing the 
Power whose flag ·the vessel has flown be at some port at such 
a distance from the point of arrest that the warship would have 
to leave her station or patrol to escort the detained vessel to -
that port. the foregoing regulation need not be carried out. 
In such a case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest port 
where there is a competent authority of one of the High Contract
ing Parties of nationality other than that of the warship, and 
handed over to such authority, and steps shall at once be taken 
to notify the iletention to the competent authority representing 
the Power concerned. 

No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew 
until the arrival of the representative of the Power whose flag 
the vessel was flying or withoilt authority from him. 
_ The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship 
of the nation whose fillg she has flown if the latter consents to 
take charge of her. · · 

(4) The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be 
followed if, after the verification of the flag and in spite of the 
manifest being in order, the commander of the warship continues 
to suspect the nati~C: vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance 
of arms or ancnnnntion .. 

(5) In the cases referred to in paragraph I (c) of this 
Mticle, if it is ascertained, as a result of the visit made on board 
the native vessel, that, whereas it flew no flag, it was also not 
entitled to fly the flag of a ~ecognised State, the native vessel, 
if carrying anns and ammunition, shall be conducted to the 
nearest point in the zone where there is a competent authority 
01' the Power to which the warship which· effected the capture 
bd..-mgtd, and &hall be handed over to such authority. 

The illicit cargo of arms and ammunition shall be destroyed 
and tk veuel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms .and 

Observations o/IM Naval Sub
Commission on AlterationS 

proposed in ths TBxt. 
_18 The Naval Sub-Com

mission has considered it in
dispensable to propose addi
. tions to the presl'nt text of 
Article 16 of the St. Germain 
Convention, in order that the 
commanding officers of war· 
vessels who are employed in 

. can-ying out the provisions of 
this Convention shall ·have 
a certain latitude and thus 
be able to decide what action 
to take in the innumerable 
cases which may arise and 
which in practice invaritbly 
difier in some slight degree 
from one another. 
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Article of tha Convention. · 

ammunition shall be seized by such authority and disposed of 
according to its own laws 20. 

Article 121. 

· The authority befor-e whom the suspected vessel has been 
brought shall institute a full enquiry in accordance with the 
laws of his country in the presence of an officer of the detaining 
warship. 

If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is 
engaged, it is not practicable for an officer of this warship to 
attend this e?UJuiry, an affidavit sworn by t~e com~nding officer 
~~ the warsh~p shall be accepted by the authorJty hol!bng the enquiry 
m place of the verbal evidence of an officer of the warship. . 

If it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally 
flown but that the vessel is entitled to fly the flag of a recognisetl 
State, she shall, if that State is one of the High Contracting Parties; 
be handed over to the nearest authority of that State and in all 
other cases shall be disposed of by agreement between the State 
responsible for her detention and the State whose flag she is entitled 
to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody 
of the authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship 21. 

If it should be established that .the use of the flag by the 
detained vessel was correct, but that the vessel was engaged 
in the illicit conveyance of arms and ammunition, those respon
sible shall be brought before the courts of the State under whose 
flag the vessel sailed. 

The illicit arms and ammunition shall be destroyed and the vessel 
herself and her cargo, other than the said arms and ammunition, 
shall remain in charge of the authority directing the enquiry 22. 

Article 22. 

· The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the 
Central International Office specimen forms of the documents 
mentioned in Articles 12, 13, 14, 15, as well as a detailed list 

· of the licences granted in accordance with the provisions of this 
chapter whenever such licences are granted. 

Article 23. 
. Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally 
established against the captain or owner of a vessel authorised 
to fly the flag of one of the signatory Powers, or holding the 
licence provided for in Article 16, shall entail the immediate 
withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence. 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary 
measures to ensure that their territorial authorities or their 
consuls shall send to the Central International Office certified 
copies of all authorisations grlmted under this Cotwention 22 

to fly their flag as soon as such authorisation shall have been 

Observations of the Naval Sub
Commission on Alterations 

proposed in the Text. 

2o The far greater prac
tical difficulties involved in 
detecting and stopping illicit 
traffic in arms at sea as com
pared with those on land has 
led the Naval Sub-Commis
sion to recommend that such 
illicit cargoes should be des
troyed if detected at sea. It 
is felt · that a definite and 
irreducible penalty as sug
gested will act as a practical 
deterrent of great value to 
those who might otherwise be 
encouraged to carry onlthis 
illicit traffic. . 

(Note: This article takes 
the place of Article 17 of the 
St. Germain Convention, which 
now becomes Article- 22.) 

21 This is fuller than the 
corresponding paragraph iu 
the St. Germain Convention 
and is designed to cover the 
case of a vessel illegally flying 
a flag though having the right 
to fly some other flag. 

22 See Note 20• 

(Note: This article repro
duces Article 17 of the St. 
Germain Convention.) 

22 To restrict the obliga
tions of this artide to cases 
arising tmder this Convention. 
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A. rlick ofll~e Conve~ltion. 

granted, as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisa" 
tion. They also undertake to communicate to the said Office 
copieS of the licences provided for under Article x6 . 

• 4.rlick 24- . 
The commanding officer of a warship who may have detained 

a vessel flying a foreign flag shall in all cases make a report 
thereon· to his Government, stating the grounds on which he 
acted. · 

An e..nract from this report, together 'vith a copy of the 
{lrods-tYTbal drawn up by the officer, warrant officer, petty 
or non-commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, 
shall be sent as sopn as possible to the Central Office and at the 
same time to the Government whose flag the det:Jined vessel 
was flying. · · 

. 
Arlicle 25. 

H the authority entrusted with the enquiry decide5. that 
the detention and diversion of the vessel or the measures imposed 
upon her were irregular, he shall fix the amount of the compensa
tion due.. H the capturing officer or the authorities to whom 
he is subject do not accept the decision or contest the amount 
of the compensation awarded, the dispute shall be submitted 
to a court of arbitration consisting of one arbitrator appointed 
by the Government whose flag the vessel was flying, one 
apJ!Ointed by the Gova:nment of the capturing officer, and an 
umpire chosen by the two arbitrators thus appointed. The 
two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as possible, from among 
the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers of the High Contract
ing Parties.. These appointments must be made with the least 
possible delay, and natives in the pay of the High Contracting 
Parties shall in no case be appointed. Any compensation 
awarded shall be paid to the person concerned within six months 
at most from the date of the award. 

The decision shall be communicated to the Central Office 
and to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

Arlick 26. 

The·Iiigb. Contracting Parties who exercise authority over 
territories within the· prohibited areas and zones specified in 
Article 6 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, the 
measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, 
and in particular for the prosecution and repression of offences 
against the provisions contained therein, and to appoint the 
necessary territorial and consular ofjicers or special representati71es 
competent for this purpose "· 

They shall communicate these measures to the Central 
Office and to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
~ shall inform them of the competent authorities referred 
to in the preceding article. 

. . 
Obseroations of t!ls Naval Sub

Commission OtJ Altsrations 
proposed in ~hs Text. 

(Note: No change from 
that of St. Germain CoBven-. 
tion.) 

(Note: No change from 
that of St. Germain Conven:
tion.j 

" Transferred · from Ar· 
ticle 16 (4) of the St. Germain 
Convention. 



Doc~ment 16. 

REPORT BY M. BRANTING ON THE TRADE IN ARMS· AND 
CONTROL OF THE PRIVATE MANUFACTURE OF ARMS 

AND MUNITIONS 

Approved by the Council, june 14th, 1924. 

The PR)l:SIDENT (M. Branting) read the following report; 
D~ui_ng its fourteenth session held at Paris on May IZth-zoth, I924, the Permanent Advisory 

CommiSSIOn examined certain questions relating to Resolutions IVa and IVb adopted by the 
fowrth Assembly. 

I propose that the Council should consider these questions in turn. 
I.- At its meeting on March nth, I924, the Council adopted the following resolution: 

"The Council, at the suggestion of the Temporary Mixed Commission, requests 
the Permanent Advisory Commission to draw up, for the express purpose of organising 
control of the traffic in arms,_ a list corresponding to the present state of military know
ledge: 

"(I) Of arms and ammunition of war; 
"(z) Of other kinds of arms and ammunition." 

The Permanent Advisory Commission has now drawn _up this list, which appears in the 
report to the Council (Document IS, Appendix I, page I4J). 

The Council will, I am sure, share my appreciation of the very careful and painstaking work 
accomplished by the Permanent Advisory Commission and will desire to express its conviction 
that the results obtained will prove of the utmost value in subsequent investigations regarding 
the control o~ the traffic in arms and munitions. I propose that the Council should forward the 
list drawn up by the Permanent Advisory Commission to the Temporary Mixed Commission 
·which had asked for it, and which has been instructed to prepare a new draft c'?nvention or 
conventions on the traffic in arms, as recommended by Resolution IVa of the Assembly. 

II. - The Temporary Mixed Commission directed its First Sub-Commission to draw up a 
draft Convention on the control of the traffic in arms, and communicated the draft to the Per
manent Advisory Commission for consideration, drawing special attention to a number of technical 
points. 

The Permanent Advisory Commission has examined this draft and has embodied its remarks 
thereon in a report to the Council (Document IS, Appendix II, page I44). 

The Council will, no doubt, decide to transmit the result of the work of the Permanent 
Advisory Commission to the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

III. - At the instance of the Committee appointed by the Temporary Mixed Commission 
to study the control of the private manufacture of arms, the Permanent Advisory Commission 
considered the question of the definition of implements .of war, in connection with the list referred 
to in the Council's resolution. The Permanent Advisory Commission's observations on this 
subject are embodied in its report (Document IS, Appendix I, page I4J). 

The Council will, no doubt, decide to refer this question back to the Temporary Mixed Com
mission. 

IV. - The British delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission submitted a proposal 
urging the desirability of preparing two separate conventions for the control of the traffic in arms, 
one dealing with traffic in general and the other with traffic in the prohibited areas referred to 
in ArticJe)6 of the Convention of St. Germ~n. . 

The Permanent Advisory Commission took the view that this proposal was of an essen_ti~Y 
political nature, and accordingly transmitted it to the Council of the League. In my opn~10n, 
the study of this question comes within the scope of the duties assigned to the Temporary MIXed 
Commission by the terms of Resolution IVa of the fourth Assembly, in which the Temporary 
Mixed Commission is invited to prepare a new convention or conventions to replace that of 
St. Germain. 

I therefore propose that the Council should refer the British delegation's proposal to the 
Temporary Mixed Commission (Document IS, Appendix IV, page I47) .. 

M. de SouzA DANTAS suggested that the Temporary Mixed Commission might ~e ~ked to 
examine the reservations made. by Vice-Admiral de Souza e Silva, the delegate of Brazil, m regard 
to the control which a Government might exercise over the acquisition of arms by the Govern

' ment of another country which did not manufacture arms and munitions. It was evident that 
a State which did not manufacture arms could never be placed under the control of another 
State which did manufacture them. 

The PRESIDENT said that the observations of the delegate of Brazil would be inserted in the 
Minutes and communicated to the Temporary Mixed Commission. 

The report submitted by the Preside11t was adopted. 



Document I 7. 

NOTE BY THE LEGAL SECTION OF THE SECRETARIAT ON THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION CONCERNING THE TRADE IN ARMS 
AND MUNITIONS DRAWN UP BY THE FIRST SUB
COMMISSION OF. THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION 
(JUNE 16th, 1924).-

" 

The task entrusted to.the Legal Section of the Secretariat by the First Sub-Commission of 
the Temporary Mi'!:ed Commission is connected with the draft Convention (Document l2) on the 
Trade in Arms which ~-as drawn up by that Sub-Commission during its session in Paris .in March 
X924- , -

· The Sub-Commission had requested that the Legal Section should examine the drafting 
of the Convention as a whole and also the substance of certain provisions which had been specially 
referred to it. - · 

The provisions in question are. as follows: 

(x) The Preamble to the Convention; 
(2) Article 3; 
(3) Article 27; 
(4) Article 28; 
(5) Article 29-

In the notes which follow, the Legal Section has taken the different parts of the Convention 
in qUestion in the order in which they stand, ao; it felt that the task entrusted to it would be 
most satisfactorily accomplished in this way. _ 

At its fourteenth session, the Permanent Advisory Commission proposed (Document xs) 
certain modifications in the text drawn up by the First Sub-Commission. As it was this text 
on which the Legal Section had been asked to report, the latter thought best to confine its efforts, 
speaking generally, to examining and considering the wording of the First Sub-Commission's 
draft. The Legal Section, nevertheless, has taken into account the proposal of the Permanent 
Advisory Commission so far as, in matters of detail, they are compatible with the substance .of 
.the text submitted for its consideration. For the same rea.Sons, the Legal Section had not gone 
into the technical provisions drawn up by the Permanent Advisory Commission (Articles I and 
H to 25), in pursuance of the request which had been made to that body by the Temporary Mixed 
Commission.. There are, in addition, certain special points which were referred to the Legal 
Section by the Permanent Advisory Commission. As the consideration of these points was 
asked for by a different authority, it will be dealt with in a separate report (Docu~ent x8). , 

The Legal Section draws attention to the desirability of establishing a completely uniform 
terminology in the use of the expressions "arms", "munitions", "ammunition", and so on, in 
the French text as well as in the English, in all the articles of the Convention. () 

The Preamble to the Convention'. 

The Legal Section ventures to submit the following observations: 

{a) It would perhaps be better to combine the two paragraphs of the Prea~ble in order 
to emphasise the connection existing between the ideas which they respectively express. 

(b). Some drafting alterations appear t6 be called for in the fourth paragraph . 
. This paragraph is based on the English text which was proposed by Colonel Lowe, and 

which reads as follows: · 

"Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms 
and ammunition, UJith the object of securing the fullest possible pubUcity in regard. to such 
trade, thereby drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation, in peace-time, of" 
stocks of munitions." , 

1 It is perbaJlll deairable, and will make ftJr greater clearness, to divide the draft Convention into chaplcl'll 
tiodl ~ a title, u wu dFJile in the Convention of Germain, These titles might be decided on when the text 
h:d '-n f!iv.., iU linal fLmn. Jt thU. "'"""" i1 UJilovctl, Articles 26 to 3' might be grouped under the title "General 
~ ..... 
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· The idea embodied in this paragraph might perhaps be most correctly expressed (in the 
French text) by the following words: . 

"Considerant qu'il est necessaire d'exercer une surveillance generale sur le com
merc.e des armes et des munitions, a fin d' etablir relativement a ce commerce une publicite 
auss~ complete que possible et d'attirer ainsi !'attention sur le danger de !'accumulation 
en temps de paix de stocks d'armes et de munitions." . 

The following text, submitted to the Legal Section, appeared to express the intention of the 
English words less clearly: . . 

• 

"Considerant qu'il e5t necessaire d' e'xercer une surveillance generale sur le com
merce des armes et des munitions, dans le but d' assurer ace commerce la plus large publicite 
possible et d'attirer ainsi !'attention sur le danger de !'accumulation en temps de paix 
des stocks de munitions." · 

If the proposed modification is adopte_d, the Preamble would be worded as follows: 

"Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was signed by the High Contracting 
Parties the(ein mentioned;· 

"Whereas certain of them were not able to ratify such Convention; 
"Whereas for this and for other reasons it is desirable to amend such Convention; 
"Whereas it is nece~sary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms 

and ammunition, with the object of securing the fullest possible publicity in regard to 
such trade, thereby drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation, in peace-time, 
of stocks of munitions; 

"Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform procedure for the supervision over 
the trade in fire-arms and ammunition which are capable of both warlike and other 
uses; 

"Whereas. the existing Treaties and Conventions, and particularly the Brussels 
Act of July 2nd, I8go, regulating the traffic in arms and ammunition in certain regions, 

· no longer meet present conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable 
to a wider area in Africa and the establishment of a corresponding regime in certain 
territories in Asia; · 

"Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries 
is necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Governments, 

· both as regards the importation of arms and ammunition into these countries and the 
export of such arms and ammunition from their own territory; 

"Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

(Here wiU foUow the names of the Plenipotentiaries of the new High Contracting Parties.) 

"Who, having communicated their full powers found in good and due form, 
"Have agreed as follows." 

Article 2. 

The Legal Section considers that it would be better not to speak in this article of "munitions 
of war in Category I" but of "munitions in Category I". ·As will be seen, Category I, which is 
given in Article I, only includes arms and munitions of war.· Any possible misunderstandings 
as to the interpretation would be avoided. by adopting the proposed wording. 

Article 3· 
As regards the form of this article, the Legal Section would propose to rearrange the sequence 

of some of the matters dealt with in order to arrive at a more logical grouping of the various 
parts. With this object in view, paragraph 2 of Article 4 has been embodied in Article 3· The 
second paragraph of No. I of Article 3 has been given a special number - 4· In No.2 the 
expression "who shalt produce his credentials" appears redundant. The requirement to produce 
a written order issued by the acquiring Government appears to ensure that there will be sufficient 
evidence that the agent in question is furnished with the necessary powers. It would appear 
to be more logical to call the present No.4: No.6. No.5 would retain its presen~ number. 

After what has been said in the (new) No. 4, it would appear better to substitute the word 
"licence" for "autorisation'· in the ( new) Nos. 5 and 6 (in the French text). 

Paragraph 2 of Article 4 would appear to come more logically at the end of Article 3 as · 
No.7· 

As regards the substance of the article, the amendment proposed by Viscount Cecil 
(Document II ·-- note on Article 3) raised the question .of the relation between the issue of an 
export licence for arms and the possibility of a violation of neutrality on the part of the State 
issuing the licence. . 

This question is dealt with in a special memorandum annexed to this report. 
If Article 3 were modified as suggested above, it would read as follows: 

"Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, ~~e High Contracting P_art1es 
. reserve the right to grant, in respect of arms and mumbons of war whose u~e. IS n?t · 
prohibited by international law, licences for the export of arn_1s and ~~mtions m 
Category l; but such licences are only to be granted on the followmg conditions: 



"(I) 

"(2) 

"(3) 

"(sl 

"(6) 

"(7) 

Article 4-

- rsS-

No li~nce is to be granted except for direct supply to a Government recognised 
as such by the Government of the exporting territory. · . 
The Government acquiring the consignment must act through a duly accre-
dited representative. · 
Such representative must produce a written authority from his Government 
for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state that 
the consignment is required for the use of that Government and not for 
transfer. 
The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, 
resemble that given as an. annex to the present Convention. 
A separate licence Shall be required for each separate shipment which crosses 
the frontier of the exporting country, whether by land, water or air. 
Each licence must contain a full description of the arms and munitions of 
war to which it relates and the names of the exporting and acquiring Govern-
ments, ports of embarkation and disembarkation, means of transport, route 
and destination. · · 
A copy of the licence shall be sent by the exporting State to the central inter
national body referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention before 'the 
goods pass the frontier of the exporting country; a second copy shall be sent 
to the same international body by the importing country, if one of the High 
Contracting Parties, within a month of the receipt of the consignment, 
mention being made of the heading under which the imported goods will 
appear in its import statistics. • · 

The expression "to supervise and prohibit the transit" appears to involve a contradiction• 
since the prohibition of transit is incompatible _with its supervision. The following wording 
might, therefore, be adopted (second part. of the first paragraph of this article): 

"To prohibit transit of the arms and munitions (of war) in Category I, which are 
not accompanied by a licence whtch complies with conditions laid down in Article 3, 
and to e.."tercise for this purpose such supervision as may be necessary." 

It appears desirable to draw attention to Article 5, paragraph 3, of the Statute on Freedom 
of Transit, which lays down that: 

"Nothing in this Statute Shall affect the measures which one of the Contracting 
States may feel called upon to take in pursuance of general international Conventions 
to which it is a party, or which may be concluded hereafter, particularly Conventions 
concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations, relating to the transit, export 
or import of ~cular kinds of articles, such as opium or other dangerous drugs, arms, 
or the produce of fisheries, or in pursuance of general conventions intended to prevent 
any infringement of the. rights of industrial, literary or artistic property, or relating to 
false marks, false indications of origin, or other methods of unfair competition." 

The two provisions, however, are not directed to precisely the same object. Article 5 of 
the Statute on the Freedom of Transit lays down that nothing in this Statute shall affect the 
measures which one of the Contracting States may feel called upon to take in pursuance of the 
Convention on the Trade in Arms. On the other hand, Article 4 of the Convention on the Trade 
in Arms lays down that the Convention shall not prejudice any obligations to which the Contract
ing Parties may have subscribed under the Statute on Freedom of Transit. The two provisions 
overlap, but do not appear to be incompatible with each other. 

A further reference will be made to Article 4 when we come to consider Article 28 in the 
form proposed for it below. 

Article 4, amended in the manner suggested above, would read as follows: 

"Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under 
international Conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties undertake 
to take such steps as they reasonably can to prohibit the transit of the arms and munitions 
in Category I which are not accompanied by a licence which complies with the conditions 
laid down in Article 3· • . 

Article 5· 

It would appear preferable, in the fourth line (French text), to say "susceptibles de servir 
en mi:me temps a Ia guerre qu'a d'autres buts," instead of "susceptibles de servir a Ia guerre et 
a d' antres buts.-

After the reference to Articles 2 and 3 at the end of the article,· a reference might be added 
tr~ Article 4· The latter provio;ion should, it appears, apply also to arms of the second category 
which are capable of being included in the first category. 

If Article 5 were thus amended, it would read as follows: 

"Fire-arms and ammunition in Category II may, if the exporting country so desires, 
be exported without licence, except to the prohibited areas and zones mentioned in 
Article xo. _Provided, nevertheless, that in the case of fire-arms and ammunition adapted 
1-Ntb to warhke and alo;o to other purposes the High Contracting Parties hereby undertake 
tf~ determine from the size, destination and other circumstances of each shipment for 
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what uses it is intended and to decide in each case whether such shipment falls properly 
under Category II or whether it ought to be considered to belong to Category I, and in 
the latter case they undertake that it shall become subject to Articles 2, 3 and 4· • 

The second paragraph of this article expressly lays down that the licences referred to in the 
article may only be issued by the authorities of the exporting countries. Is there not some 
danger in such an explicit stipulation on the ground that it might lead, on the principle. of 
a contrario, to the conclusion that in all other cases, where no similar rule is laid down, the licence 
may be issued by some other agency than that of the authorities of the exporting country ? 
A .method of avoiding this ambiguity would be to omit this provision, which serves no purpose; 
the first sentence of the second paragraph would then read as follows: 

"Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties 
reserve the right to grant export licences. The competent authorities must satisfy 
themselves in advance, before issuing these licences," etc. 

Article.6 as thus amended would read as follows: . . 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake, in addition, to prohibit the export both 
of (fire) arms and ammunition in Category I, and also of fire-arms and ammunition 
in Category II, whether complete or in parts, to the areas and zone(s) specified in 
Article 10. 

"Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties 
reserve the right to grant export licences. The competent authorities must satisfy 
themselves in advance, before issuing these licences, that the arms or ammunition for 
which an export licence i~ requested are not intended for export to any destination or 
for disposal in any way contrary to the provisions of this Convention." . . 

Article 7· 
As regards the substance of Article 7, the Legal Section cannot refrain from pointing out, 

incidentally, that this article has a certain retrospective force; such a provision, although not 
inadmissible from a legal point of view, appears likely to complicate the measures which have 
to be taken by the signatory States if they are to perform their part in the application of the 
Convention. It might be necessary, in order to give effect to these measures, to pass domestic 
legislation which would, at any rate in fact, infringe in a certain measure the principle by which 
laws cannot be applied retrospectively; and this is a principle which has been accepted by the 
legislative systems of most countries, in particular as regards the execution of contracts. 

It would perhaps be better to legislate only in regard to transactions taking place after the 
coming into force of the Convention, and accordingly to omit Article 7; if not, it should, at any 
rate, be laid do.,..'Il that the provisions of the Convention should only be applicable to shipments 
despatched in execution of contracts concluded within a fixed period prior to the coming into 
force of the Convention, e. g., during the preceding year. 

Article 8. 
The expression "the tutelage of any Power" has a rather limited sense and would be applic

able only to mandated territories. It would perhaps be wise to be content with the expression 
"placed under the authority of any Power". This expression would cover mandated territories 
(under Article 120 of the Treaty of Versailles) and would extend to all other categories of inter
national tutelage. 

The wording proposed for Article 8 is therefore as follows: 
"The· High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export licences, covering 

either Category I or Category II, for delivery to any country which, having been placed 
under the authority of any Power, may endeavour to obtain from any other Power 
any of the arms or munitions in Category I or of the fire-arms or munitions in 
Category II." 

Article 9· 
It would appear desirable to replace the word "organe" ("body" in English text) by 

"organisme". Article 9 would then·read as follows: 
"A Central International Body shall be established by the Council of the League 

of Nations for the purpose of collecting and preserving documents of all kinds exchanged 
by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and distribution of the 
arms and ammunition in Category I and Category II, specified in the present Convention, 
as well as the text of all laws, orders and regulations made for the carrying out of the 
present Convention. . . -

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing the 
export licences which it may have granted in respect of arms and ammunition in Cate
gory I or Category II, together with the quantities and destination of the arms and 
mtmitions to which the export licences refer. A copy of this report shall be sent to the 
Central International Body. · 

"As the provisions of the present Convention do not apply to movements of arms 
and munitions made by a Power within territories placed under its sovereignty or 
authority and for the use of its own military forces, movements of this nature will not 
be included in this report. " 
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1':\rngr..\}llt 3 has been slightly amended to give effect to ~e suggestion made by the Penua
n<'nt Advisory Commission (Document IS, Appendix II, Article g, page I44). 

The Legal Section did not,. however, feel able to adopt the text proposed by the Permanent 
.-\dvirorv Commission as it stood: 

- "The provisions of the present Convention shall not apply to the conveyance of 
arms and ammunition by a Power in the interior of the territories under its sovereignty 
or authority for the use of its own military forces." 

Article Q, it must be remembered, deals with questions·of an administrative nature, and it 
would therefore be illogical (and might also lead to differences of interpretation) to ~se~ in it, 
e:..-:cept by way of allusion, the principle to which the Permanent Advisory CommlSSlon had 
drawn attention; for this principle is of a general character and affects the whole scope of the 
Convention. 

Article xo. 
This article has been referred to the Council. 

Articles II tv 25. 

These articles have been referred to the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS •. 
Article 26. 

. As regards these general provisions, which are in a large measure concerned with protocol 
questions, the Legal Section desires to propose a slight recasting of the texts of the draft in the 
light of the experience recently gained in connection with clj.fferent international Conventions, 
such as the Convention and Statute on the International Regime of Railways of December gth, 
1923, the International Convention for the Simplification of Customs Formalities of November 
JilL 1923, and other important treaties. · · · . 

The protocolary portions of the draft Convention have been carefully revised with the aid 
of the experience thus gained. The same course has been adopted in regard to the provisions 
dealing with the compatibility of this treaty with the international obligations already subscribed 
to by the Contracting Parties. · 

As has already been suggested, Article 26 might come under the title "General Provisions", 
which would include Articles 26 to 35. · · ·_ · · 

The text of Article 26, as given below, is the same as that of Article 26 of the Sub-Commis
sion's draft (except that the word "organe" (French text) i~ replaced by the word "organisme" 
(French text)). . . . 

On the other hand, it did not seem desirable to insert, in the first paragraph, the addition 
proposed by the Permanent Advisory Commission (Document IS, Annex, Article 26, page I 54): 

"And to appoint the necessary territorial consular officers or special representatives 
competent for this purpose." · 

· As this addition is directed to a special point, it cannot logically be included among the 
"General Provisions"; it would appear to be more suitably placed in the part of the Convention 
with which it is in fact connected. 

. :'Article 26. -The High Contracting Parties which exercise authority over territories 
Within the prohibited areas and zones specified in Article IO agree to take, so far as 
each may be concerned, the measures required for the enforcement of the present Con
vention, and in particular for the prosecution and repression of offences against the 
provisions contained therein. 

"They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Body and 
shall inform it of the competent authorities referred to in the. preceding article. Such 
of ~m as are Members of the League of Nations shall at the same time transmit this 
information to the Secretary-General of the League." 

Article 27. 

. ~ draft article raises the question' of partial or conditional adherence. In this connection 
obJections of a legal nature have been brought to the notice of the Legal Section. 

It should be pointed ont, in the first place, that as at present worded, paragraph 3 of Article 27 
would a~ to imply that partial or conditional participation in the Convention is solely possible 
<m e<mditJ<m of adherence; whereas the Sub-Commission may have intended that this possibility 
!>hould bt; open to States participating in any form whatever; whether by virtue of adherence 
or of a sJgUature followed by ratification. · · :nw ~ or conditional participation m a Convention is legally possible in principle cannot 
be d~puted; rt ts a principle which has been recognised both in international law and international 
practu:e. However, in order to avoid uncertainty and confusion, it is important that a Convention 
sb<mld c~Jy indicate how far States which only desire to conclude such Conventions partially 
may VdliiCipate i~ them and, if they may do so, the conditions governing such participation. 
. If t~u: treaty m question is not clear on this point, it may give rise to misunderstandings, as 
~<; yery righ!ly poinred out in the report on the draft Convention. This possibility would be averted 
~ were stipulated that the restrictions a<; to participation must be notified to the other signatory 

'ts.:5 and~~ the partially adhering State should only become a party to the treaty on condition 
that n? Clb)f:f;tll'";-'1 bad ariJ;CJJ before the lapse of a certain fixed period. In other cases, stricter 
c;mdit~~" ~re laui 'l?wn· and partial or e<mditional adherence cannot become effective unless 
t II: (It,..,.. ~>tgnatory States expressly accept it. 
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By adopting these precautions the other difficulty to which the report refers would be avoided, 
namely, the absence of a competent authority to determine to what extent the finality of the treaty 
would be affected by partial or conditional participation. This authority would be constituted 
by the States which were already parties to the Convention, and any one of them could, by 
objecting, veto the limited participation proposed. . 

The Legal ~7ction is not competent to decide whether it would be possible to enumerate 
the actu~l _Prc;IVlsiOns o~ ~he Conyention for which restrictions could be allowed, nor can it lay 
down a. pnort the cond1bons wh1ch could be accepted. 

If 1t were not regarded as possible, the following text might be adopted: 
."Any High Contracting Party may, with the consent of the other High Contracting 

Partles, adhere partially or conditionally to the present Convention, provided that it 
does. ~ot thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision of the trade in arms and 
mumtlons. 

"Nevertheless, the Convention shall only apply to Powers availing themselves of 
the option provided in the previous paragraph if, within the period of one year from the 
notification by the French Government of the deposit of their ratification (or adherence), 

• no opposition to such ratification (or adherence) has been raised by any of the Con
tracting Parties." 

This text is a combination of Article 27 (3) of the Sub-Commission's draft and Article 32 of 
the Geneva Convention of July 6th, 190fi, for the Amelioration of the Condition of the Sick and 
Wounded of Armies in the Field. 

Article 28. · · · . 
"All the provisions of former general international Conventions· relating to the 

matters dealt with in the present Convention shall be considered as abrogated in so far 
as they are binding between the Powers which are Parties to the present Convention. 
The .Conventions referred to above include the whole of the provisions of the Convention 
of St. Germain-en-Laye of September roth, 1919, on the control of the trade in arms 
and ammunition. 

"The present Convention does not in any way affect the rights and obligations 
. arising out of the provisions either of the Convention of the League of Nations or of 
the Treaty of Peace signed at Versailles on June 28th, 1919, or out of the provisions 
of the other corresponding treaties, in so far as they concern the Powers which have 
signed or which .benefit by such treaties." 

{This new article would be substituted for Article 29 of the Sub-Commission's draft. The 
first paragraph is a reproduction of Article 25 of the Convention of St. Germain. The second is 
based on Article 2 of the Convention on the International Regime of Railways, the Convention 
on the Regime of Ports and the Barcelona Convention on Freedom of Transit.) 

* * * 
As regards the difficulties referred to in the Report of the First Sub-Commission (Document 

II, Article 29, page 131), it should be pointed out that the new Article 28 provides for the abro
gation of the Conventions relating to the trade in arms, while, on the other hand, by Article 4, 
the Conventions on transit are left intact. As Article 28 refers to treaties on the trade in arms and 
Article 4 to treaties on transit, there is no reason to fear that the abrogation provided for in 
the former will affect the Conventions referred to in the latter. As we have seen, Article 4lays 
down that the Con tracting Parties intend to observe the Conventions on transit. 

Lastly, as we have also seen, the new text of Article 28 explicitly·states that the Convention 
of St. Germain on the Trade in Arms shall be regarded as abrogated.· 

Article 29. 
"The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published the annual report 

on the trade in arms and munitions and the licences issued by the different Govern
ments. 

"This report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations." 
·(This text is to replace Article 30 of the Sub-Commission's draft.) 
The amendment to this article consists in the omission of the words "of war". The retention 

of these words is calculated to restrict the scope of the provision, which appears to refer both 
to arms coming under Category II, for which a licence is required, and also to arms coming under 
Category I. · 

The words "and the situation of the trade in arms" might also be omitted, as they apparently 
duplicate the first part of the first paragraph. 

Article 30. 
"The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be 

authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day's date and shall be open for 
signature by the Powers until .................................... (date). 

"Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall 
at once !lOtify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 
· "The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the 

French Government." 
(This text, which replaces Article 31 of the Sub-C~mmission's draft, is based on Articles 3 

and 4 of the Convention of the International Regime of Railways.) 
u 



Arli.:k 31. - . 
"The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accessiOn 

to the present Convention of the other States, whether Members of the League or not. On 
and after ..................•..........•... (date) the present Convention may be acceded to by 
any Power. Accession .shall be effeo~ed by an inst~ment communica~ed to t~e Fren.ch 
Government, which shall at once notify such depos1t to all Powers which are s1gnatones 
of or accede to the Convention. 

. "The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French 
Government." · 

(This te.'\.'t is a combination of Article 5 of the Convention on the International Regime of 
Railways and Article 27 (r) of the Sub-Commission's draft.) . . . 

jURISDICTION IN CASE OF DISPUTES. 

Arlicle 32. 
As the Sub-Commission points out in itsrepox:t. the ratification of the Convention by States 

which are not Members of the League of Nations might give rise to certain difficulties as regards 
the acceptance of the jurisdiction of the Permanent Court of International Justice. 

These difficulties cannot, however, be very serious. Article 35 of the ·statute of the Court 
ofjusticelays down that the Court shall be open not only to the Members of the League of Nations 
but also to States mentioned in the Annex of the Covenant (such as the United States), even 
if they are not Members of the League. Other States are also allowed to appeal to the Court. 
under the conditions laid down by the Council.· These conditions, which do not imply any 
inequality between the parties before the Court, are stated in the resolution adopted by the 
Council on May uth, 1922. This resolution provides that the State making the application 
must previously have deposited with the Registrar of the Court a declaration by which it accepts 
the jurisdiction of the Court, in accordance with the Covenant of the League of Nations, and 
undertakes to carry out in full good faith the decision or decisions of the Court and not to resort 
to war against the State complying therewith. The resolution adds that ·such declaration may 
be either particular or general. A particular declaration is one accepting the jurisdiction of 
the Court in respect only of a particular dispute or disputes which have already arisen." 

. According to this resolution, therefore, a State which is not a Member of the League of Nations 
and which is not mentioned in the Annex to the Covenant is not bound to make any declaration 
accepting the Court's jurisdiction, except in respect of the dispute which has already arisen. 
Xo general declaration is reqniled. 

It seems, therefore, that the States concerned cannot raise any objection to the article if 
it stipulates that a dispute shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice 
or alternatively to a court of arbitration. A State will always be free, if it so desires, to take 
the case before a court of arbitration. 

At the san1e time, in order to eliminate as far as possible any obstacles which might make it 
difficult for certain States to ratify, it might be better to adopt a text clearly exprE'SSing the free
dom of choice between judicial procedure before the Court of International Justice and any other 
arbitral procedme. The following wording would fulfil this requirement: 

"Disputes between the Parties relating to the interpretation or application of this 
Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by direct negotiations, be referred for decision 
to the Permanent: Court of International Justice. In case either or both of the Parties 
to such a dispute should. not be Parties to the Protocol of Signatme of the Permanent 

. Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties, 
either to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration." 

The text is based on the precedent of Article IS of the Convention on the' Circulation of 
Obscene Publications (Geneva, September I2th, 1923). · 

Article 33-
The Legal Section proposes the following text, which meets all the points required: 

-ne present Convention will not come into force until it has been ratified· by 
twelve Powers, among which shall be the following: Belgium, the. United States of 
America, France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan and Russia. · 

-ne date of its coming into force shall be the . . . . . . . • day after the receipt by 
the French Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter, the present Convention 
will take effect in the case of each Party •.. • . . . • days after the receipt of its ratifica
tion or accession." 

(This article is based on Article 6 of the Convention on the International Regime of Rail-
ways.) · 

I 

Article 34· 
The Legal Section proposes the following text: 

. -ne present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the e~pira
t~m m ten years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party. Denun

. cta!irm shall be eff~ by notification in writing addressed to the French Government, 
wh1ch shall forthWith transmit copies of such notification to the other Parties, informing 
them m the date on which it was received. · · · . · · 



' 

• 

"A denunciation shall take effect two years after the date on which the notification 
thereof was received by the French Government and shall operate only in respect of 
the notifying State." · 

(This text is a combination of Article 8 of the Convention on the International Regime of 
Railways and Article 33 {I) of the Sub-Commission's draft.) · . 

Article 35, 

.. 

"The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of five 
years, the present Convention shall, in the light of the experience then gained, be subject 
to revision upon the request of a third of the. said High Contracting Parties." 

Annex . 

MEMORANDUM BY THE LEGAL SECTION OF THE' SECRETARIAT ON THE QUESTION OF THE 
SUPPLY OF ARMS AND MUNITIONS BY NEUTRAL COUNTRIES TO BELLIGERENTS. 

Article 3· 
Viscount CECIL proposed the following amendment: 

''It is hereby declared that nothing in this article shall affect the rule of inter
national law permitting the sale of munitions of war by the subject of a non-belligerent 
State to the Government ot a belligerent without breach of the neutrality of the non
belligerent State, and the grant of a licence under this article for such a sale shall not 
be deemed to be a breach of neutrality." 

The effect of this amendment is to allow the High Contracting Parties the right of granting 
licences without committing a breach of neutrality. · 

The legal difficulties raised by this amendment have been referred to the Legal Section. 
The questions which that Section has to settle were expressed in the following terms: 

"I. Would the grant of a licence for export of arms to a belligerent be a breach 
of neutrality by the granting Power ? · 

"2. If the answer to the first question is in the affirmative, would this result be 
best prevented: 

" (i) By a declaration in the Convention that such a breach of neutrility was 
not to occur ? or 

"(ii) By a suspension of the operation of the Convention during war ?" 

The following general principles are recognised by international law: 

{I) It is contrary to the obligations of a neutral State to supply munitions or 
material of war of any kind either directly or indirectly to a belligerent Power on any 
terms whatsoever. 

(2) Further, a neutral Power is not bound to prevent the export or transit of arms 
or munitions destined for any of the belligerents, nor does it bear any responsibility 
for the sale of arms or munitions by its nationals to belligerents. 

This last rule, which is based on the practice adopted by Governments and laid down in 
the international Hague Conventions, was confirmed by the declarations of the Governments 
during the late war. It leaves neutral States full freedom to allow their nationals to trade in 
arms and munitions. 

If the system establishedby the Convention on the traffic in arms is consistent with these 
principles, they will still hold good and no special provision for that purpose ic; necessary. 

It cannot be categorically laid down, however, that the system prescribed in the Convention 
will not narrow the scope of the_rule that neutral States bear no responsibility for the trade in 
arms and munitions carried on by .their nationals. It is impossible to foresee what influence the 
new principles embodied in the Treaty will bring to bear on present standards of international 
law. It can only be said that the Convention will introduce certain modifications in the system 
regulating the international traffic in arms and munitions. The above rule as to neutrality is 
based on the argument that a neutral Government is not called upon to interfere in the commercial 
activities of its subjects and bears no responsibility in this respect. But could a belligerent State 
in a future war, if it desired to prevent the exportation of arms or munitions from a neutral 
·country, contend that a neutral Government can no longer entirely ignore these exports, since 
the new system introduces the principle of Government licences into international law and involves 
action on the part of officials duly authorised for that specific purpose ? 

If arms and munitions cannot be exported without an internationally recognised licence 
issued by a Government authority, will not the neutral Government be more exposed to protests 
and to pressure from belligerents ? 

It is obviously impossible at present to answer these questions and any attempt to do so 
would only lead to hypothetical and premature conclusions. It is possible, however, without 
going so far as this, to realise, even at this juncture, that the application of the Convention 



may im"Olw, as regards the present issue, certain modifications in the application of the recogn!sed 
rights and obli.,aations of neutrals. - . . . . . . 

Even now, indeed, modern authors sometimes question the absolute n~dity ?f the pnnciple 
that neutral States bear no responsibility for the commercial activities of their subjects as regar?s 
the e.'-port of arms and munitions. Indeed, certain authorities on internat!o~~ law, while 
rero,"lli.sing the e.xistence of this rule, point out that opinion as to the respo~sibility ?f n~utral 
States "ith regard to the traffic in arms and munitions may undergo a certam evolution m the 
future. . 

These two sets of considerations lead to the following conclusion, which at t~e same .time 
constitutes a reply to the first question put by the Sub-Commission. Al~ough, as mterna??nal 
Jaw stands at present, the freedom of subjects of a neutral State to trade m arms and m~twns 
does not constitute a breach of neutrality on the part of that State, it is by no ineans certam that 
the issue of e.'-port licences under an international Convention- (which necessarily implies ~ less 
passive attitude on the part of the neutral State) would not, in case of war, cause the attitude 
of the neutral State to be challenged. · . 

\Ye should now turn to the e."amination of the second question, as the first cannot be categon-
cally answered in the negative. - c: 

It "ill be seen from what has been said' that the introduction into the present Convention 
of a detiaration to the effect that the issue of an export licence cannot be considered as a ~reach 
of neutrality would not in itself suffice to safeguard the position of the neutral State; certam con
ditions would also have to be fulfilled. In order to do so, it would be necessary, in the first place, 
for all States which are likely to participate in a war to adopt and ratify a clause to this e~~ct. 
A provision of this kind would not be certain of providing for all contingencies at the cntlcal 
moment unless it had previously been accepted by all parties who could possibly be belligerents. 

A State which is anxious to safeguard its rights as a neutral in the future plight thus find 
it difficult to adhere to the Convention before being sure that this rule had been accepted by all 
the other States, and consequently the ratification or adherence of States might move in a vicious 
circle. · . 

Moreover, it is surely a somewhat casual method of treating the question of neutrality to 
settle it by inserting a clause in a Convention dealing with a different subject, such as the Conven
tion on the Trade in Arms. Generally speaking, the rules governing the rights and obligations 
of neutrals, in so far as they have been codified, are embodied in _ad hoc Conventions specially 
intended to regulate this question. The scope of the present Convention, however, is entirely 
different, and it is surely somewhat irrelevant to include in it, as a side issue, a rule regarding 
the rights and obligations of neutrals. There is, of course, no theoretical objection to such a course, 
as widely different subjects may be brought together under one and the same Convention; in 
practice, however, the desirability of preserving distinctions and keeping each Convention within 
its proper sphere will inevitably be realised. -

Moreover, although under international law neutral States are free to allow the export of 
arms and munitions to belligerents, such States may completely prohibit these exports to any 
belligerent country. The amendment makes no mention of this right, and consequently States, 
'\\'hen invited to bind themselves, might well feel that its authority would be weakened. -

In view of the legal and practical difficulties described above, the most expedient method 
of settling the question of the violation of neutrality under the system prescribed in the draft 
Convention would appear to be to suspend, in time of war, the provisions of the Convention with 
regard to belligerents. The effect of this suspension on the position of neutrals would be that, 
when a war broke out and the signatory States were notified of the state of war, their juridical 
position towards belligerents would revert to what it is at present; that is to say, they would be 
in the same position as before the Convention came into force. 

For this purpose it might be laid down that the application of Articles 2, 3 and 4 would, in 
the event of war, be suspended as regards the export of arms and munitions from, or their transit 
across, the territory of any of the High Contracting Parties to any of the belligerent countries. 

If a clause of this kind were admitted in principle, certain details would still require special 
settlement. Would it be necessary, for instance, to suspend the application of other articles of 
the Convention besides those referred to above? Would a distinction have to be drawn between 
the outbreak of wars which do and those which do not constitute a breach of the Covenant ? 
Or, again, between wars in which the belligerents are contracting States and wars in general ? 

·The answer to these last questions would appear to be in the negative. . 
There is obviously a vital difference, from the point of view of the League of Nations and its 

llembers, between an outbreak of war which does not constitute a breach of the Covenant of the 
l.tague and one which does constitute such a breach. A war of the latter kind would, ·according 
to Article 16 of the Covenant, lead to the severance of all trade and financial relations between 
the llembers of the League of Nations and the Party which resorts to war in disregard of its 
engagements under the Covenant, and this in itself would lead to the cessation of any trade in 
arms. These rules, however, would apply independently of the provisions of the Convention on 
the Trade in Arms, and there is, therefore, no necessity to draw a distinction in that Convention 
~ween thtse types of wars. If the Convention provided for the suspension of the system of 
IJre~~res, the likelihood of the neutrality of States being challenged would be reduced to a minimum 
and the engagements undertaken by the Members of the League of Nations would remain unaffected. 
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NOTE'BY THE LEGAL SECTION OF THE SECRETARIAT ON THE 
POINTS REFERRED TO IT BY THE PERMANENT ADVISORY 

•COMMISSION, DURING ITS FOURTEENTH SESSION, CON
CERNING TH.E DRAFT CONVENTION ON THE TRADE IN 
ARMS AND MUNITIONS (JUNE 16th, 1924). 

The Permanent Advisory Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, at its fourteenth 
session, referred to the Legal Section certain. points connected with the International Conventio·n 
on the Trade in Arms and Munitions, which is intended to replace the Treaty of St. Germain on 
the same subject, dated September IOth, rgrg. · 

The points at issue arise out of the following passages which were dra!¥Il up by the Advisory 
Commission with a view to their insertion in Article rs; Article r6 (2); Article 20 (5). last para-
graph. · 

These provisions are discussed by the Legal Section in the order in which they occur in the 
following pages. · · 

I. Article IS. 

The text·of this article, as drawn up by_the Per~anent Advisory Commission, reads as 
follows: 

"Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements or in future 
agreements, provided that in all cases such agreements .otherwise comply with the pro
visions of the present Convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power, or other 
recognised authorities, shall carry out the supervision and police measures within the 
territorial waters in the prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6." 

It appears that the authors of this passage only adopted the text of the second part ("the 
sovereign State", etc.) on the understanding that it should, in any case, be examined from the 
legal point of view. · · · 

The Legal Section. desires to make the following statement regarding the present wording 
of the second part: . . 

A convention only binds the States which are parties thereto; it does not impose any direct 
obligation on the internal authorities appointed by those States. Such authorities are only bound 
to act by virtue of domestic legislation passed with a view to the execution of the obligations assumed 
by the State in virtue of the treaty. It is still less possible to impose such obligations on authori
ties (such as native authorities) which do not owe allegiance to any of the States, unless these autho
rities, possessing the required status in international law, have themselves participated in the 
Convention or have been duly represented by one of the Contracting Parties. 

The Permanent Advisory Commission's text does not appear fully to satisfy this requirement, 
and the Legal Section therefore ventures to propose the following text for the second part of 
Article 15: . . 

"00 00. The sovereign State or Power entrusted with a mandate from the League of 
Nations shall carry out supervision and police measures within territorial waters in the 
prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6 ;_if necessary, they shall for this purpose 
give such instructions as may be required to the native or other authorities whic~ are 
subordinate. to them." 

II. Article r6 (2). 

This provision reads as follows: 

"For this purpose the vessel shall be presumed to be a native vessel: if she presents 
the appearance of a native build or rig, and shall be considered as a native vessel: if sht> 
is either owned by a native or fitted out or commanded by a native, or if more than 
half of the crew are natives· of the countries ·included in the prohibited areas specifil,d 
in Article 6." 
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The Permanent Advisory Commission suggests certain prima-facie grounds for assuming 
a '~~to be native, and adds that tlris passage is included in order that the text may correspond 
\\ith what is the actual practice in the matter. The passage appears to be introduced witl1. an 
eye to Article :to (I), which states that a warship may proceed to yerify t~e nationality of the 
supposed native vessel, etc. · . · · 
· If this js the reason for inserting the suggested passage in Aiticle I6, it would appear prefer

able to place it in Article 20. In that case, Article 16 would still include the legal factors required 
to determine the nationality and character of the vessel, and the practical grounds suggested by 
the Permanent Advisory Commission for presuming a vessel to be native would form the last 
~agraph of- Article 20 (I). It might· be drafted as follow§: · · . 

"Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig shall be presumed 
to be a native vessel." · 

The Legal Section iS not competent to.give an opinlon on the determinative value of the factorS 
on which the assumption is based; that is a question which depends upon local conditions and 
naval experience. · · · · 

. 0 -

III. Arlicle 20, paragraph 5 (and Article 2I) •. 

Article 20 {5) reads as follo·ws: 

"The illicit cargo of arms and ammunition shall be destroyed and the vessel and all 
cargo carried in addition to the arms and ammunition shall be seized by such authority 
and disposed of according to. its own laW!?.": · 

In the draft proposed by the Permanent Advisory Commission the duty of inflicting penalties 
upon persons responsible for vessels engaged in the illicit traffic in arms and munitions is left, 
as in the Convention of St. Germain, in the hands or the courts of the nation concerned; the 
uessel itself and its cargo, however, remains at the ~sposal of the captor or the authority directing 
the enquiry. . 

The Permanent Advisory Commission further desires illicit cargoes to be destroyed. The 
text as it stands might be taken to mean that this penalty will be imposed without any legal 
sentence or regulation. If this is so, it would be better to prescribe in the Convention certain legal 
guarantees with regard to the destruction of illicit cargoes. This would be in conformity with the 
principles followed in all civilised countries and thus might make it easier for them to accept 
the Conv-ention. · . · · · . . 

The same observation applies to the :iast paragraph of Article 2I, the wording of which Is 
the same. · 

The text of Article 20 might J>e drafted as follows: 

"The vessel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms and munitions shall be 
seized by such au~~ty and disposed of acco_r~g to its own laws; similarly, the 
destruction_ of the illiCit cargo of arms and murutions may be ordered." ·. 

The following text is suggested. for Article 2I: 

. "Tne vessel herseH and her cargo shall remain in charge of the authority directing 
the enquiry. The illicit cargo of arms and munitions may be destroyed in accordance 
with the laws and regulations drawn up for that purpose." · 

It should be pointed out that the majority of States adhering to the Convention will have 
to draw up ad 1wc laws and regulations for its application- unless, of course, they already possess 
such. Prize Court law could not be applied automatically in this matter. · 



Document I g. 

TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE REDUCTION 
OF ARMAMENTS. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE NINTH SESSION 
. OF THE FIRST SUB-COMMISSION, 

Geneva, july 7th and 8th, 1924. 

FIRST MEETING . 

.Held on Monday, July 7th, 1924, at II a.m. 

I. Adoption of the Report. 

• Visco~t CECIL tho~ght it unnecessary to read the report (Document II, page 128). He 
Wished; however, to suggest a small textual amendment to the following sentence:- . ·. . 

"The Sub-Commission considered it essential. that its draft should be based on 
. a division into two categories of the arms over which control was to be exercised." 

(Page 129.) 

. The Permanent Advisory Coininission had· decided up~n the same division into. three cate
gories. It might, in these circumstances, be best in this passage to replace the word "essential" 
by the word "desirable" so as to avoid appearing to prejudge the question . 

. . The CHAIRMAN thanked the Rapporteurs and asked the Commission fO adopt the report 
with the modifications proposed by Viscount Cecil. · · . . . . -

The 1'eporl_ wa~ adopted. 

2. Article 3(a) proposed by the Rapporteurs. 

"The High Contracting Parties also reserve the right to .grant export .licences 
covering parts of arms and munitions of war in Category I, but such licences shall only 

. be granted for direct export to an actual manufacturer in another country, who requires 
such parts in order to manufacture them into arms and munitions-of war. The High 
Contracting Parties, whether of the exporting or of the importing country, hereby agree 
that they will take all proper precautions to see that such parts are sent direct to their 
destination and not elsewhere.. The form of such licence shall, so far as practicable; 
resemble. that given as an annex to the present Convention." 

. Major. HILLS. reminded the Sub-Commission that the Rapporteurs had been instructed to 
draw up an article so worded· as to enable manufacturers of arms to import from another country 
parts of arms and munitions which they did. not themselves manufacture. Their enquiry -into 
this question had led to three conclusions: (I) The permit system was indispensable in trans
actions of this kind; (2) since the articles in question were not exported in the same way as other 
articles - namely, were not consigned to Governments - the exporting and importing Govern
ments must exercise strict control in order to assure themselves that the consignments were 
delivered to the actual consignee and not to third parties; (3) the general form of permit to be 
granted for these exports should, as far as possible, be .similar to that of permits for exports of 
arms. He hoped that the wording of the article complied with these requirements. 

Colonel CARNEGIE pointed out that the question was connected with the list contained in 
Article I, which dealt with the export of detached parts. He proposed that the words "for the 
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~,xdusiv~ us~u should be addoo, in order to prevent the expression "detached parts" being 
gh"eel too '"'aoaue a meaning. , 

Yiscount CEcu observed that the list contained in Article I had been completely changed by 
the Permanent Advisory Commission. He accordingly thought it would be best, as the Rap-
porteurs had proposed, to discuss the question after Article 3· . · 

The CHAIR.'\IAN pointed out that the Coroniission was still discussing the new article proposed 
bv the Rapporteurs. The present meeting of the Sub-Commis5ion had only been called to approve 
tiie report and consider the proposals which tht> Rapporteurs had been asked to make for that 
meeting. He asked the Sub-C~mmission to confine the discussion to the article in question. 

:M. joua.\ux did not grasp the point of the new article, unless it was intended to make a 
distinction between the e..'q>Ort of detached parts and the e..'!:port of arms. · 

Yiscount CECIL reminded the Sub-Commission that under the draft Convention consignments 
could oiuv be a'j>Orted to Governments themselves and that special regulations would have 
to be~ to deal '1\-ith the e..'q>Ort of detached parts, as it was very easy to export parts separately 
and assemble the complete arms in countries other than the country of origin. 

The CH..\IR.'IAN read the minutes of the eighth meeting of the First. Sub-Coriunission's eig£,th 
session held at Paris (Document 7, page 102), which contained the exact terms of reference 
of the Rapporteurs. He asked whether members desired to offer any observations on the 
actual text proposed. 

3- Examination of the Form of Licence proposed by the Rapporteurs. 

The Ca.\IRMAN suggested that the form of licence proposed by the Rapporteurs should be 
examined. . . 

:Major Hiu.s pointed out that the Sub-Commission had instructed the Rapporteurs, in pre
paring this form, to take into account Article 3 and the amendments proposed by M. Jouhaux. 
All ll. Jouhaux's suggestions had been incorporated in this form, except those referred to in 
Article 4, paragraphs (a) and (b), of his amendment, which proposed that the names and addresses 
of manufacturers and vendors should be published. ~e Rapporteurs considered such informa- · 
tion useless, as the Convention would not apply to the transactions in question until the arms 
had left the country of manufacture. 

The form of licence contained all details, descriptions, -weights, etc. 
It had been drafted on very general lines to enable the different countries to adapt it to their 

individual licences. 
Y.. JoUHAux did not think they were justified in omitting the information he suggested 

simply on the ground that it was too complicated; the point was whether it· was important or 
not. Contrary to paragraph 5 of his amendment, the proposed form of licence did not appear 
to be required for each separate shipment. 

MaJor Hn.Ls, in reply to this objection, pointed out that in any case Article 3, paragraph 5, 
of the C~nvention provided for a separate licence for each shipment, and it was not thought 
necessary to repeat this on the licence itself. 

The CHATRVA:ll said that it was clear that the particulars required in the licence could only 
apply in the case of separate consignments. He asked the Rapporteurs to reply toM. Jouhaux's 
first objection. 

]fajor Hiu.s replied that he was afraid M. Jouhaux's suggestion would merely have the 
effect of confusing the two questions ot the traffic in arms and the manufacture of arms. The 
draft Convention on the Traffic in Arms had nothing to do with the manufacture of arms, for 
which a separate convention would be required. Moreover, both questions raised so many 
difficulties that it would be better to avoid combining them. · 

M. DuP!rn:z added that the task of the Temporary Mixed Commission was to prepare a 
Convention which could be accepted by all States, whether Members of the League of Nations 
or not, and more particularly by the United States of America, If they insisted on publishing 
the names of manufacturers and vendors, they would certainly meet with fundamental objec
tions on the part of the United States Government. That Government, in point of fact, was 
only authorised to act in matters of international trade; the American home trade was dealt 
with by the individual States. of the Union. The United States Government had stated that 
it could not, even in a licence, exact any information regarding home transactions. 

lL Jot:HAUX adhered to his proposal, as he still thought that the mere publication of the 
names of manufacturers and vendors could not possibly be contrary to the laws of any .State. 

The CHAIJni.A:s asked the Sub-Commission to take a decision on M. Jouhaux's proposal 
that the names of manufacturers and vendors should be shown on the licence. · 

The result of the vote was as follo.vs: 

ForM. Jouhaux's proposal 
Against • . . . . . . . . 

2 
8 

The Suh-Cummiuiqn adopted Article 3 (a) and the form of licence. 

'fll~,~e were at1ded ttl the text of the draft Convention. 
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' TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION' FOR THE REDUCTION 
OF ARMAMENTS. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE . TENTH SESSION, 

Geneva, July 7th-12th, 1924. 

FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Monday, July 7th, I924, at 4 p.m. 

r. Letter and Statement of the Representative of the United States of America. 

The SECRETARY read the following letter: 

"My dear Sir Eric Drummond 
Berne, June 25th, 1924. 

"I beg to refer to Mr. Grew's letter of February 2nd, I924, stating that, in response 
to a communication from the Acting President of the Council of the League of Nations 
inviting the Government of the United St.ates to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed 
Commission in the preparation of a new Convention for the regulation of the traffic in 
arms, to supersede the Convention of St. Germain, he had been instructed by his Govern
ment to attend the meetings of the Commission in question in order that he might be 
fully advised with regard to the proposals made and particularly to receive information 
respecting the draft Convention which was to be considered by the Commission. 

"I now take pll:asure in informing you that I have been instructed by my Govern
ment to attend the meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission which open at Geneva 
on July 7th next in the same capacity as that of my predecessor. · · 

(Signed) Hugh GIBSON." 

The CHAIRMAN welcomed the members wh9 were replacing those who were absent. He also 
welcomed Mr. Gibson, to whom he expressed the satisfaction felt by the Commission in having 
him as a colleague, and collaborator. 

Mr. GIBSON thanked the Chairman for his wclcome and made the following declaration: 

"As I informed the Secretary-General in a letter dated June 25th, I have been 
instructed by my Government to co-operate with this Commission in the preparation of 
a new Convention for the regulation of the traffic in arms and munitions, to supersede the 
Convention of St. Germain, and my attendance here is in the same capacity as that of 
Mr. Grew at the last meeting of the Commission at Geneva and the more recent meeting 
of the First Sub-Commission at Paris. Inasmuch as Mr. Grew clearly set forth the atti
tude of my Government with regard to the questions under consideration both at Geneva 
and at Paris it would not appear necessary for me to make any further statement of a 
general char~cter. If requested, however, as the variou~ phases of the mat~~r arise for 
discussion, I shall be glad, as far as I am able, to clanfy further the pos1t1on of my 
Government. 
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nMv Government desires to co-operate effectively in any effort suitable to control 
the traffic m arms and munitions. It is prepared to give appropriate consideration to 
anv Proposals which may be made and would welcome any draft Convention whti:h it 
coiild submit to Con.,aress with good prospect of ratification. It is apparent, therefore, 
that its t~ction would necessarily depend upon the character of the Convention it may 
e\-entuallv be asked to ratify. In conclusion, I should like to express sincere appreciation 
of the friendly spirit which has been shown .ip. the meeting of the Commission and the 
evident willin.,anes5 to understand our problem. • · · 

. . 

The Cli..\IR."\1..-\.'< proposed to adopt the items of the provisionai agenda in the order established 
bv the Secretariat. This would mean that the-Commission would take first the discussion on the 
tiaffic in arms. 

TiltJ Commission agreed. 

2. Discussion of the Draft Convention submitted by the First Sub-Comniisslon. 
- 0 

The CR.\IR."\1..-\N said that the Commission had before it a number of documents in regard . 
• to the draft Convention. ~e proposed not to take up the examination of th~ report bu~ to examine 

the draft Convention article by article (Document IZ.. page 133). · ·· · . · - · . · · 
This propOsal was adopted. 

. . 
The CHAIRMA..~ observed that the draft Convention was accompanied by four classes of amend

ments proposed: (I) by the Legal Section of the Secretariat; (2) by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission; (3) by the Legal Section of the Secretariat arising out of the observations of the 
Permanent Advisory Commission; and (4) by the British delegation of the Permanent Advisory 
Commission. The Secretariat had prepared a memorandum giving the draft article by article. 
and the amendments proposed as contained in these four classes of a~endment'. 

M.. DUPRIEZ ~ested that it might be better to deal first with a previous question, namely, 
whether it was ad'lrisable, in accordance with the suggestions contained in th.e memorandum of 
the British delegation, to establish two distinct ·conventions. · 

The CHAIRMA..'i replied that it was difficult to decide on this point before knowing what would 
be put into the Convention. · . · 

The British delegation on the Permanent Advisory Commission did not agree with him as 
to the procedure to be adopted. Clearly any member of the Commission might introduce new 
amendments and the draft submitted by the Rapporteurs would continue to serve as a· basis for 
discussion. · · · • 

3- Preamble. - Paragraphs 1, 2 and 3 . . 
"Whereas the Convention of St. ·Germain was signed by the High ·Contracting · 

Parties therein mentioned; · · 
"Whereas certain of them were not able to ratify such Convention;· 
"Whereas for this and for other reasons it is desirable to amend such Convention. • 

llajor HILLS said he would prefer not to make any discrimination between the Powers which 
had ratified and the other Powers. He proposed to say that, as the Convention had not c;:ome into 
~· ~ distinction_ made in the preamble might offend susceptibilities, a possibility which it 
was desirable to avouL · 

lL UBRCN asked !or what reasOn a change was proposed. The paragraph laid down a material 
fact which had been noted on several occasions and which was a point of departure for the work 
of the Commission. He would not, however, insist on maintaining the text. 

lL DUPJUEZ, in order to remove any suspicion that criticism was intende4, proposed to sup
press the first two paragraphs and to replace them by the text suggested by Major Hills. . 

lL Bo:sJs--Lo:sGARE proposed to make a single paragraph of the first three paragraphs. The 
words_ "for other Jeasons", being an allusion which was not specifically defined, appeared to him 
to be ill-advised. The text should read: "As the Convention which has been signed by the High 
Contracting Parties here enumerated has not entered into. force ..... " followed immediately by 
paragraph 4· 

lL Oul>EGEEST observed that this implied a criticism of the previous work done by the 
C..r.JVemments. He proposed an amendment with the object of avotding this criticism. 

1 'l'b'- test '- c:ompi<:U:d by the ·final text of the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission 
at ita July meetm, and become. Duuruent u of the prCflellt volume. · · . · · 
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:·The CHAIRMAN asked the Commission to decide first as to the proposal of M. Bonin-Long are . 
.J'he proposal of M. Bonin-Longare was adopted. · · 

4. Preamble. - Paragraph 4. 

. "Where.a~ it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the trade in arms 
and ammunition with the object of securing the fullest possible publicity in regard to 
such trade, thereby drawing attention to the danger of the accumulation in peace-time 
of stocks of munitions." · · • 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA said he would like to know the precise meaning of the words "danger . 
of the accumulation in peace-time of stocks of munitions". He asked when this accumulation began. 

Admiral Aubrey S~ITH proposed to replace· paragraph 4 by the following text: 

"in view of the .fact that the trade in arms and munitions between nations is of 
• interest to ·all nations and that publicity should be given to the trade, and in view of 

the fact that it is necessary to institute in certain parts of the world special supervision 
over the trade and possession of arms and munitions ..... " 

The object of the Convention was not to establish a general supervision over the trade in 
arms or to draw attention to the danger of an accumulation of stocks, as in the interior of countries 
no supervision was exercised and any amount of munitions might be accumulated . 

. M. SCHANZER preferred the text submitted by the Rapporteurs to thai of Admiral Aubrey 
Smith, which was less comprehensive. This text, moreover, would have to be modified in the 
event of the Commission deciding to establish two Conventions. He drew attention to the amende 
ment of the Jurists, which seemed to him to be well-advised. He would like to complete the last 
sentence with the following words: "and implements of war", and to substitute for the words 
"arms and munitions" "munitions and implements of war" in the second line of the paragraph. 
, Colonel REQUIN observed thai:, if it was desired to retain the reference to stocks of munitions, 
it was necessary to give a more precise definition. ·The requirements of modern war were such 
that no State could maintain the stocks of munitions to carry on a war and, in fact, no country 
endeavoured to increase its stocks beyond the indispensable minimum necessary for its security. 
The interests of a State at the moment lay not so much in increasing its stocks of munitions as in 
~eveloping its future industrial mobilisation. This Was equivalent to stating that the weaker the 
Industrial capacity of a country to produce munitions of war, th~ more considerable must be 
the stock of munitions which it would maintain in times of peace. It was difficult, therefore, to 
admit a priori that the mere existence of a stock of munitions, if no more precise definition of it 
were given, should be necessarily dangerous, provided that a lack of this stock in the case of States 
who could not produce munitions of war rapidly or in great quantities might, on the contrary, 
be a danger for their national security. · 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA strongly supported the arguments of Colonel Requin. He further 
observed that a striking inequality would be created by establishing control over countries which 
were obliged to accumulate stocks if this control did not exist in the great producing countries. 
Moreover, it was difficult to tell at what moment the accumulation of stocks became a public 
danger. 

Marquis DE. VITI proposed that the sentence should end with the words "in regard to such 
trade". 

M. VILLEGAS supported this proposal. 
M. OUDEGEEST ·asked that the. discussion shoUld be adjourned until the text proposed by 

Admiral Aubrey Smith was ·published. 

The proposal to adjourn the discussion was put to the vote and refected. 
Admiral Aubrey SMITH withdrew his amendment. 
The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the Marquis de Viti de Marco. He proposed 

that paragraph 4 should end with the words "in regard to such trade". 
M. JouHAUX said that he had not yet understood the reasons given for this suppression. It 

was necessary to say what the countries in possession of stocks would be called upon to do with 
them. Steps had already been taken under the Treaties of Peace for the disposal pure and simple 
of certain stocks. A convention on the traffic in arms which permitted the accumulation of stocks 
would have an object exactly contrary to that which the Commission was seeking to achieve. 

M: BRANTING observed that the last sentence did not cover the question raised by M. J ouhaux. 
This question was not dealt with in the. Preamble. He accepted the proposed omission. 

For the suppression fhere voted 16; against the suppression there voted 5· 

s. Adoption of the Text of the Legal Section. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that the text of the Legal Section was a more exact translation 
of the original English text and that it WO\ild be preferable to adopt it. 
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T/N COMwiss~ ~Jilopltd ~~~ ~ ~1.11•~ Legal Section~ the following t~~ms: "~hereas ~t is 
nece:...~ to e.'\:ercise a general supervlSlon over the trade m arms and mun1t1ons With the oyJect 
of ~uring the greatest possible publicity in regard to such trade. • 

6. Preamble. - Paragraph 5. 

"Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform procedure for the supervision over 
the trade in fire-arms and ammunition which are capable ·of both ,warlike and other 

I • . . 

Major HILLS· proposed that the words "institute a uniform procedure" should be replaced 
by the words "e.'i:ercise supervision", since the procedure established by each Government' would 
be difierent. . 

ll. ~"'ZER observed that paragraphs 4 and 5 would in this case be identical, as in the 
present text paragraph 4 embodied the principle of supervision, while paragraph 5 described 
the manner of its exercise. · 0 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA observed that in reality the draft Convention did not establish · 
a uniform procedure and that the Convention only dealt with external traffic. · 

M. LEBRuN thought that only the general principles governing the whole question should 
be put in a preamble. Paragraph 4. which governed arms and munitions in a general way, 
accordingly covered paragraph 5, which he proposed be suppressed. 

M.. ScllA..>iZER supported this proposal. . 
Tie CommissW#, by 18 vo~ to 3, decided to s"ppress paragraph 5· 

7· Preamble. - Paragraph 6. 

"Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels Act 
of July 2nd, Ill9o, regulating the traffic in arms and ammunition in certain regions, 
no longer meet present conditions, which require more elaborate provisions applicable 
to a wider area in Africa and the establishment of a corresponding regime in certain 
territories in Asia. .. 

lL jA.'iCOVICI asked for an explanation of this paragraph. He desired particularly to know 
what was the leading idea or, according to M.- Lebrun, the guiding principle which had regulated 
prohibition in certain districts. 

The CBAIRJIA_>i replied that considerable changes had taken place smce the Brussels Act and 
that corresponding changes had been made in the draft. 

lL jAXCOVICI insisted that the Preambl~ should state why a special regime was established 
in certain districts. . 

lL DuP1uEz explained that this paragraph was drawn from the Convention of St. Germain. 
The text did not embody any new principle. It was limited to expressing the fact that, owing 
to tecbnical changes, the methods of control upon the high seas did not con:espond any longer 
with the provisions of the Brussels Act. . · . 

lL jA.'i:COVICI insisted that an explanation should be inserted in the text. Otherwise, he 
pr-oposed that the whole paragraph should be suppressed. 

lL Jot:HAux supported the argument of M. Jancovici. He drew attention also to a contra~ 
diction which would arise from the retention of this paragraph. · If the Convention stated that 
there were steps to be taken in certain districts as regarded the accumulation of stocks, it would 
be illogical to suppress any mention of this danger of accumulation of stocks in the Preamble. 

lL Dt."PRIEZ asked whether the proposal of M. Jouhaux and M. Jancovici bad for its object 
the suwession of the special regime. · . · 

ll. jA..,.COVICI replied in the negative. He wished, however, to know the reasons for this 
special regime. · 

J!le CHAIRliAs suggested that the discussion should be postponed until. Article 10 was 
exarmned. He put to the vote the proposal of M. Jancovici for the suppression of the entire 
paragraph. . 

The Commission, by 18 votes to 5, decided not to suppress the paragraph. 

IS, Prote.t by the Persian Representative. 

Priore AkPA-ED-DOWLEH said he would be obliged to protest, on behalf of Persia, in the 
event t.A the la'lt !leJIU.'"Ilce, which wa.o; directed vaguely towardo; certain territories of Asia, being 
r~...d- ' 
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. Major HILLS proposed to suppress the end of the paragraph in order to give satisfaction to 
Prm~ Arfa-ed-Dowleh. 

The CHAIRMAN put this amendment to the vote, which was adopted by IS votes to s. 

g. Preamble.- Paragraph 7. 

Paragraph 7 was adopted without discussion. 

IO. Article 1. 

"This Convention applies to the following arms and munitions." 

· . The CHAIRMAN thought that the Commission should first discuss the. question whether it 
would accept the text proposed by the Permanent Advisory Cqmmission or that presented by 
the• Rapporteurs. 

Colonel CARNEGIE took the opportunity of raising the question of the terminology of the 
draft. He thought it would be necessary everywhere to replace the words "arms and munitions" 
·by those employed ,in Article S of the Covenant, which were "munitions and implements of 
war". 

The CHAIRMAN observed that the terms "arms and munitions" had been adopted by the 
First· Sub-Commission and by the Permanent Advisory Commission and that they were, more
over, the terms used in Article 23 of the Covenant. 

General DE MARINIS pointed out that the Permanent Advisory Commission had issued an 
opinion, which was embodied in a report, in regard to the definition of implements of war. 

M. LEBRUN wished to call the attention of the Commission· to a point in the list given by 
the Permanent Advisory Commission. This list did not include material which carried an arma
ment._ It seemed to him, however, that ships which were entirely constructed and planned to 
carry an armament were implements of war, even though they were disarmed or not provided . 
with armaments. 
. The CHAIRMAN agreed with M. Lebrun. He was surprised not to have found in the list of 

the Permanent Advisory Commission warships, aeroplanes or iumoured cars. He alluded to 
the case of the ship Alabama, which left Liverpool without armament but was armed on the 
high seas. In the event of the term "arms and munitions" not including the material to which 
he had just referred, he would be in favour of adopting the expression "munitions and imple
ments of war". 

Colonel REQUIN wished to explain the position of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 
It was possible to define arms and mUnitions of war and this had been done·. It was, however, 
impossible to define implements of war. The Commission did not pretend that a warship was 
not an implement of war. In fact, it stated the precise contrary in its report. It declared, 
however, that it was impossible to establish a complete definition of implements of war. It 
had, moreover, always considered that the Temporary Mixed Commission would be able to add 
to Article I such material as it thought fit. · 

Mr. GIBSON drew attention to Article 3· It seemed to be in contradiction with Article IS 
of the Treaty of Washington, which dealt with the cession of warships. 

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of Mr. Gibson to Article 29 of the draft, which met this 
point. · 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA said that_ the Permanent Advisory Commission had considered 
the prohibition of arms to be sufficient, and that it was, moreover, impossible to include certain 
implements of war obtained by transforming peace material without injury to civilian commerce. 
If the device which enabled a machine-gun to fire through the propeller of an aeroplane was 
prohibited, it was unnecessary to prohibit the aeroplane itself, which, without this device, would 
never be a fighting aeroplane. . 

Count HIROSAWA said he was in favour of the expression "arms and munitions", as it was 
impossible to define the exact limitof implements of war. 

M. ScHANZE~ agreed. 
Major HILLS cordially hoped that the Commission would retain. the first three articles of 

Category I proposed by the Rapporteurs. The Convention would otherwise be incomplete. 
A warship which was not armed or a submarine or submersible could only be used in war. It 
therefore belonged to Category I. · 

Civilian aeroplanes and motor-cars might be transformed into implements of war. They 
might therefore be put, if desired, in Category II. Armoured cars appeared to him clearly to 
belong to Category I. . · 

M. JOUHAUX supported thi~ view. He thought the ~xpression "munitio'!-s or implem~ts_ 
of war," being more comprehenslVe, was preferable. Any list would always be mcomplete owmg 
to technical progress. 

Captain MoN~AGU~ thought that the whole ~ommission ~~ unanimous to inclu~e the 
materials under d1scuss1on. If the Permanent AdVIsory Comm1ss1on had not done so, 1t was 
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because it had not found a fommla. The e.."l:p~ion "munitions and implements of war," which 
had been proposed, would be equally inadequate since it would not inclu?e sr,orting we~?ns, 
the traffic in which ·was also regulated. He proposed to adopt the express10n arms, mup.tttons 
and implements of war." · · 

Col~el REQUIN entirel}( agreed with Captain Montagut. · He -nevertheless prop~sed ,to 
discuss the method whereby a list of these implements of war might be introduced. . · 

General DE MARINIS also supported the p_roposal of Captain Montagut. 

M. VILLEGAS proposed the following text: 

- "The present Conventiol). applieS to all kinds of arms and munitions and the follow-
ing implements of war." - · _ _ · · . . _ . 

The CHAnutA.N observed that this foimula would be un:s;nt~ble for the purpose of a list {)f 
categories of arms and munitiop.s. 

M. LEBRUN proposed the follo~g formula: 

"The present Convention applies to the following arms and munitions ......•... 
(cate.,aories established by the Permaneat Advisory Commission).'' 

This would be followed by the words "it also applies to the following implements of war". 
In this last list the Commission would be able to include implements of war over which it desired 
to establish controL It was to be noted in this connection that not all materials which were 
purely implements of war were to be controlled,.e.g., field-kitchens. 

The CliAIRliAN thought theformula-presented by M. Lebrun would make the draft complicated 
when if became necessary to- state to what category of arms and munitions the stipulations of 
tl!e various articles applied. 

M. LEBRUN and M. VmGAS withdrew their amendments. 

The Cnmv~"i put to the vote the amendment proposed by Captain Montagut, to the effect 
that in the first line the words "implements of war" should be added to the words "arms and 
munitions". -

The amendmenl was adopteil. 

n. Adoption as a Basis Cor Discussion of the Categories established by the Permanent Advisory· 
Commission. 

The CH.oiRMAN proposed that the system of categories established by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission should be taken as a basis for discussion. · · · _ 

This jwoposalwas adopteil. 

SECOND MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, July 8th, 1924, at 3.30 p.m. 

12. Continnation of the Di8CU8sion of Article 1. - Amendments to Article 1 proposed by 
Major Hills. 

• Add to Category I proposed by the Permanent Advisory Commiss-ion: 

• 'Ships of war of all kinds, including submarines and submersibles; 
• 'Tanks; . 
• 'Explosives and propellants of all kinds for use in war.' 

• Add to Category II proposed by the Permanent Advisory Commission: 

- • •Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes capable of use in war; . 
• 'Cars capable of being armoured.' " . 

llaj'K HJLLS said that he could only repeat the arguments which he had given at the prec 
WJU5 ~. which seemed to him to be conclusive. It was impossible to construct warships, 
IUbmarim:s, Clr armoured cars for any but warlike purposes. As regards explosives, it had been 
al~<:d ttlat it was impossible it> distinguish between those destined for wadike purposes· and 
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those constructed for peace. The British Board of Trade, however, had succeeded in establishing 
this <listinction. 

Colonel REQUIN admitted that, as regards armoured cars,- no doubt could possibly arise. As 
regards explosives, he thought that they should be placed in Category II. He did not contend 
that there was no such thing as explosives exclusively used for warlike purposes, but it was difficult 
to say for what purpose they were required, as they might from day to day be used for purposes 
other than military . 

. Count BONIN-LONGARE said that at the previous meeting he had felt some misgiving at the 
inclusi.on of aircraft in Category I. He supported the amendment which had the effect of placing 
them m Category II. -

Commander DELEUZE said that the expression "ships of war of all kinds" which had been 
adopted at the previous meeting was not sufficiently precise. There was, in practice, no difference 
between a fishing-smack and a mine-sweeper, or between a yacht and a submarine destroyer. 

· . The C~IRMAN proposed the following text in order to avoid this ambiguity: "Ships of any 
km.t exclusively used for war or constructed exclusively for war". · . 

. The Commission adopted this amendment and also decided to include armoured cars. . . 

M. LEBRUN· observed that most explosives might be used for warlike or for other purposes. 
If they were placed in the second category, explosives which were supposed to be destined for 
export with a view to their employment in war would be subjected by the Governments to the 
same control as applied to materials contained in Category I. 

Major HILLS recognised that this was a mere question of convenience. The English system 
consisted in prohibiting the export of any explosives without licence except those which were 
obviously non-military, a list of which was drawn up. He was in favour of generalising this system. 

M. LEBRUN replied that the system in France was identical, but that it did not seem advisable 
to impose this system upon various Governments by means of an international convention. 

I . 

The CHAIRMAN observed that, under the amendment, powder for sporting-rifles would fall 
within Category I and that this appeared to be a mistake. 

Major HILLS withdrew his amendment in regard to explosives. 

Commander DELEUZE remarked that the title of Category I should be modified, as Category I 
included component parts and as ~omponent parts of implements of war might comprise any 
kind of objects in general use. . . . 

M. LEBRUN proposed to settle the difficulty by taking up again his proposal of the previous 
day, to the effect that a special paragraph for implements of war should be added to the categories 
so that. implements of war would not come under the same heading as arms and munitions. 

M. ]OUHAUX thought thai: the formula proposed by M. Lebrun made for greater precision. 
He would ask, however, whether the component parts of implements of war would be submitted 
to control. The Convention would otherwise be inoperative, as it would be easy to put together 
implements of war exported piece.meal. 

M. LEBRUN, replying to M. JouHAUX, said that the difficulty was not only one o~ drafting, 
but arose from the material facts. The component parts of a warship might almost all be used 
for military purposes. 

Tht> CHAIRMAN proposed to adjourn tire discussion on tiris point. He asked Major Hills to 
find a formula which would enable a prohibition to be imposed on tire export of a warship and its 
component parts and which did not at the same time prevent the export of parts which might be 
employed for non-military purposes. He asked Major Hi~ to explain his amendment to Category II. 

IJ. Article 1. - Category II. 

Major HILLS said that his amendment' would make the Governments responsible for the 
supervision of the export of aircraft. The Governments would be asked to take into account 
the quantity involved, destination and other details establishing the object of tire consignment. 
The same observation applied to automobiles. · 

General DEMARINIS said that, from the practical point of view, he saw no necessity for includ
ing aircraft even in Category II. He agreed that implements of war should be added to Category I, 
as established by the Permanent Advisory Commission, when the details of their construction 
enabled them obviously to be classed in Category I. As regards aircraft, tirere was no single detail 
which enabled a distinction to be drawn between civilian aircraft and military aircraft. The Per
manent Advisory Commission had included in its list any armaments enabling a civilian aero
plane to be transformed into a military aeroplane. The difficulty which a Government would 

. have in deciding as to the nature of an aeroplane could not fail to lead to disputes between Govern
ments and the constructors and between the Governments themselves. 

·. M, Sc~A~ZER drew attention to. an important precedent. · A Commission which had been 
convened at Washington to limit air armaments had drafted a report approved by the general 
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Conference whkh t>mbodied the conclusion that it was impossible to distinguish civilian from 
military aircraft~ He was accordingly in favour of omitting aircraft altogether from Cate.r.ories 
I and II. -

Commander DELEUZE added that, for the same reasons, it would be necessary to include in 
Category II all ships which might be transformed into ships of war, i.e., practically everything 
afloat. . 

Major HILLS thought that the Coinmi.ssion had rather lost sight of the procedure contem
plated in respect of Category II. The articles in this category might be freely exported, provided 
the Governments took the responsibility of ensuring that they were not des~ined for military 
use. This procedure could in no way hamper legitimate commerce in articles destined for non
military plliJlO"--es. In view of the importance attached to aerial warfare in the future, public 
opinion would not understand why a Convention on the Traffic in Arms had omitted to deal 
\\ith aircraft. 

ll.. Jm;a-u;x ~upported the obServations of Major Hills on this point. He was certain that 
there was a clear difference between military and civilian aircraft and that certain aircraft were 
purely military. Moreover, since all aircraft might easily be transformed into military aircraft, -
it was the more important to include th-em in Category II. • · · 

COlonel REgmxthought that the Commission would be confronted with impossible problems 
in the drafting of Category II. It was true that there were aircraft which were purely military. 

·Such aircraft should be included in Category L If it was desired to place in Category II all material 
which might be used for war, this category would comprise almost all national materi,U and, in 
the first instance, the railways. 

The CHAIR..~'< said that the arguments of Colonel Requin were· very forcible and that the 
Cnmmission might include in the seoond paragraph of Category I, the drafting of which was post
poned. aircraft of a purely military nature. He was also of opinion that it would be a serious 
omission to leave aircraft completely out of this list. 

lL Sca-\:l!ZER thought that the question was complicated and important. He appreciated 
the arguments of Colonel Requin and the opinion expressed by the Chairman. He proposed that 
·the Commission should decide on one or other of the following solutions: either it should omit 
aircraft or add a text referring to the intention and destination of the aircraft which were sup
posed to be exported for use in war. This text would cover aircraft destined to be used in war. 
A~ DE SouZA E SILVA thought that the proposal of M. Schanzer gave a new turn to the 

discussion.. It would give the exporting Governments a right of investigation in regard to the 
intentions of those who purchased aircraft. This went a good deal further than the object of the 
Convention or of the resolution of the Assembly or even of the Covenant. The exporting Govern
ment, moreover, would encounter serious difficulties in ascertaining the intentions of the purchaser,· 
and the purchasing Government would never be able to affirm that the aircraft in question were 
not destined for warlike purposes in view ot the fact that its first task during the mobilisation 
period would be to requisition such aircraft even though they were used for civilian services. 

The CH..oURll..-\..'i put to the vote the question whether aircraft should be omitted from the list 
of implements of war. · 

There 'DOled_ for the inclusion of aircraft rs. and for the omission_ of aircraft II. 

TJ;Ie Ca.uRv-\..,. sub~~ an aniendment, preseilted by Colonel REQUIN, which had the effect 
of addmg to Category I airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes constructed exclusively for use in war, 
together with armoured cars. 

. General D~ ~lAlrno"IS supported _the amendment of Co!onel R,equin. He said that he would 
like the Comm1SSJOU to complete this aniendment by asking the Permanent Advisory Commis
sion to define aeroplanes constructed exclusively for use in war. 

The amendment of Colonel Requin was adopted. 

Colonel REQum thought that the_questiou raised by G«<neral de Marinis was very interesting 
and that the PJ::Oblem sho~d be studied. He thought, however, that it would be preferable to 
settle the questions StJCCeSSively and not endeavour to deal with everything out of hand. 

The CHAIJUIAN agreed witli Colonel Requin. 
General DE llilu!."IS said he would not insist on his proposal. 
Category II was adopted. 

14. Article f. - ~ry III. 

Cate1wry III wa!f adopted without modifiCation. 
Arlide 1 as a whoTe was adop'ed. 

15. Article .2. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves and to prohibit 
~he export CJf ~ and_n~u_nitions of war in Category I, except on the conditions mentioned 
m Article 3· 11lis prob!bitJOn of exportation shall apply to all such arms and ammunition 
whether COUlph.-te or m parts." - ' 
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The CH;AIRMAN said that, before discussing Article 2, it should be realised that throughout 
the ~nventron the terms "arms and munitions'' should be replaced by the terms "arms, munitions 

· and Implements of war". 
M .. DUPRIEZ observed that in Article 2, which covered in particular the export of component 

parts, It was only necessary to make the substitution to which Viscount Cecil had drawn attention 
in the first sentence of the article. 

Count BONIN-LONGARE asked what meaning precisely was attached to the words "component 
parts". He was ot the opinion that this referred to "complete component parts". . 

. General DE MARINIS replied that the Permanent Advisory Commission had considered the 
matter and had decided that "component parts" should mean parts supplied from the factories. 

. The CHAIRMAN announced that Colonel Requin had prepared a text which met the point 
ratsed by M. Dupriez. He proposed that questions which were merely questions of drafting should 
be r~ferred to a Drafting Committee of three members and that the Commission itself should only 
consider amendments of substance. In these circumstances, the British amendment to Article 2, 
with the amendment of Colonel Requin, would be referred to the Drafting Committee. 

~here remained the amendment of M. Jouhaux and M. Jancovici: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake: 
"(r) Not to export arms and munitions of war in Category I and to prohibit the 

import and export thereof, except under the conditions provided in Article 3· 
"(2) Not to export arms an·d ammunition in Category II, and to prohibit the import 

and export thereof, except under the conditions provided in Article 5. 
"The traffic in arms in Category III remains unrestricted." 

M. J OUHAUX said that the object of his amendment was to take the new classification into 
account. 

M. J ANCOVICI added that the purpose of this amendment was to establish a general principle 
of control in regard to Category II, subject to special exceptions. . . 

M. DUPRIEZ pointed out that it was impossible clearly to understand the bearing of this 
amendment before knowing whether the authors desired to introduce any changes into Article 5· 

M. LEBRUN said he would endeavour to explain the position. The Sub-Commission at Paris 
had established two categories, one which was subject to the system of licences and containing 
materials which were exclusively military. The other contained two subdivisions: one of them 
included arms which might be devoted either to warlike or other purposes and the other included 
arms which were non-military. In respect of arins whicl! might be devoted either to military 
or to non-military purposes, the system to be applied was defined in Article 5, which left it to the 
Governments to decide as to the character of the consignment. The Commission at present was 
considering three categories which were identical with Category I and with the sub-categories 
of the former Category II. There was therefore no need to go back upon the previous discussions. 
The Commission had to decide whether it accepted or did not accept the system which had been 
adopted by the First Sub-Commission. Once this question was determined, the drafting of the 
text would be quite simple. 
. M. Joi:JHAUX observed that the definitions of the categories were quite different. Category II, 

as determined by the Sub-Commission, was entitled· "Arms for sport or for self-defence", whereas 
the present title was "Arms capable of use both for military or other purposes". The object of 
the suggested amendment was to introduce greater clearness into the definition. 
. Captain MoNTAGUT thought that, as a result of the new classification, it would be 
necessary to establish three systems: 

(x) A category in respect of which the trade was reserved for the Governments; 
(2) A category in respect of which the trade might perhaps be permitted with the 

authorisation of the Governments; 
(3) A category in respect of whicl! trade was free. 

M. LEBRUN thought that the contradiction between M. J ouhaux and himself w~ only ~n 
the surface. The text of Article I drawn up by the two Rapporteurs had not been discussed m 
detail by the Sub-Commission; which had referred t4e article to the Permanent Advisory Commis
sion for the precise definition of its items, 

M. JANCOVIC! said he was not insisting on his proposal merely with the object of obtaining 
the adoption of his amendment. His idea was that the control in respect of Category II should 
not be suppressed, as this category undeniably included implements of war. 

M. JouHAUX drew .attention to a fact which furt~er s.trengthe~ed ~s ~ontention. The 
Commission of Control m Germany had declared sportmg-rifles, falling wrthin Category II, 
to be implements of war. 

M. DuPRIEZ thought there was a misunderstanding in. re~ard to the title o_f Catego~ II. 
It seemed to be drafted from the point of view that the pnncipal use of. th~ artrcles contamed 
in it was military and the other use merely accessory, whereas the compilation of the category 
suggested exactly the contrary. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Commission agreed that the provisions of Articles 3 and 4 
referred to Category I; that the provisions of Article 5 referred to Category II and that only 
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the articles relating to exports to prohibited zones referred to Categor~ III. Article Z should 
not th~fore be subject to any modifications of principle, whereas Article 5 would have Jlo be 
refrarned. He asked M. Jouhaux and M. Jancovici .to withdraw their amendment. 

M. LEBRUN observed that the amendment proposed raised the very important ques.tion 
of the control of imports,.which the First Sub-Commission had already disc~Jssed and had dectded 
~~00~~ • , -

Admiral DE Souz..-~. E SILVA said he would like to know the reasons for which the authors 
of the amendment desired to institute a control of imports. -It seemed to him that such control 
might usefully remove from the Convention its unilateral character and the inequality which 
it established by imposing all the obligations on the purchasers. 
. M. jANCOVICI explained that the amendment was designed to introduce a control of imp?rts 

in order to enable Governments to supervise the introduction of any implements of war mto 
their territory. · 

The amendment was put to the vote and rejected by zo votes to s: 
Arlide 2 was-adapted, subject to 'drafting amendments. 

16. Article 3. - Introduction and Paragraph 1. 

The CH..UR.'l.o\."f proposed to take as a basis of discussion the text submitted by the Lega 
Sectioo, which had introduced drafting amendments ~to the original text. 

This praposal was adapted. 
The text of the article was read : 

Article 3 (Text of Legal Section). 
"Nevertheless,_ notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties 

reserve the right to grant in respect of arms and munitions of war, whose use is not 
prohibited by international law, licences for the export of arms and ~unition~ _of war 
in Category I, but such licences are only to be granted on the followmg conditions: 

"1. No licence is to be granted except for a direct supply to a Government recognised 
as such by the Government of the exporting teuitory." 

17. Brazilian Amendment to Article 3. 

Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA begged to submit an amendment. His amendment dealt with 
the question as a whole and was designed to settle the extremely controversial question of the 
violation of neutrality. The amendment, however, did not introduce any changes of prin
ciple. Article 3 in its present form put the non-producing countries in an inferior position by 
giving the exporting Governments a right of control over the purchasing Government, which 
must present and justify its request. No guarantee was given that the request would be accepted, 
and no time-limit was fixed within which a reply should be given. It was clear that Govern
ments could not be compelled to export a consignment without their consent, but it was 
necessary to give the non-producing Government a guarantee as regards the time-limit, as this 
question might, at a moment of crisis, become a matter of life and death to a country in urgent 
need of arms. 

The proposed amendment dealt with the essential principle of the Convention, namely, 
publicity. While it enabled countries to provide themselves with arms for their defence, it 
retained the intervention of the accredited agent and provided for the case of countries with 
a federal constitution, in which the Government would act as the responsible party but would 
have the right subsequently to pass on the imported arms to the federal districts. · The manu
facturer was made responsible for the procedure. This had the advantage of avoiding the necessity 
of an authorisation given by the exporting Government to the purchasing Government, which, 
in this case, would be placed in an inferior position. Regarding the practical organisation of 
control, the certificate contemplated in the amendment fulfilled the same object as the licence. 
Article 3, thus amended, would greatly encourage the wider ratification of the Convention, since 
it took count of susceptibilities which might be wounded and avoided all injustice. 

The CHA!RMA..'i' said he would like to reassure Admiral de Souza as to the regard which 
the whole Commission wished to show for all Governments. Admiral de Souza apparently had 
no objection of substance. He merely asked that the terms of Article 3 should be less exacting. 
He would observe that the tenus. of the article were in accordance with the spirit of the Conven
tion of St. Germain, which had never been the subject of reproaches similar to those which had 
been levelled at Article 3· 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA insisted that Article 3 should not in principle imply the right 
of a State to prohibit exports intended for a Government which had need of them. Article 3 
dra!ted in this way _infringed the independence of States by placing them in the hands of States 
which would be actmg as their protectors. He could not on this point accept any compromise . 

. ll. LEBRU:O won~red ~hether th~ text of Article 3 would not permit of an interpretation 
wJ;Uch ~ould giVe satiSfaction to A~mtral d~. Souza. The text might have two meanings. It 
might ettJu:r mean t~t, ~hen certam condit10ns were fulfilled, the State would be obliged to 
grant the licence, or 1t m1ght mean that, even when such conditions were fulfilled the State 
r~~ to. itself the righ~ to grant or to r~fuse the licence. . It was advisable not t~ allow any 
ambigUJty m thJS connection and only to diSCuss the amendment of Admiral de Souza when the 
anu:ndment was ckar. 
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Count BONIN-LONGARE did not think that it would be possible to interpret the article in 
t~e~e two ~enses_. ~rticle 2 imposed t_he obligation not to export, and Article 3 allowed an excep
tiOn•to th1s obligatiOn. The expressiOn to the effect that the State reserved to itself the right 
showed that a Government might or might not exercise this right. The right, in fac't, existed, 
and no Government could possibly abandon its rights in such a matter. . 

M. JoUHAUX observed that, since it was impossible to impose upon Governments a system 
of free exports, it was useless to endeavour to modify Article 3. . 

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH said he would like to express his views in regard to the work of 
the Commission. He thought that the Commission was dealing far too exclusively with the duties 
of the purchasers, whereas nothing was said of the duties of those who sold arms. Whenever 
Pers!a had need of arms, and though she fulfilled all the conditions required, there was sometimes 
a_ thrrd Power which might prevent their despatch. He claimed, as a matter of justice, protec
tion for the purchasers. It should be laid down that, unless there were an adequate reason, 
Governments had no right to prohibit exports. 
. The CHAIRMAN said that it was impossible to hinder Governments from prohibiting exports 

· ~f they thought fit. · The only question to decide with regard to this amendment related to draft
In~ changes. Though the Convention would be addressed to Governments which understood 
the meaning of the terms ordinarily employed, an endeavour might be made to soften the expres
sions used, iii order to avoid wounding the susceptibilities, entirely worthy of respect, to which 
Admiral de Souza had referred. 

M. VILLEGAS hoped that account would be taken of those susceptibilities which did not go 
so far as to insist upon any infringement of the. sovereignty of the exporting States. 

Prince LUBOMIRSKI associated himself with the observations made. on behalf of the non
producing States. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA said that his amendment maintained intact the principle that 
it was for the Governments alone to sanction exports and did not imply that exporting Govern
ments might not prohibit exports. He had been careful, with this .consideration in view, to 
insert in the Preamble the words "for the purposes of this Convention". He wished, however, 
to find a remedy for the inferiority of non-producing States which would arise under Article 3· 
He insisted- not from any national egotism-- but with the object of helping the Commission, 
which might find itself confronted with very serious difficulties. He would never, for example, 
dream of laying down that the United States were not entirely free to. authorise or to prohibit 
exports at their discretion. 

M. ScHANZER hoped that Admiral de Souza e Silva would withdraw his amendment. The 
. amendment would place many members of the Commission in the painful position of being obliged 
to vote against it, thus giving the impression that they were opposed to the reasons for which 
Admiral de Souza had moved the amendment, which were worthy of the highest respect. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA said he would withdraw his amendment on condition that the 
Drafting Committee would take it into account in settling the final text of Article 3· 

The CHAIRMAN observed that this would be an irregular proceeding, as the Drafting Com-
mittee could only make amendments of form. · 

M. BRANTING remarked that the discussion was directed to the substance rather than to the 
form of the article and that the discussion could only be concluded by a vote. 

The amendment was rejected by 9 votes to 5· 

18. Proposal by the Chairman for Article 3. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed, in order to soften the expressions in Aij:icle 3 to which objections 
had been raised, to substitute for the words "reserve to themselves the right" the words "will 
be able" and to suppress after Category I the words "that this authorisation will on:ly be accorded 

" . 
• • 0 •••• 0 • 

He wished to draw the attention of Mr. Gibson to paragraph I of Article 3, in which his 
predecessor, Mr. Grew, had been interested. 

Mr. GIBSON reminded the Commission that Mr. Grew had declared to the First Sub-Com
mission on March 25th that the United States wished to retain their liberty to sell arms to 
Governments or to belligerents which they had recognised. 

The CHAIRMAN observed that this question was bol!nd up with one of very great importance, 
namely, the violation of neutrality. At present a private person did not infringe neutrality by 
selling arms to belligerents, whereas a Government was in the contrary position. The new 
Convention, which obliged Governments to grant an export licence to private pe1sons, might 
be held to involve the responsibility of these Governments from the points of view of neutrality. 
The Legal Section had expressed doubts on the subject. The solution proposed, namely, that 
an article- should be added stipulating that the fact of granting a licence did not infringe the 
rules of neutrality, did not appear to him to meet the position. Another solution would be to 
suspend the Convention in time of war as regarded transactions with the belligerents and thus 
to return to the situa_tion which now existed. 

19. Proposal by M. Schanzer on Neutrality. 

M. ScHANZER thought that the observations of the Legal Section were _ve!y just. Persona~y. 
he preferred the second solution. He thought, however, that the CommissiOn could not easily 
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formul~te such an article, and suggested that a draft article should be requested from the Legal 
Section of the Secretariat. I' 

Tll6 proposal of M. Scllanz~ was adcpted. 

The CH.•.nw:AN added that this draft article would be submitted directly to the plenary 
~~on. . 

THIRD MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, July 'gth, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

20. Appointment of the Drafting Committee. 

The CBAIR.'IAN proposed that the cOmmittee appointed to draft the Convention on the Traffic 
in Arms should be composed as follows: 

M.. BRANTING, 
Colonel REQUIN, · · 
VISCOunt CECIL (or the member of the Commission acting as Chairman in his place). 

This proposal was adopted. 

2r. Continuation of the Discussion of Article S. - Paragraph 2. 

·2. The Government acquiring the consignments must act through a duly accre
dited representative, who shall produce his credentials." 

. . -
The CIIAIRMAN resumed the examinatio~ of Article 3 of the text of the Convention proposed 

by the Legal Section. He suggested that the discussion and vote on the paragraph relating to 
the ~on of the Convention in case of war should be adjourned and that the Commission 
should pass to the second paragraph. 

The secmul paragraplr. was approved. 

:zz. Article 3, Paragraph 3. 

·3. Such representative must produce a written authority from his GovemmeJ!.t 
for the acquisition of each consignment, which authority must state that the consign
ment is acquired for the use of that Government and not for transfer and will be deli
vered to them and to no one else." 

The CIIAIRMAN remarked that there was an amendment proposed by the British delegation 
of the Permanent Advisory Commission : · 

"Mter 'produce' add: •to the licensing authorities'; 
"For 'his Government' read: • the Government which he represents'." 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH stated that his amendment ·referred to the principle on which the 
article was based, as mere was an essential difference between the acquirer's own Government 
and the Government which the acquirer might be representing in the case of special purchases. 

Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA thought that the paragraph was far from clear, as the form to be 
given to the •written authority" was open to question and it might be asked to" whom this "autho
ri9"' should be addressed. He proposed that the person acting as intermediary should be the 
diplomatic representative of the Government acquiring the arms. 

. It would perhaps be better for the application to be submitted by the exporter himself to 
his Government, as permission to export war material or arms and munitions was granted to the 
ex~; therl! was no provision whatever in the Convention for granting another Government 
pernlJS510il to Import. . 

· . _M. LEBRUN ~t that A~miral de Souza's objection would be met if they accepted the 
Bntish proposal and if they substituted the words "the Government which he represents" for "his 
Gov~ment", as the Government acquiring the arms might make the exporter himself its duly 
accredited agent.. · · 

. ~ral D£ SoczA £SILVA observed that there was another point in paragraph 3 which required 
d.i.scus5ion; according to this paragraph, "it must be stated that the consignment is not required 
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by the acquiring Government for transfer". A federal Government such as that of Brazil could 
not accept a co_ndition of this kind, as it might find itself obliged to acquire arms and transfer 
thenl to one of. the federated States. 

M. SCHANZER thought that this difficulty would never arise, as all federal States were repre
sented by a central State with which all the otner States negotiated directly, and there could be 
no question as to the complete freedom to convey arms and munitions within the territory of a 
Federation. 

M. DUPRIEZ a~ed with M. Schanzer and added that the wording of the article need not be 
changed, as it prohibited "transfer" to a third party, and a federal State could not possibly be 
regarded as a third party. 

Paragraph 3 was approved. 

23. Article 3, Paragraph 4 • .. 
"4. The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practicable, re

semble that given as an Annex to the present Convention." 

M. JouHAux asked why the words "as far as practicable" were introduced in the second 
line of this paragraph and what was their purport, 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH proposed that paragraph 4 should be omitted, as it could be replaced 
by the amendments proposed by the British delegation which deal with the form of licences and 
the lists of imported articles. 

Major HILLS thought that M. J ouh_aux's question was a very important one, as, if they allowed 
the different countries a certain latitude in drafting the form of the licence referred to in this para
graph, serious differences of opinion would arise; moreover, at Paris they had discussed the matter 
at great length and had finally adopted a form of licence which could be used by all countries. 

. M. SCHANZER thought that the wording of Article 4 was quite sound, as every country had 
different rules, and consequently it might be impossible for all States to accept any one form 
unconditionally. He therefore thought it -would be enough if they recommended the various 
countries to use a form of licence approximating as nearly as possible to the form annexed to 
the Convention. · 

Count HIROSAWA supported M. Schanzer's proposal and observed that Japan already exer
cised very effective control over the exportation of arms and munitions. Licence forms actually 
existed in Japan, and therefore, although others might be proposed, it would not be possible to 
insist on the adoption of any particular form. 

The CHAIRMAN informed the Commission that Admiral Aubrey Smith withdrew his proposal. 
He would therefore suggest that the paragraph should be adopted subject to any formal amend
ments in the English text. 

Paragraph 4 was adopted. _ 

.24. Article 3, Paragraph 5. 

Adopted. 

2s. Article 3, Paragraph 6. 

"6. Each licence must contain a full description of the arms and munitions of war 
to which it relates and the names of the exporting and acquiring Government, ports of 
embarkation and disembarkation, means of transport, route and destination." 

M. ScHANZER pointed out that paragraph 4 referred to a specimen licence, while at the same 
time paragraph 6 indicated what the licence should contain. Such repetition was surely needless. 

M. DUPRIEZ considered that, as it was laid down in paragraph 4 that the licence _form should 
resemble a certain form "so far as practicable", it would be advisable to indicate the essential 
data which the licence must contain. 

M. ScHANZER admitted the reasonableness of this observation, but thought that, for purposes 
of drafting, paragraph 6 could be amalgamated with paragraph 4· 

Admirai DE SouzA E SILVA asked whether the licence should contain a full description or merely 
. a complete list of the war material or arms to be exported, as in the case of the exportation of 
warships - for example, all the plans would have to be submitted. 

M. DUPRIEZ admitted that the words "full description' went too far; the words "exact 
designation" would be sufficient. 
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The CHAIR~A..-·-: proposed for the English text the words "description sufficient for proper 
identification". ~ 

M. LEBRUN said that l\1. Fabry_ had: m~.de a similar suggestion, proposing the words 
"description E-nabling the arms to be 1denbfied . 

The (HAIR~.-\N referred these proposals to the Drafting Committee. • 

The CH..-\IRMAN asked Admiral Aubrey Smith to explain. the British delegation's amendment 
to paraoaraph 6. 

. 
A ~ml11~ntl by the Brilish Delef!alimJ. 

"4. For ·e:'l:porting and acquiring Governments' read:· •the exporter and of the 
acquiring Government'." . 

Admiral Aubrey S~iTH stated that the words "exporting and acquiring Governments" should 
be replaced by the words "exporter and of the acquiring Governmenf', because in all probability 
the Government which issued the licence would not be the actual exporter. 

The Brilisll an~dnuml was advpted. 

M. LEBRt:N observed that in the last line of paragraph 6 reference was made to the. route 
by which the war material to be exported was to be sent. This condition seemed to go too far; 
the licence would certainly be issued long before the despatch of the war material, and in the 
interval the proposed route might have to be changed. It would surely be sufficient to indicate 
the ports of embarkation and disembarkation and the destination. · 

Major HILLS said that he had in mind the possibility of the cargo being transferred on the 
high seas. If the route were not given, the port of final destination must in any case be indicated. 

M. CoBIA..'-: thought that it was absolutely necessary to state the route. The words "intended 
route• or "probable route" might be employed. 

M. LEBRUN agreed. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed to add the word "intended". 

The proposal was adopted. 

26. Article 3. Paragraph 7. 

"7. A copy of the licence Shall be sent by the exporting State to the Central Inter
national Body referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention before the goods pass 
the frontier of the exporting country; a second copy shall be sent to the same International 
Body by the importing country, if one of the High Contracting Parties, within a month 
of the receipt of the consignment, mention being made of the heading under which the 
imported goods will appear in its import statistics." 

27. Proposal of Colonel Shimomoto for Article 3. Paragraph 7. 

Colonel SHnlO.MOTo thought it would be better to delete this paragraph altogether. Its object 
was to provide for constant supervision and control over the acts of the various Governments 
by means of the proposed Central International Organ - a procedure which went far beyond the 
principle laid down in the St. Germain Convention. 

He thought this supervision was, in tact, superfluous, as the provisions of Article 9 in them-
selves sufficed to ensure the publicity they sought to obtain. . 

General DE MARINIS said he quite felt the force of the reasons which had been advanced by 
the Japanese delegate, since all countries which were obliged to import arms and munitions would 
be seriously inconvenienced by this provision, whereas others would escape similar supervision. 
It would be sufficient, he thought, to send copies of the export licences every six months. As 
they had already, in Article 9, referred to these communications to the Central International Office, 
he thought they might omit paragraph 7· In any event, he saw that it would be dangerous for 
certain States to supply information immediately to the International Office .. They Should at least 
be allowed to delay sending information for some time. 

M. BRANTING said he fully realised that this article might inconvenience certain States, but 
he feared that if their sole consideration was to secure ratification they would never succeed in 
establishing effective control. The object of paragraph 7 was to p!OV!de for the publication ot 
all information on the traffic in arms, and it would not be enough to receive such data once or 
twice a year. 

Admiral DE SoczA E SILVA said he could not see why the imports of non-producing countries 
should be placed under strict surveillance when manufacturing countries escaped supervision 
altogether. 



· ~· C~BIAN pointed out that they had now before them three proposals which might be 
combmed mto one. They might take the following British amendment as a basis: ... 

. "The exporting country shall send to the Central International Body referred 
to in· Article 9 of the present Convention a weekly return of all export licences 
issued. This return shall be made out in the form shown in Form I to the present 
Convention. · 

"The importing country, on receipt of any ·consignment, whether exported 
under licence or not, shall forward to the Central International Body a return made 
out in the form shown in Form II to the present Convention".-

by substituting for the words "list of all licences" the words "copies of licences", together with 
an indication as to the final destination of the arms and munitions; and adding M. Jouhaux's 
proposal concerning annual publication by the Central International Organ . 

. M. }OUHAUX pointed out that paragraph 7 could not endanger the safety of any States. 
~t was true that the effect of the present Convention would be to institute supervision of the 
ImJ:'brts into non-producing countries, but the Commission should not forget that the scheme 
was intended to control the private manufacture of arms, and that, consequently, even producing 
countries would be placed under supervision. 

The CHAIRMAN shared M. Jouhaux's opinion and held that paragraph 7 was very important· 
He di<J. not think that this right of supervision and publicity could prove harmful to non-pro
ducing States. The Temporary. Commission had to suggest to the Council methods for obtaining 
a reduction of armaments. The present Convention did not embrace all the problems connected 
with that question, but it was at any rate a step in the right direction. · 

He thought that the publication of information concerning the traffic in arms was very 
necessary, but, on the other hand, it would be useless to propose provisions which went too far. 
They must prevent the secret accumulation of stocks of munitions, but as it was impossible to 
create such stocks in a short time they might, for instance, request that information concerning 
traffic in arms and munitions should be transmitted every three or four months. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH proposed that the list of licences should be sent every month, with 
a copy of all licences granted. 

General DE MARINIS agreed entirely on the question of principle with the Chairman. If 
it was desired to omit Article 7 he thought that it would be sufficient to send a list of licences 
every three months, and that the period of one month suggested by Admiral Smith was too 
short. 

M. LEBRUN asked the Chairman whether importing States might themselves send every 
three months to the Central International Organ a list similar to that communicated by exporting 
States. · 

The CHAIRMAN replied in the affirmative. 
M. LEBRUN asked for an explanation of the words "or not" in the British delegation's pro

posal. 
Admiral Aubrey SMITH stated that this covered the case of the export of arms and munitions 

of the second category, which did not require licences. 

M. ScHANZER made a further observation concerning the text proposed by the British delega
tion. In this text it was proposed that the li<;t to be sent to the Central International Organ 
should conform to a certain definite model, whereas he thought this had already been decided. 

After the discussion which had taken place, he thought it would be better to adhere to the 
text as drawn up by the Sub-Commission, amended so as to allow for the ,quarterly trans
mission of lists of licences to the Central International Organ. 

M. LEBRUN agreed with M. Schanzer. 
The CHAIRMAN asked Colonel Shimomoto whether he desired to put his amendment to the 

vote. 
Colonel Shimomoto withdrew his proposal and agreed to the information being forwarded quarterly 

to the Central International Body. 

28. Amendment of M. Jouhaux to Article 3, Paragraph 7. 

M. JouHAUX pointed out that paragraph 7 was closely connected with Article 4 and read 
his amendrn,w,!lt: 

"The central body shall communicate a copy of the licence forwarded to it by 
the despatching State for publication in a special supplement to the Official ] oumal 
of the League of Nations." 

M. BRANTING supported the amen?ment of. ~I. Jouhaux on th.e ground that th~ yery object 
of the Convention was to give all possible publicity to the traffic m arms and mumtJons. 



M. DUPRIEZ pointed out that, from the 'point of view of drafting, it would perhaps be more 
correct to say "GoVE-rnment of the country of origin" than "exporting State", because the exwrter 
was not always a Government. 

Tlie CHAIRMAN asked Mr. Gibson to inform the Commission of any objections which. the 
United States Government might have to M. Jouhaux's proposal. 

Mr. GIBSON said he had nothing to add· to Mr. Grew's statement. As the United States 
was not a Member of the Lea.,aue of Nations, he wished to draw the Cominission's attention to its 
special position, though he had. no wish to raise any objection. 

The CHAIRMAN thought it would be well to specify that the central body should publish the 
information in the most suitable form. 

M. J oUHAUX supported this proposal provided that it was understood that the fullest publicity 
should be given to information relating to the traffic in arms and munitions. . 

He also asked how paragraph 7 was to be amended and whether the inforniation would 
be sent in three months after the grant of the permit or quarterly. _ 

The CHAIIDLA.-'11 said that the Central International Body Inight publish it quarterly. 1hat 
would be more convenient than publishing every export perinit separately. 

M. JANCOVIC! pointed out that paragraph 7, as drafted by the First Sub-Cominission, pro
vided for a preliminary measure of control, which would di$appear if the new method were adopted. 

M. DUPRIEZ thought that the Cominission's business was to draw up a Convention-which 
could be accepted by a large number of countries, including the United States. Mr. Gibson 
had said, in carefully chosen words, that the United States still had cerfain objections to any 
form of League control. He (M. Dupriez) therefore supported the Chairman's proposal; but 
he was afraid that, as the Central International Body would be a League organisation, it might 
always be maintained that the publication of information on traffic in arms was done by the 
J..ea.,aue. He supposed that all the countries would be represented on the International Body, 
and in that case it would be easy for any Government to obtain any information it required. 

M. JoUH.4.UX did not agree with M. Dupriez; the principal object of the Convention was to 
secure full publicity, and such publicity was unlikely to be given by the Governments. 

M. ScH..uiZER agreed with M. J ouhaux as to the nec~sity of securing the fullest possible · 
publicity. He wished, however, to point out that, under Article 9 of the draft Convention, 
each of the High Contracting Parties was required "to publish an annual report showing the 
export licences granted". He thought that all the provisions regarding publicity should be 
brought together in Article 9, as they did not properly belong to Article 3, which the Cominission 
was then discussing. 

M. LEBRUN said that Article 3 laid down the rules to be followed by the exporting States 
and that therefore the provision in question ought also to be included. But he agreed with 
M. Scbanrer that M. Jouhaux's amendment ought to be discussed with Article 9· 

The CBAIRliA..'II proposed to put the amendment to the vote, with the change he had himself 
suggested. 

M. DUPRIEZ said he would be placed in a difficult position if he had to vote, for, while he 
was anxious to ensure the most complete publicity, he considered it indispensable to secure the 
adhesion of the United States. . 

Mr. GIBSON said that his Government was in favour of publicity. His previous remarks 
only applied to ihe question what form the organs of publicity would take. 

lL JoUHAux agreed that his amendment should be discussed with Article 9 of 'the draft 
Convention. 

lL BRA~iTING was anxious, however, to know the Cominission's opinion on the fundamental 
principle of M. Jouhaux's amendment, and thought that after Mr. Gibson's last statement the 
Commission_would be uanimously in favour of accepting it. 

The futUklmental principle of M. Jouhaux's amendment was adopted. 

29- Proposal of M. Janoovici for Article 3, paragraph 1. 

!I. ]ANCOVICI, returning to paragraph I, pointed out that arms could be d.livered to a 
~ernment recognised as such by the Government of the exporting country. He wished .to 
bring forward once more the proposal that the purchasing Government must be recognised by . 
three other Governments. 

. The CHAIRMAN _pointed out that, as this question had been discussed at length, the Commis
swn could vote on 1t. at once. 

M. J a1IC-Oilici'1 propo1al UJal rejected. 
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JO. Forms of Licences. 

~h~ CHAIRMAN observed that the article would have to have an addition made to it regarding 
the cessron of war material during hostilities. He asked the Commission to examine the licence 
forms annexed to the Convention and pointed out that the heading "route" ought to be changed 
·to "proposed route". · 

The licence forms were adopted. r 

JI. Article 3 (a).· 

Text proposed by Major Hills and M. Dupriez. 

"The High Contracting Parties also reserve the right to grant export licences cover
ing parts of arms and munitions of war in Category I, but such licences shall only be 
granted- for direct export to an actual manufacturer in another country who requires 

• such parts in order to manufacture them into arms and munitions of war. The High 
. Contracting Parties, whether of the exporting or of the importing country, hereby agree 

that they will take all proper precautions to see that such parts are sent direct to their 
destination and not elsewhere. The form of such licence shall, so far as practicable, 
resemble that given as an Annex to the present Convention." . -

Text proposed by Colonel Requin. 

"The Hjgb Contracting Parties also reserve the right to grant to private manufacturers 
of arms export licences for parts of aims and munitions belonging to Category I, but 
only on condition that these parts are intended for direct use in the manufacture of arms 
and munitions undertaken by these manufacturers, and that within the knowledge of 
their own Government." 

. Major HILLS thought that his article was the more complete, for two reasons: (r) because 
rn the second sentence the High Contracting Parties undertook to take all proper precautions 
to see that detached parts were really sent to their destination and not elsewhere; (2) because 
h!s article prescribed a different licence for the exportation of detached parts of arms and muni-
tions. · 

Colonel CARNEGIE proposed to add- the words "or assemble". 

M. VILLEGAS would suggest an additional clause - that the export licence · could not be 
obtafued without prior authorisation from the importing State. 

M. ]OUHAUX thought that Article 3 (a) was inconsistent with Articles 2 and 3, which pre
ceded it. Article 2 prohibited the export of detached parts and Article 3 laid down that only 
Governments could import. Under Article 3 (a), however, exports could be consigned to manu
facturers of arms. 

M. COBIAN suggested an additional clause stipulating that the licences in question should 
· be subject to all provisions contained in Articles 2 and 3· 

Major HILLS fully realised that Article 3 (a) established an exception to the general rules. 
He explained that the article in question referred to cases where an arms factory was obliged 
to import detached parts manufactured by a foreign firm. They could not, in this case, stipulate 
that a Government should act as intermediary between two arms factories. 

M. SCHANZER wa5 inclined to support Article 3 (a) but agreed with M. Villegas' proposal, 
for, though it was true that these special cases could not be dealt with on the same lines as the 
traffic in arms generally, it was essential that the Governments of importing countries should have 
full knowledge of all imports of detached parts. · 

He pointed out also that Annex III contained the form for the shipments of complete arms 
and munitions; the same form should perhaps apply to detached parts. Moreover, in view of the 
amendments made in the original wording, some modification was required in the words "also 
reserve the right'' at the beginning of Article 3 (a). 

M. J OUHAUX noted that the amendment proposed by M. Villegas did to some extent correct 
Article 3 (a), which nevertheless involved serious risks, as it substituted the manufacturer for the 
Government. The consequence might well be that factories of detached parts would be founded 
in the producing countries and the parts assembled in assembling factories in the non-producing 
countries. This would nullify the entire Convention. · · 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA supported the article as amended by M. Villegas. 

Commander DELEUZE fully realised the difficulty raised by M. Jouhaux; it was one, however, 
which would always exist, as it would never be possible to prevent the traffic in semi-manufactured 
detached pieces. 

M. CoBIAN thought it essential, should the article be accepted, that the licences in question 
should be made subject to the same publicity regulations as those specified for licences for other 
arms. 
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Colonel C-I.RNiiGIE recommended that a manufacturer should be empowered to import detached 
pieces required by him to complete arms ordered by a Government. . 

The CH.uR."AN put to the vote the first two verbal amendments relating to the words (.also 
reserve the rightu and "to manufacture them ... or to _assemble them for the same purpose",· 

Bolh aNWI<Iflletds were adopted. 

· The CH.URMAN put to the vote the two amendments relating to authorisation being first. 
obtained from the Government of the importing country and to the method of ensuring the publi
_cation of the licences for the traffic in detached parts. 

Bolli arnetuillleflls were adopted. 

Y. Jouu.u•x stated that he had abstained from voting because he believed that complete 
control of the manufacture of and traffic in detached parts was almost impossible. · 

Y. BR.<~.~""TI!\G shared this view, but nevertheless thought it expedient that the Convention 
should mention the traffic in detached parts. They could subsequently try to make the control 
more effective in the light of the experience which they would have gained. 0 

FOURTH MEETiNG. 

Held on Wed~day, ]11ly gth, 1924, at"3.30 p.m. 

32- Title for Paragraph 2 of Category I. 

TheCHAIRliAN said that paragraph 2 of Category I had not been given a title at the previous 
meeting. He proposed the following text: 

"Implements of war hereafter mentioned and component parts designed exclusively 
for their manufacture." 

The text was adopted. 

33- Article 4. 

The CH.URll..-\N observed that the second paragraph of Article 4 had been inserted in Article 3 
He read the amendments which had been made in the drafting of the first paragraph by the Legal . 
Section and also the British amendment. 

JV ording of Legal Section. 

"To prohibit transit of the arms and munitions (of war) in Category I which are 
not accompanied by a licence which complies with conditions laid down in Article 3 
and to exercise for this purpose such supervision as may be necessary." 

JV ording of British Delegation. 

"Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subscribed under 
international conventions dealing with transit, the High Contracting Parties reserve to 
themselves the right to detain any consignment of arms and munitions in transit through 
their territory if the transaction is not in order." · 

llajor HILLS said that Article 4 as presented by the Rapporteurs was less strict than the 
text proposed by the Legal Section. The only obligation placed on the Governments was to take 
every_ possible measure to supervise transit. The First Sub-Commission had added "to prohibit 
~·f· and the Legal Section had suppressed the word "supervise". It might be very difficult, 
if not Impossible, for a Government to prohibit all illicit transit. This would oblige a Government, 
for example, to assume responsibility for ships coaling in its ports. The Government of the United 
States would in these circumstances have to answer for all transit which might be effected through 
the Panama Canal. 

The CBA!RHAN explained th31t the Legal ~~on had wished to indicate that it wa~ impossible 
at the same t1me both to superv15e and to .Proh1b1t, as these two terms were contradictory. More
oy~. be did not like~ use only the word 'supervise", as it was not stated in wjlat way this super· 
~Jon would be exercised. ' · · 



. Admiral Aubrey SMITH supported the views of Major Hills. The te"t of the Legal Section 
would make it necessary to inspect all goods in transit, a task which was practically impossible. 

·'I> 

. General DE MARINIS was of the same opinion as the Chairman: He thought, moreover, that 
It was necessary, generally speaking, to have confidence. in the good faith of the Governments 
and not to impo~e measures which were excessively strict. 

. Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA emphasised the difficulty of applying Article 4 in the case of certain 
countries such as Brazil, across which the transit was effected over very important waterways 
of goods destined for every Government. He was in favour of the British amendment. 

M. DUPRIEZ objected to this amendment, which did not lay any obligation upon the Govern
ments and thus did not fulfil the object of the Convention. It was useless for the article to reserve 
the right of preventing transit, since this right actually existed. The text of the Legal Section should 
not be interpreted as imposing the obligation to inspect all goods in transit any more than the 
control of exports imposed the obligation to inspect all consignments before they left the country. 
The article merely imposed an obligation to take steps to verify the goods in cases where there 
wa' suspicion. 

Captain MoNTAGUT supported M. Dupriez. It was useless to compel Governments to 
supervise transit unless with a .view to prohibiting transit when it was illicit. 

34· Proposal by the Chairman for Article 4. 

The CHAIRMAN said that it would be preferable to state explicitly in the article what 
M. Dupriez had just stated, by way of interpretation. He proposed the following text: 

. "Without prejudice to any obligation to which they may have subscribed under 
international conventions dealing with transit; the High Contracting Parties, when they 
have reason to suspect that any consignment of arms, munitions, or implements of war 
in transit through their territory is not in order, undertake to investigate the circum
stances and, if necessary, to prohibit the transit." 

M. CoBIAN observed that in this case the obligation to supervise only arose in case of suspi· 
cion. 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE stated that the texts, both of the Legal Section and of Viscount Cecil, 
left the Governments free to act in case of suspicion, but they did not oblige the Governments 
to undertake a permanent supervision. He was prepared in consequence to accept either of these 
texts. · 

Article 4 was adopted in the form proposed by Viscount Cecil. 

35· Article 5. 

Wording of the Legal Section. 

"Fire-arms and ammunition in Category II may, if the exporting country so desires 
be exported without licence, except to the prohibited areas and zones mentioned in 
Article 10. Provided, nevertheless, that, in the case of fire-arms and ammunition adapted 
both to warlike and also to other purposes, the High Contracting Parties hereby under
take to determine, from the size, destination and other circumstances of each shipment,· 

'for what uses it is intended, and to decide in each case whether such shipment falls 
properly under Category II or whether it ought to be considered to belong to Category I, 
and in the latter case they undertake that it shall become subject to Articles 2, 3 and 4." 

36. Declaration by the Persian Representative. 

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH asked the Commission to note the following declaration: 

"I protest, on behalf of Persia, a country which imports arms, munitions and air
craft for use in war, against any foreign control established on our territory subsequent 
to the arrival of such materials in Persia." · 

The CHAIRMAN respectfully drew the attention of Prince Arfa to the fact that the Commission 
was not yet dealing with the special regime for prohibited areas. 
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37· Amendment by M. Jancovicl to Article 5. 

M. J.\NCOYICI presented. an amend_!llen( ~ agreement with M. Jouhaux : 

"'n line I for • Category II ', read • Categories II and III •. · 
"The seco~d sentence should read as follows: 'Provided nevertheless that, in the case 

of firearms in Category II, the High Contracting Parties hereby undertake to deterr¢ne . .'." · 

This amerulmem was adopted. 

38. Amendment by M. Lebrun to Article 5. 

M. LEBRUN proposed an amendment: 
~ 

"Replace the text between 'for what uses' and 'to Category I • by the words ' if 
they are intended for war purposes'. • 

and gave the following reason : It was not for the Governments to ascertain under what sub
category of Category II the arms subject to supervision should be placed, but to what use the 
arms would be put which came ~thin the new Category II. . . . 

M. JA...'<COVICI asked whether the proposed addition did not introduce an element somewhat 
too subjective into the text of a Convention which must be capable of strict interpretation. 

M. LEBRUN replied that this objection also applied to the original text and that his amendment 
only brought the article into corresjx>ndence with the new 'classification. . . 

The amendment of M. Lebrun was adopted. 
Article 5, as submitted by the Legal Section, modified in accordance with the amendments pre

sented by M. I oullauz, M. I ancovici and M. Lebrun, was adopted. 

39· Article 6. 

Wording of the Legal Section. 

'The High Contracting Parties undertake, in addition, to prohibit the export both 
of (fire.) arms and ammunition in Category I, and also of fire-arms and ammunition in 
Category II, whether complete or in parts, to the areas and zone(s) specified in Article IO. 

"Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibition, ·the High. Contracting Parties 
reserve the right to grant export licences. The competent authorities must satisfy 
themselves in advance, before issuing these licences, that the arms or ammunition for 
which an export licence is requested are not intended for export to any destination, 
or for disposal in any way·contrary to the provisions of this Convention. • 

The CnAmYt\.."i proposed to refer the British suggestion to the effect that Article 6 should 
appear as a paragraph of Article 10 to the Drafting Committee. 

M.. LEBRUN noted that the three categories would be covered by this article. . 

M.. DUPRIEZ pointed out that the Convention of St. Germain dealt with fire-arms and ammu
nition, whereas the present text covered materials of a wider category. 

The CHAJRJIA:S "replied that there was no reason to constitute a new category in regard to ex
ports destined for prohibited areas. He asked M. Dupriez not to insist upon drawing a distinction 
within the categories. He was in favour of the amendment of M. Lebrun prohibiting the export 
of the three categories. 

Article 6, as presented by the Legal Section, was adopted, subject to the amendment of M. Lebrun. 

40· Article 7. 

Wording of the Sub-Commission. 

"Shipments to be effected under contracts entered into before the coming ,into 
force of the present Convention shall be governed by its provisions. • 

~ CHAIRlfA!f drew attention to the very strong objections made to this article by the Legal 
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~· ScHANZER said he agreed with the Legal Section. Generally speaking, a convention could 
!lot IWpose retrospective measures. Moreover, if the principle of retroactivity was admitted, 
It would be necessary to fix a time-limit, and this would give rise to disputes. He was in favour 
of entirely suppressing the article. · 
· Major HILLS observed that this article was an exact reproduction of Article 3 of the Convention 
of ~t. Germain. The principal reason for its insertion was that a contract might have been approved 
which would require several years for its execution. The absence of such a provision would enable 
considerable frauds to be perpetrated at the last moment before the Convention was ratified. 

M. ScHANZER appreciated the arguments of Major Hills. He thought, however, that the pro
visions of Article 3 of the Convention of St. Germain were somewhat different in scope. The Con
v~ntion did not merely cover exports which were destined solely for Governments. It was very · 
difficult to stop_ contracts which were in course of execution between private individuals. 

41. P~posal by M. Lebrun for Article 7. . . 
M. LEBRUN added that the article as at present drafted contained a contradiction. Under this 

text, contracts Il).ade with an individual would come under the present Convention, which prohibited 
them. It was necessary either to annul the contracts or to adjust the provisions of the Convention. 
He proposed the following text: . 

"Contracts entered into before the coming into force of the present Convention shall, 
in their execution, be governed by its provisions." · . 

M. ScHANZER insisted· on the suppression of the article, which would give rise to a great deal 
of litigation. It would, moreover, necessitate internal legislation, which was always difficult 
to institute in cases of retroactivity. · 

42· Proposal by M. Jouhaux for Article 7 • 
. . 

. M. J OUHAUX proposed that there should be. added to the article a formula in regard to noti
fication and publicity. In this way, the Central International Body would be acquainted with 
the details of the consignment. 

The CHAIRMAN thought that it would be difficult to have a useful system of publicity without 
a complete system of licences. The advantages of this article did not appear to outweigh the incon
veniences to which attention had been drawn. 

M. J ouHAux replied that publicity did not involve any retrospective action. 

43· Proposal by M. Schanzer for Article 7. 

M. SCHANZER proposed to suppress the article but to resume the discussion of the question 
of publicity in regard to contracts when Article 9 came to be considered. The central body would 
always be able to make use of Customs statistics in order to furnish information in regard to con
tracts. It was, moreover, more logical to put everything concerning publicity into the same article. 

The proposal of M. Schanzer was adopted. 

Article 7 was suppressed. 

44· Article 8. 

Wording of the Sub-Commission. 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to grant no export licences covering 
either Category I or Category II for delivery to any country which, after having been 
placed under the tutelage of any Power, may endeavour to obtain from any other Power 
. any of the arms or munitions of war in Category I or of the fire.,.arms or ammunition in 
Category II." · 

Mr. GIBSON made the following declaration: The effect of this article would apparently be to 
limit the trade in arms and ammunition with States under mandate or tutelage to the mandatory 
Power, or to the Power exercising so-called tutelage. This article is very similar to Article 4 of 
the St. Germain Convention. In so far as this provision relates to the control of the export of 
arms and ammunition under Category II of which the export to private individuals without 
licence, except with respect to defined areas, is to be permitted, the provision would appear to 
impair the freedom of economie opportunity and the equality of treatment as between the 
mandatory Powers and other States. This equality of opportunity is guaranteed under the 
terms of several mandates and should not be impaired by co-lateral agreements. 
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~L LEsRt'~ thought that the difficulty arose from an ambiguity in the expression "en dehors de 
,-.-IJC'-Ci·. This expression might mean "without its autho_rity" or "from another producer". ,If the 
first interpretation was correct, the observation of Mr. G1bson would be met. · 

The CHAIR)IA~ said be had a difficulty in ascertaining the sense and intention of this article. 
It was clear that under the Convention and in accordance with the mandates system, arms could 

'onlv bv sent to the mandatory State. 'With the object of rendering the Convention accepta~le 
to the ·rnited States, it might be preferable to omit the article. The object of the correspondmg 
article in the Convention of St. Germain was to cover the case of a country placed under mandate· 
and refusing to accept the tutelage of the mandatory country. 

A.rlicl~ 8 tros s11ppressed. 

45- Article 9. 

Tl'ordi11g of tl~ S11b-Commission. • 

"A Central International Body shall be established by the Council of the League 
of Nations for the purpose of collecting and preserving documents of all kinds exchaflged 
by the High Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and distribution of the arms 
and ammunition in Category I and Category II specified in the present Convention, as · 
well as the texts of all laws, orders and regulations made for the carrying-out of the pre
sent Convention. 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall publish an annual report showing the 
export licences which it may have granted in respect of arms and ammunition in Category 
I' or Category II, together with the quantities and destination of the arms and munitions 
to which the export licences refer. A copy of this report shall be sent to· the Central 
International Body. · 

"Movements of arms and munitions made by a Power within territories placed 
under its sovereignty or authority, and for the use of its own military forces, will not be 
included in this report. • 

Mr. GIBSO~ explained that at the second meeting he had referred on several occasions to the 
provisions of the Convention so far as they regarded the League of Nations. In view of the fact 
that the Government of the United States was not a member of the League, he did not wish to 
raise any objections or ~o make any suggestions. It was, in fact, impossible for him to foresee 
whether any particular provisions would or would not be acceptable to Congress. He thought, 
however, that the question deserved consideration. It was not possible for him to state whether 
the Government of the United States would or would not be able to agree to a provision which 
would have the effect of placing the Central International Body under the control of the League 
of Xations. He would confine himself to drawing attention to this possible obstacle, though, at 
the same time, he would abstain from making any objection. 

The Chairman said he would like to give a short history of the question for the information 
of :llr. Gibson, who had not been present at the previous discussions. The First Sub-Commission 
had felt that it was not morally possible as an institution of the League of Nations to propose the 
constitution of an international ocgan outside the League of Nations .. It had resolved to leave to 
the Council the task of deciding the nature of this international body and of its relations with the 
League of Nations. Further, the Sub-Commission would insert a clause in Article 29 which would 
enable a conditional adherence to be made. · 

The CHAIRliA.."' proposed to include Category III in the first paragraph of Article 9 and to 
suppress the words "specified in the present Convention •. 

This proposal was adcpted. 

46. Amendment by M. Branting to Article 9. 

ll. BRAsnsG proposed the following amendment, in order to give satisfaction to M. J ouhaux: 

"The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to the Central Inter
nat~ Body all information which they will be in a position to provide relating to 
COUSJgillllents effected under the contracts entered into before the coming into force of the 
Convention. • 

ll. DUPRIEZ drew the attention of the Commission to the difficulties to which the clause 
placing .t~ International Body within the framework of the League of Nations would give rise 
11_1 the l.::mted States. The text, as drafted, did not leave this decision to the Council. The sugges
t~~ w~ld encounter i~~able opposit~on from an important fraction of the Senate of the. 
l:mted ?tates, wher~ a ~Jonty of two-thrrds was necessary for the ratification of international 
conventwns. The d1fficultJes of the C?overnment of the United States would be increased by the 
fact that ~he qwn~~ of Repr~ta~1ves would also have to take action for introducing the neces
sa~ JWJdJficatJon.'! m mternalleg1Slat10n. He proposed to refer tJ:!e question to the Council without 
vottng upon a text. 

~ <:HAII~HA!'i' apologised for int~rvening afresh. He strongly desired to obtain the adherence 
of the l:mted St?.tes, but he thought Jt was necessary to regard the matter from a higher point of 
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view. The Commission was working in order to give, so far as it could, a solid foundation for the 
Leaeye of Nations. It _would have a deplorable effect if a Commission of the League of Nations 
were t? ;ecommend that an international body should be instituted outside the League. The 
Commtsston had always taken the view that all international bodies, at least in Europe, should 
be brought within the League of Nations. He had the gravest doubts as to the results which would 
be produced on public opinion in the United States by a decision which would give rise to the 
belief that the people of Europe had themselves but little confidence in the effectiveness of the 
League of Nations and that they did not find in the League the best guarantees for peace and 
prosperity. He sincerely hoped that the paragraph would be maintained. · 

To M. DJipriez he would say that his objection was met by the clause on conditional adherence, 
which oblige~ those who opposed it to set forth their arguments. 

M. ]ANCOVICI said that, as M. Dupriez had raised a very disputable question, it would be 
well. that the Commission should consider the principles which it regarded as guiding principles. 
It did not appear to him that the text prejudged the decision of the Council. He thought that the 
fea;s expressed in regard to the _ratification by the United States were not well founded. The 
Umted States was already collaborating with the Commission on Opium and on the Traffic in 
Wmnen and Children. The question at issue was governed by the principles of the Covenant. 
The Commission was working under Article 23, paragraph (d), of the Covenant, by which it was 
bound, and Article 24, paragraph I, placed all international bodies under the authority of the 
League of Nations. _ . · 

General DE MARINIS said that it would be seen from the Minutes of the First Sub-Commission 
that the discussion was complete. He would further remind the Commission that it had not met 
in order to frame a final draft but merely to prepare a text which would be submitted to an inter
national conference. This conference would be able to consider the advisability of the case in 
question, but it would be illogical for the Commission to begin by excluding the League of Nations 
from its text. . 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA said that the whole Commission was agreed in paying a tribute 
to the attachment shown by Viscount Cecil to the ideal of the League of Nations. He app~eciated the 
arguments of General de Marinis. There were, however, circumstances before which logic must 
give way. Not all States were members of the League of Nations. The question of disarmament, 
however, could only be settled if general measures were taken. It was for this reason that States 
which were not members of the League had been invited to collaborate. Without their good-will, 
no solution could be reached within the League of Nations itself. _ 

The United States had, in these circumstances, accepted an invita.tion. Logic required that 
an attempt should be made to reach an agreement with the United States by suppressing anything 
that might give rise to objection. The League of Nations had nothing to lose on yielding this 
point. Its prestige could only increase if it succeeded in establishing, even at this price, a 
universal convention. 

47· Amendment by M. Dupriez to Article 9. 

M. DuPRIEZ added that the texts to which M. J ancovici had referred had been written at a 
time when it was believed that all States would adhere to the Covenant. This, however, was not 
the case. He would further point out that the Convention signed at Saint-Germain had been 
ratified because it provided for a central international body outside the League. He proposed the 
following text: _ 

"A Central International Body shall be established in agreement with the High 
Contracting Parties", etc. 

M. JouHAUX observed, in answer toM. Dupriez, that his formula prejudged the decision of the 
Council. It was considered that it was necessary to secure the adherence of the United States, 
but it was impossible for experts appointed by the Council to place the Central International Body 
outside the League of Nations. This measure·would give rise to serious dangers. Certain States 
not members of the League might endeavour to develop these international bodies in accordance 
with their own interests and for purposes hostile to the League. Further, the clause would place 
the League of Nations in an impossible position in face of the very active propaganda which was 

_being conducted_ in. the United States on behalf of the League of Nations. 
M. LEBRUN said he wished to express his personal opinion. The Commission would be blame

worthy if two years ago it had prepared a text such as M. Dupriez desired. At present, however, 
circumstances had changed. The Commission had been instructed to establish a convention, or 
even - so great was the desire for a solution - several conventions, which might be acceptable 
to all Governments. . 

He did not any longer feel the same scruples. He would prefer to yield on the point of the 
Central International Body, which was at the moment being discussed, if at this price all States 
would adhere to the Convention. As regards the procedure to be followed, he was of opinio~. 
however, that the text of the Commission should be voted and that it should be left to the Council 
of the League of Nations to establish an organisation. 

M. OuDEGEEST emphasised that it was impossible to come before the Assembly with a text 
contrary to Article 24 of the Covenant. 

The amendment of M. Dupriez was rejected by 25 votes to 2. 

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of l\I. Branting. which was adopted. 
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-tS.. Article 9, Paragraph 3. 

M. ScHA~'ZER desired that the drafting committee should be rec01:nmended to· plactdhe _last 
Jl!U'3o"Taph of Article 9 among the general provisions. as this paragraph dealt only with questions 
of publicity. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH. said that the amendments proposed by the_Britlsh delegation were 
of a more general application. 

British A ,~,lnll. 

"The provisi()ns of this Convention do not apply to movements of arms a,p.d munitions 
made by a Power within or between territories placed under its sovereignty or authority, 
and for the use of its military forces, including individuals of such forces in possessio!l 
of military weapons supplied by the State or possessed by them jn pur,mance- of therr 
calling.~ 

.. . ( . 

The CHAIR..\1.-L~ drew attention to two differences in the text. The British amendment refex:red · 
to transports effected in the interior of the territories or between territories. The text of the article 
merely referred to transP,Orts effected in the interior. Leg~y, he ~d not see that there was any 
difference. The second discrepancy referred to unaccomparued soldiers, and he thought that this 
was a wise provision. · 

M. ScHANZER said he preferred ·the text of the Legal Section. The term "placed under its 
sovereigntyu covered all territories. · · 

. . 
M. LEBRUN thought that it would be better merely to suppress this provision. When a Govern

ment transported arms_ for its own needs, there was no transaction, and there was no question 
of applying the Convention. 

M.. Sc.HANZER supported the proposal of M. Lebrun. 
Tlae third paragraph of Arlide g was suppressed. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH withdrew Article 9 (A) of the British amendment. 
Arlicle 9, thus amended, was adopted, subject to drafting changes to be made in the two para

graphs. 

49- Article 10. 

Wording of tile SulrC(»>Jmission. 

. "The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the territory under its 
jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the importation of arms and munitions of war in 
Category I and of fire-arms and ammunition in Category II into the following territorial 
areas, and also to prevent their exportation to, importation and transportation in the 
maritime zone defined below." . 

Non:: The Commission is of opinion, in view of the new circumstances which have arisen 
since the Convention of St. Germain was drawn up, that the territories to be included .in 
the restricted areas should form the subject of a fresh examination by the Council of the League 
of Nations. 

- ''Special licences for the import of arms and ammunition in Category I or Category II 
into the areas defined above may be issued. In the African area they shall be subject 
to the regulations specified in Articles II and 12 or to any local regulations of a stricter 
nature which may be in force . 

. "~ the othe~ areas s~cified in the present article, these li~<:nces shall ~e subject 
to similar regulations put mto effect by the Governments exerciSmg authonty there." 

The CHAIIUIA.'I' explained that the article covered prohibited areas, leaving to the Council 
the task of delimiting these areas. Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh had drafted a letter on the subject, 
which the Commission had received, but the article did not in any way prejudge conditions in 
regard to Persia. · 

SO· Declaration by the Persian Representative regarding Article 10. 

Prince Alu>A-ED-DOWLEH made the following declaration, which he wished to have inserted 
in the :Minutes: · · 

''Persia, since the foundation of the League of Nations, has been one of the countries 
which requested the honour of forming part of the League. The correct conduct of the 
Persian delegation is already known to all the Members of the League. Lord Balfour, 
in 1922, as first delegate of Great Britain, at the end of the third session of the Assembly, 
thanked the delegation of Persia for its conciliatory attitude. Our object was, and is, 
to give loyal service to the League. The prosperity, existence and strength of the League 
are necessary for our security. 



-193-

"From the first day our instructions have been to endeavour to encourage the other 
nations which do not yet form part of the League to enter the League, and, above all, 
to encourage the countries adjacent to us in Asia to do so. We are surrounded by four 
warlike countries which are not members of the League. Our only hope is founded on 
t~e prosperity of the League. If on certain occasions in the Assembly or in the Comrris
swns of the League words have been used by delegates of Persia in a somewhat bitter 
spirit, these words were uttered for the good of the League, as we know what is said 
of the League of Nations outside, above all, in the East and in the vast continent of Asia. 

"I have received certain cuttings from the great newspapers of the United States 
in which the question is discussed of the entrance of this great and powerful nation into 
the League. The opinion of the newspapers was that so long as there failed to be equality 
and justice within the League, the United States should not enter it. 

"It is therefore necessary to show by facts and not by empty words that within 
the League only justice and equality reign if it is desired to gain the sympathy and confi
dence of the entire world. 

"The words of Admiral de Souza, who so courageously defended yesterday the right 
of the weak nations against the strong, will find an echo, I am sure, in all the corners 
of _the five continents of the globe. Of what use are all our protests and all oqr just 
claims if the vote always goes to the stronger ? Such a position might endure for a certain 
time so far as we have no legitimate arm for our defence but justice. A day, however, 
will come when the consciousness of mankind will awaken and will not allow the affairs 
of the world to be managed in such. a way. It is necessary to reflect seriously on this 
matter. · -

"I venture, in terminating my statement, to address a question to the Commission, 
and I beg urgently for the honour of a reply: 

. . 
"Does the Commission admit that the Convention should be applied to the 

territories of Powers which adhere or give their authorisation to this Convention ? 
· "Do the High Contracting Parties wish to impose their authority and their 

control in the colonies of the Powers which do not adhere to the new Convention ? " 

He· would therefore ask that the report of the Sub-Commission should be sent to the Council. 

The CHAIRMAN, replying to Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh, said that all the questions raised by 
him would be left to the Council to decide. The Council was already acquainted with these questions 
and had all the previous documents concerning the position of Persia. Satisfaction would be 
given to the Prince as regards the insertion of his declaration. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH wished to give certain explanations in regard to tP,e British amend-
ments to Article IO. · 

"I. The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the export without licence 
of the arms and munitions in Categories I, II and III, whether complete or in parts, 
to the territorial areas and maritime zone defined in Article IO (a). 

"2. They likewise undertake, each so far as the territory under its jurisdiction 
is concerned, to prohibit the import and transportation without licence of the same 
arms and munitions in Categories I, II and III in the territorial areas and maritime 
zone defined in Article IO (a). · 

"3. The High Contracting Parties agree only to grant licences in accordance with 
the following rules: -

"(a) In the case of those parts of the prohibition areas which are under the 
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of 
the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves 
that the arms and munitions for which such licence is requested are intended for a 
proper purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Con
vention, and that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing 
country stands are prepared to admit their entry. 

· "(b) In the case of those parts of the prohibition areas which are not under 
the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities 
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence; satisfy themselves 
that the arms and munitions for which such licence is requested are intended for a 
proper purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Con
vention or any other international engagements that may exist, and, further, that 
the quantity supplied is not greater than that necessary for the maintenance of 
public order or the defence of the territory against aggression. 

"4, Licences for the export of arms and munitions under Category I will be granted 
only under the conditions specified in Articles 2 and 3· 

"5. The issue of licences to import arms and munitions shall be subject to such 
regulations as the authorities of the importing country may from time to time prescribe. 

"6. Consignments of arms and munitions in transit shall be subject to the provi-
sions of Article 4· . 

"7. Nothing in this article shall affect the conditions under which licences may be 
issued under Article 5·" · 

18 
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Y. ScH.\NZER said that, generally speaking, (liter a rapid examination h~ agre~d with the 
spirit of these amendments but that he did not see how they could be c.ombmed wtth t~e rest 
of the article. In particular, he pointed out that paragraph 5 made ~he delive~ o_f export lieences 
subject to the consent of the importing countries, though the queshon of prohib1ted zones arose. 

M. LEBRuN further noted that these amendments appeared to cover tbe whole of Article 6. 
M. Sc:HA.l>-mR did not think that he would be able to vote on the British amenc~.ment before 

a careful e.~ation had been made of it by the drafting committee. · It was not certam that these 
amendments entirely covered Article 6 and Article IO. . . 

The CR.-\IR..'IAN recognised that it was difficult to take a decision on the am~n?ments which . 
had not, owing to circumstances, been_ examined either by. the J!irst Sub-Comnu~s10n or by the 
Permanent Advisory Commission. He proposed that the discuSSlon should be adJourned. 

51. Declaration by Admiral de Souza e Silva regarding Article 9. 

Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA made the following declaration: • 

• "I wish to state that I have voted for the amendment to Article 9 submitted by 
M. Dupriez after having heard the observations of Mr. Gibson, representative. of the 
United States of America, in order to conform logically with t~e recommendation~ of 
the Council intended to meet the objections formulated by the Uruted States o~ Amenca, 
which involved the necessity of introducing amendments into the Convention of St. 
Germain to assure adhesion to that Convention and to guarantee the complete success 
of the Convention which is being framed.u 

FIFTH MEETING 

Held on Thursd4y, July xoth, 1924, at 10.30 a.m. 

52. Continuatioa of the Discussion of Article 10. 

The Cnmv&'!i' reopened the discussion on Article xo and pointed out that it dealt with the 
very important question of prohibited zones. He reminded the Commission that the First Sub
Commission had proposed to leave the decision on this point entirely to the Council, and he said 
he was entirely in favour of this proposaL He therefore proposed that the question should be 
referred to the Council for decision, together with Rear-Admiral Aubrey Smith's very interesting 
suggestion. 

lL DUPRIEZ disagreed with the Cbainpan's proposal, as he considered that the Commission 
ought to give its opinion on this article.. Although the Commission might not think itself com
petent to solve the problem of delimiting the prohibited zones, in his opinion its present task was 
to draw up a text regarding the regime to be applied to these zones, and on this point the Commis
sion ought to give a definite reply. Personally, he thought the Sub-Commission's text was preferable 
to the British text. It was essential to make a clear distinction between the question of exportation 
and the question of importation. Article 6 dealt with exportation and Article IO ought to deal 
with importation. 

In the British proposal, however, the two questions were confused. Moreover, there were 
unnecessary paragraphs containing reservations to the articles which had already been voted on the 
previous day. 

There were also objections to paragraph J, which imposed obligations on the exporting 
Powers which they wQUld be unable to accept. The article proposed by the Sub-Commission 
already imposed certain obligations on countries exporting to the prohibited zones, but the 
British amendment rendered these obligations altogether too severe. In part (a) of. paragraph 3 
it was laid down that, in the case of prohibition areas which were under the jurisdiction or tutelage 
of~ of the High Contracting Parties, arms of all kinds, even purely sporting weapons, could not 
be JJDported unless the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing country 
stood were prepared to admit their entry. The obligations laid down in part (b) of the paragraph 
were even more strict. Part (b) laid down that, in the case of prohibition areas which were not 
under the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the 
exporting country would have to satisfy themselves that the arms and munitions were intended 
for a proper purpose and that the quantity supplied was not greater than that necessary for the 
maintenance of public order or the defence of the territory against aggression. He thought it would 
be very difficult for any Government to determine whether these conditions had been complied 
with. . 
. JL: therefore had fundamental objections to the British amendment, and he proposed that the 
~ thould be based on Article 6 and Article 10 as proposed by the First Sub-Commission. 
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M. COBIAN pr~posed that a stipulation should be mserted in paragraph 3 to the effect that in 
no c~e should the importation of arms and munitions into the prohibited zones be allowed without 
~he prev~ous authorisation of the Government exercising jurisdiction or tutelage over the territory 
m quest10n. · 

The CI!AIRMAN thought that no good purpose would be served by a discussion on this point, 
an~. he agam suggested that the question should be referred to the Council, together with the 
Bn~1sh proposal, which, in any case, the Commission had not been able to study exhaustively, 
as It had only been laid before it during this session. 

Rear-~dmiral Aubrey SMITH explained that this was due to exceptional circumstances, 
and apologised to the Commission for having beerl unable to submit his amendment to the First 
Sub-Commission or some time before the session. 

M. ]ANCOVICI asked the Chairman to 'make it clear that the British amendment had not been 
thoroughly discussed by the Commission, so that it would be quite obvious that the Commission 
had not expressed any opinion on it. 

• M: SCHANZER was in favour of referring Articles 6 and IO and the British amendment to the 
~ouncil. In that case, he thought it would be simpler, and there would be some gain in clearness, 
1f the Drafting Committee did not touch paragraphs I and 2 of the amendment. ' 

Count BONIN-LONGARE asked whether he was right in understanding the Chairman to say 
that the British amendment would be sent as an annex but not in the form of an opinion expressed 
by the Commission nor in that of a text intended to replace entirely the text drafted by the First 
Sub-Commission. · 

The CHAIRMAN said that that was so, 

M. DUPRIEZ asked whether, instead of this, the First Sub-Commission's text should he sent 
. to the Council as having been approved by the Temporary ·commission, the British proposal 
being annexed with a note to the effect that the Temporary Commission had not had time to 
consider it. 

The CHAIRMAN did not think that any discussion on this article would be of great value; in 
his opinion M. Dupriez's fears were unfounded. The Commission could say that the British pro
posals had been submitted too late for any serious· consideration. He again suggested that the 
British proposal should be sent to the Council as an additional document to this article, but without 
comment. 

Count HIROSAWA supported the Chairman's proposal but-suggested that Article IO (a) should 
be omitted, the question of prohibited zones being an entirely political one. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the British delegation had made no proposal for the drafting 
of Article Io (a). · 

M. JouHAUX wished the Commission to state explicity that it has expressed no opinion on the 
British proposal. . 

The CHAIRMAN repeated that Article IO would be sent to the Council with the Minutes of 
the meetings. The Council could accept the British amendment, just as it could accept any other 
amendment which might be submitted to it. 

Commander DELEUZE said that he did not quite understand this procedure, because in Articles 6 
and IO there were two fundamental questions of principle. If no decision was reached on those 
questions, any examination of the other technical articles would be valueless. 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the first paragraph had already been accepted, and the 
Drafting Committee had been instructed to insert it either in Article 6 or in Article IO. The second 
paragraph had also been accepted. The third paragraph had not been accepted but was refen:ed 
to the Council with the documents relating to Article IO, on which the Council would have to g~ve 
its opinion. · 

M. DuPRIEZ said that they had accepted the two fundamental principles, but, as they had laid 
down the principle of licences, they must also draw up the conditions in which .licences would_ be 
granted. He accordingly proposed that the Commission should, in _principle •. accei_>t the wor~g 
drawn up by the First Sub-Commission and transmit to the Council for consideration the.Bntish 
amendment which the Commission itself had not been able to examine exhaustively. 

53· Resolution proposed by M. Schanzer regarding Article 10. 

M. ScHANZER proposed the following resolution: 

"The Commission adopted the principle of Article IO. In view, howev~r. of the 
special character of the article, the Commission decided to forwru:d to the Council ~he te..xt 
drafted by the Sub-Commission .. !he Minut~s of the meetmgs, toget~er With. th~ 
amendments submitted by the Bntlsh delegation, are also attached for mformatlon: 

The resolution was adopted. 
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5-4· Protest of the Persian Representative. 

Prin~ ARFA-ED-DoWLEH protested against the inclusion of Persi~ in. the pr?hi~ited zones 
m~ntioned in Anne..'{ III to the British proposal to the Permanent Advtsory Comm1ss1on. . · 

He asked for his protest to be mentioned in the Minutes. · · 

The CHAtRliiAN replied that no mention was made of Persia in the texts then under ~scus
sion. Article IO had been referred to the Council unaccompanied by any proposal regardmg the 
prohibited zones. 

55· Article 11, 

The CHAIRliAN informed the Commission that Articles II to 25 were all of a technical nature, 
and that the Permanent Advisory Commission had proposed certain amendments which might 
be generally accepted by the Commission. 

Rear-Admiral Aubrey SliiTH withdrew the British delegation's amendment. 

Arlicle II 1PlaS adopted. 

56. Article 12. 

Arlicle I2 1PlaS adopted. 

57· Article 13. 

Article 13 ~PJaS adopted. 

sS- Article 14. 

59- Article 15. 

Wording of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

"Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, or in future 
agreements, provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the 

· provisions of the present Convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power, or other 
rerognised anthorities, shall carry out the supervision and police measures within terri
torial waters in the prohibited areas and zone specified in Article 6." 

Rear-Admiral Aubrey Smm proposed that the words "or other recognised authorities" 
inserted by the Permanent Advisory Commission at the suggestion of the British delegation 
shouJd be deleted. . . 

M.. 5cHA...'fZER supported the Legal Section's proposal, since the expression "or other recognised 
anthorities" did not correspond to any concrete legal idea and might give rise to difficulties of 
interpretation. He pointed ont, further, that the sentence in the Legal Section's text stating 
that the sovereign State or Power entrusted with a mandate would be able, "if necessary, to give 
such instructions as may be required to the native or other authorities which are subordinate to 
t:hem'" entirely met the British delegation's views. · 

Arl_ide IS 111/U adopted 11Jith the omission proposed by Admiral Aubrey Smith. 

6o. Ardcle 16. 

The CHAIRHA!f pointed out that the Legal Section had stated that a part of this article refer
ring to the verification of the nationality of supposed native vessels might be placed in Article 20. 

Arlide z6 111/U adopted flith this modification. 

6I. .Article 17. 

Wording of the Permanent AdviJOTy Commission. 

"To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition within the prohibited 
areas and maritime zone defined in Article 6, native vessels of less than 500 tons net 
tonnage: (a) not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different ports 
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?f the s~e State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate; or (b) not engaged 
m carrymg on behalf of a Government, as permitted by Article 12, paragraph 6 (a), 
and pr_oceeding to or from any point within the said areas and zone, must carry a manifest 
of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature of the goods 
on board, their origin and destination. This document shall remain covered by the 
secrecy to which it is entitled by the law of the State to which the vessel belongs and 
~ust not be exllmined during the proceedings for the verification of the flag unless the 
mterested party consents thereto. 

"The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels 
?nly partially decked, having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed 
m fishing within territorial waters." 

Rear-Admiral Aubrey SMITH proposed the deletion of the last paragraph, the members 
of the. Naval Sub-Committee being of opinion that it would unduly hamper an officer in the 
execution of his duty of detecting 'the illicit trade in arms and ammunition and make his work 
very difficult, if not impossible. · 

. • ~ajor HILLS supported the proposal to delete this paragraph, for control could not be effec
tive If the manifests .of cargoes were covered by the secrecy to which they were entitled by the 
law of the State to which a vessel belonged, and could not be examined during the proceedings 
for the verification of the flag. · _ . 

M. ScHANZER asked the Commission to take note of the following declaration: Like the 
other Italian delegates, he was not in possession of the necessary information to express a definite 
opinion on these questions. As Italy was represented on the Permanent Advisory Commission 
by a technical expert, he supported the wording drawn up by that body and stated that he was 
unable to offer an opinion on technical naval questions. 

· The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in the article under discussion the Naval Sub-Commission 
had expressed a technical opinion, and that the Permanent Advisory Comxnission had not directly 
amended the article, as it had realised that the amendment had a political aspect and had accord-
ingly referred it to the Tempor!JIY Mixed Commission. . · . 

· M. ScHANZER would in that case support the amendment. 

Commander DELEUZE pointed out that the political aspect would again require considera
tion in the paragraph under discussion, viz., the treatment to be applied to native boats flying 
another flag than that of one of the High Contracting Parties. If the last paragraph were deleted, 
they would have to insert some othe:f provision in its place, reserving the right of the non-Con
tracting Powers, or obtaining their permission, for the inspection in controlled areas of native 
vessels flying their flag. 

Captain MONTAGUT said that, if the right of inspection were restricted to the vessels of 
the High Contracting Parties, the result would be that the entire traffic in arms and munitions 
would be carried on by the vessels of countries who were not contracting parties. In order to 
meet this case, it would be necessary to lay down some regulations for the latter vessels. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed leaving this question in abeyance pending the discussion of Article 20, 
which dealt with the same subject. 

Article 17 was adopted, with the omission of the last paragraph. 

6z. Article 18. 

Article 18 was adopted. 

63. · Article 19. 

Wording of the Permanent Advisory Commission. 

"Native vessels to which, under the provisions of the last paragraph of Article 13, 
the regulations relating to the manifest of the cargo are not applicable shall receive 
from the territorial or consular authorities, as the case may be, a special licence, renew
able annually and revocable under the conditions provided for in Article 19. 

"This special licence shall show the name of the vessel, her description, nationality, 
port of registry, name of captain, name of owner and the waters in which she is allowed 
to sail." · 

Rear-Admiral Aubrey SMITH stated that the Naval Sub-Commission had proposed to dt;Iete 
this article, as it thought it extremely difficult of application, if not quite impossible to put. mto 
practice. A provision of this nature would entail an enormous amount of work and expenditure 
without having any appreciable practical effect. 

Article 19 was deleted. 
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t\4. .-\rticle lO • 

. n·,mli11g of IM Ptnnar~lll Adt•isory Commission. 

"The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the maritime 
zone specified in Article 6: 

"(:r) When ~ warship belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties encounters 
outside territorial. waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500 tons 
burden (net tonnage): 

"(a) -fiying the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties; 
"(b) flying the flag of a recognised nation; 
"(c) . flying no flag; 

and tl~ commander of the warship has good reason to believe that the supposed 
natiw vessel: 

"(cl) is flying a flag without being entitled to do so; · 
"(e) is not lawfully entitled to fly the flag of any recognised natio!J; 
"(f) is illicitly conveying arms or ammunition; 

he may proceed, subject to the condition indicated in the paragraphs b~l?w, 
to verify the nationality of the vessel by eXamining the document authonsmg 
the flying of the flag, if this document exists, but no other papers, unless the 
interested party consents thereto. 

"(2) With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in unifo~ 
may be sent to visit the suspected vessel, after she has been hailed to ~ve 
notice of such intention. The officer sent on board the vessel shall act With 
all possible consideration and moderation; before leaving the vessel the officer 
shall draw up a prods-verbal in the fonn and language in use in his own 
country. This prods-verbal shall state the facts of the case and shall be 
dated and signed by the officer. 

"Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other 
than the commanding officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried 
out by the warrant, petty, or non-commissioned officer at the discretion of 
the commanding officer. 

"The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, 
shall be invited to sign the prods-verbal, and shall have the right to add to 
it any explanations which they may consider expedient. 

"(3) In the cases referred to in paragraphs I (a) and I (b) of this article, unless the 
right to fly the flag can be established, the vessel shall be conducted to the 
nearest port in the zone where there is a competent authority of the Power 
whose flag has been flown and shall be handed over to such authority. 

"Should the nearest competent authority representing the Power whose 
flag the vessel has flown be at some port at such a distance from the point 
of arrest that the warship would have to leave her station or patrol to escort 
the detained vessel to that port, the foregoing regulation need not be carried 
out. In such a case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest port where there 
is a competent authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality 
other than that of the warship, and handed over to such authority and steps 
shall at once be taken to notify the detention to the competent authority 
representing the Power concerned. 

"No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until the 
arrival of the representative of the Power whose flag the vessel was flying 
or withont authority from him. 

"The suspected vessel may also be handed over to a warship of the 
nation whose flag she has flown if the latter consents to take charge of her. 

'(4) J?e procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be followed if, aftet: the verifica
tion of the flag and in spite of the manifest being in order, the commander 
of the warship continues to suspect the native vessel of engaging in the illicit 
conveyance of arms or ammunition. 

'(5) In the cases referred to in paragraph I (c) of this article, if it is ascertained 
as a result of the visit made on board the native vessel that, whereas it flew 
no flag, it was also not entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, the native 
vessel, if carrying arms and ammunition, shall be conducted to the nearest 
point in the zone where there is a competent authority or the Power to which 
the warship which effected the capture belonged, and shall be handed over 
to such authority. 

_ "The illicit cargo of arms and ammunition shall be destroyed and the vessel 
and all car go carried in aclclition to the arm11 and ammunition shall be seized 
by 1uch authority and disposed of according to its own laws." 

~-Admiral Aubrey SMITH stated that the Naval Sub-Commission had realised that the 
~ton and_ prevf:!ltion of the illicit traffic in anns on the high seas was handicapped by almost 
!nsuperable difficultieS and that consequently the most effective means of preventing it consisted 
m the destruction of every illicit cargo detected at sea. 
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th M. LEBRU;< could not see the difference between the original article and that proposed by 
f 

1
j Lega~ Section. Greater precision was, however, desirable in regard to the procedure to be 

o P\fed m the case of discovery of illicit cargoes. 

The CHAIRMAN thc;mght that the main difference consisted in the fact that the Legal Section's 

P
text contemplat~d actwn on the part of the country interested, whereas that submitted by the 

ermanent Advisory Commission made no mention thereof. · 

. . M. s.cHANZER thought it necessary to express in clearer terms the ideas .contained in this 
article, Vlz.,. that the seizure of the ship and the destruction of the illicit cargo should be carried 
o~t accordmg to the laws of the country effecting seizure. He proposed that the Drafting Com
IDittee should be instructed to draw up a fresh wording for this article. 

The proposal was adopted. 

Rear-Admiral Aubrey SMITH pointed out that paragraph 4 referred to cases in which the 
commander o~ a warship who continued to suspect a native vessel, even after verifying its flag 
~~ after finding its manifest in order, might nevertheless proceed in accordance With the pro
V!s~ns of paragraph 3· He thought this procedure too severe. He proposed that it should be 
adopted only for vessels belonging to the High Contracting Parties. 

M. DUPRIEZ thought that the case referred to by Admiral Aubrey Smith was only one particular 
as~ect of the observation which Captain Montagut had just made. If the vessels of States 
which were not High Contracting Parties could not be inspected, the whole Convention lost its 
force. He therefore proposed that they should discuss this important problem immediately. 

Captain MoNTAGUT agreed with the opinion that the Convention would be of no use if 
they could not inspect all vessels. They were faced by a dilemma, for if provision were made 
for inspecting all vessels they would be going contrary to the provisions of international law. 

The CHAIRMAN proposed that they should not touch the text of the article as regarded the 
technical aspect of the question. As, however, there was a political side to the question, the 
question as a whole might be settled by the Council or by the Government concerned. 

M. ScHANZER pointed out that the difference between Article 20, which was now being 
examined, and the corresponding article of the Convention of St. Germain lay in the fact that the 
latter provided for the inspection of the vessels of the High Contracting Parties, whereas 
Article 20 admitted the search of all vessels. From the point of view of the efficacy of the Con
vention, he thought that Article 20 was to be preferred. However, he did not know whether, 
from the point of view of international law, it would be possible to apply this article. He there
fore supported the Chairman's suggestion to refer the matter to the Council. 

65. Amendment of Admiral Aubrey Smith to Article 20. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH submitted the following amendment to paragraph s: 
"In the cases referred to in paragraph I (c) of this article, if it is ascertained, as a 

result of the visit made on board the native vessel, that, whereas it flew no flag, it was 
also not entitled to fly the flag of a recognised State, the native vessel shall, unless the 
innocent nature of her cargo can be established to the satisfaction of the commanding 
officer of the warship, be conducted to", etc. 

66. Proposal by Captain Montagut for Article 20. 

Captain MoNTAGUT proposed to incorporate paragraph 5 ina pragraph 3, for all the vessels 
referred to in paragraph 5 could be brought within the scope of paragraph 3· 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH. observed that in paragraph 3 mention was made of vessels which 
had not the right to fly a certain flag, whereas paragraph 5 referred to vessels which had not 
the right to fly any flag at all. 

Captain MoNTAGUT stated that there was no appreciable difference, for a vessel which had 
not the right to fly any flag might always fly some sort of a flag when it met a warship on patrol. 

1\L JouHAUX pointed out that, while they should aim at very effective control, he thought 
that some of the provisions were too severe. For instance, paragraph 4 enabled the commander 
of a warship to regard ~native vesse~ ~s. suspect even after he had verified its flag and f?und 
a manifest in due form. In the last diVISion of paragraph 5 allowance was made for the seizure 
of all cargo carried in addition to arms and munitions. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH said that he must insist upon his amendment c·oncerning vessels 
which had no longer the right to fly a flag. 

M. ScHANZER explained that, in accordance with the declaration already made, the Italian 
delegation would abstain from voting. He wished to point out that such abstention was not 
equivalent to the expression of a contrary opinion, 
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67. Proposal by the Chairman for Article 20. 

. The ClfAIR..,t:\N pointed out that they had to vote on the inserti?n in this artie!~ of tw~ lines 
indicated by the Legal Section in respect of Article x6 (Presumption of the Native Character 
of Wessels) : . . . 

"Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig shall be _presumed 
to be a native vessel." 

Arlick 20 aras adopkil with U1is additioH aHd with Ui6 amendment submitted by Admiral Aubrey 
Sfflitll.. · . 

68. Article 21. 

Arlick 21 aras adopled T1litJI the ameHdmenl submitted by the Legal Section. 

6g. Article 22. 

A.rlide 22 aras atlopkil. 

'JO. Article 23. 

A.rlide 23 aras adopled. 

71. Article 24 • 

.A.rlick 24 1I1IIS adcpkil. 

'J2. Article 25: 

.A.rlide 25 was adcpted. 

73- Article· 26. 

Wording of the PermaHent Advisory Commission. 

"The High Contracting Parties which exercise authority over territories within the 
prolnoited areas and zone specified in Article ro agree to take, so far as each may be 
concerned, the measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and 
in particu1ar f<ir the prosecution and repression of offences against the provisions con-
tained therein. . . 

"They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Body and 
shall inform it of the competent authorities referred to j.n the preceding articles. Such 
of them as are Members of the League of Nations shall at the same time transmit this 
information to the Secretary-General of the League." . 

The CllAIRlf.A..'l pointed out that in the case of this article and the following they had again 
come to the political part of the Convention. He recalled that the Permanent Advisory Commis
sion proposed to add the sentence from the Convention of St. Germain amended as follows to 
the first paragraph: 

"and to appoint the necessary territorial and consular officers or special repre· 
sentatives competent for this purpose"; . . 

.A.rlicle 26 1611S adopled. 

· (The Drafting Committee will decide where the addition made by the Permanent Advisory 
Commission is to be inserted.) . 

74- Article 27. 

Wording of the Sub-Commission. 

"The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the accession 
to. the present Convention of the other States, whether Members of the League of Nations 
or ilot. 

"This accession Ehall be notified through the diplomatic channel to the Government 
of the French Republic, and, by it, to all the signatory or adhering States. The accession 
will come into force from the date of such notification to the French Government. 

"Any State may, with the consent of the High Contracting Parties, notify its partial 
or conditional adherence to the provisions of the present Convention, provided that 
such coriditions or partial adherence do not affect the effectiveness of the supervision 
of trade in arms and ammunition." 

~ ~IJAIJnfAJI,_taJdng mto accou!lt the observation:' of the Legal Section, proposed that the 
Com~um sbould mstruct the Drafting Committee to msert the first two paragraphs in a more 
appropriate place. For the pre&ent they might merely approve the principle embodied. 
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75· Amendments by M. Jancovici to Article 27. 

h" ~· ]ANC~VICI expressed the opinion that the first paragraph constituted-a recommendation 
w IC was qmte out of place in an international convention. As regards the second paragraph, 
he ~ou~d propose to substitute for the words "to the Government of the French Republic" the 
wor s to the Se~retariat of the League of Nations'". 

The CHAIRMAN asked Mr. Gibson's opinion on this point. 

Mr. G!B~ON s~ated that his Government's point of view had already been communicated to 
the Comffi!sswn With regard to Article 9 and that consequently he had nothing further to add 

. M. DuPRIEZ thought that they ought to maintain the text as proposed, for it was identical 
Wit~ the t~x~ of the Convention of St. Germain and was, moreover, in conformity with the diplo
mat~c traditiOns of the past. Other treaties had been drawn up at the instance of the League of 
Nations an~ th~ same. traditional procedure had been followed. In making changes, they might 
cause certam difficulties as r~arded the adherence of the United States. 

• The. CHAIRMAN pointed out that latterly diplomatic ratifications had been deposited at the 
Secretanat of the League of Nations. 

M. Jancovici's two amendments were rejected. 
The first two paragraphs were adopted. 
The arrangement proposed by the Legal Section was submitted to the Drafting Committee. 

76. Article 27, Paragraph 3. 

M. ?cHANZER thought that the observations of the Legal Section were entirely justified, and 
he adm1~ted the system of partial adherence by submission to the approval of the other High 
C~ntr.actmg_ Parties. That Wl!:_S very right, for otherwise a· rather confused legal situation might 
anse if partial adherences could have the effect of diminishing the force of the Convention. 

The CHAIRMAN asked Mr. Gibson to be good enough to state his opinion, for he thought that 
his Government was interested in the question. -

Mr. GIBSON said that he did not desire to offer any particular-observations, but in any case 
he thought that the paragraphs in question might make it easier for his Government to take the 
present Convention into consideration. · 

Colonel REQUIN asked the Drafting Committee to rectify two matters of form in paragraph 3• 
In point of fact, one contracting party could not arrive at an arrangement itself, because two 
were necessary to do this. The terms were, therefore, incorrectly drawn up. Besides, it was 
necessary to mention the reservations, i.e., conditional or partial adhesion after the notiJJcation 
for which proVision had been made. · 

M. J ANCOVICI said he thought the consequence of inserting this article would be to diminish 
the forces of the Convention, for every State which adhered only partially would detract from its 
underlying principle. He proposed that the paragraph should be omitted. 

Count HIROSAWA said that he thought the First Sub-Commission and the Plenary Commisson 
had done all they could to obtain the adherence of the United States. He thought that by adding 
paragraph 3 they might cause complications. In any case, the text of the Convention that they 
had drawn up was not final, and the United States would certainly be represented at the inter
national conference at which the Convention would be established .. 

M. BRANTING supported Count Hirosawa's remarks, for he did not think it would be desirable 
to adopt too broad a formula which, although it might facilitate the adherence of a larger number 
of States, would undermine th~ very spirit of the Convention. 

M. SCHANZER asked the Corn.ffiission to be good enough to approve this paragraph, for he 
thought that the object they sought was to obtain the adherence of a large number of Govern
ments. The danger pointed out by M. Branting and by other speakers was non-existent, for partial 
adherences would only be accepted if the other High Contracting Parties had no objection. 

M. COBIAN said he thought this paragraph should be amended, but that the absolutely excep
tional nature of the.l?rovision should b~ emphasised. He al~o though! ~hat there _was a danger 
in making the opposition of one Power WI~~ regard to the part1~ or conditional adhesiOn of another 
Power decisive. He proposed that opposition to such an adheswn should be made by three States 
as a minimum. 

M JoUHAUX asked whether they could not discover some wording which would show more 
clearly. that conditional adherence must not a!fect th~ underlying principles of the Conven:ti?n. 
He would not like the Convention to be depnved of Its force merely for the sake of obtammg 
more numerous adherences. 

M. DuPRIEZ replied to M. J ouhaux that the best ~arantee against t~e d~ger he point~d 
out was contained in the second sub-paragraph of the thrrd paragraph! which lrud down tha~ m 
the case of Powers which adhered partially to the Treaty the Convention would only come mto 
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~ if, "ithin the period_ of a year from the notification, !lo objec?on ·had been ~aised t? t~eir 
adherence to the Convention. In any case, even by adopting a stncter formula, 1ts applicat10n · 
would always ha-,.-e to be left to the decision of the High Contracting Parties. On these ~am~ 
grounds, he was opposed to M. Cobian's proposal. 

The CHAIR.'\IAN proposed that they should approve paragraph 3 in principle and leave the 
ta..~ of drafting thiS.parlio"Taph to the Drafting Committee. · . 

This proposaltMS adopted. 

SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, July Ioth, I924, at 3.30 p.m. 

77· Omtinuation of the Discussion of Article 27. 

The CHAnul.~'< reminded the Commission that the article under discussion was Article 27. 

M. CoBIA..'i was anxious to draw.the Commission's attention to the danger of making it pos
sil>le for a single Power to object to the conditional or partial adherence of another country . . . 

M. DUPRIEZ replied that_ this was ~e sole guarantee that the principle of control would be 
properly observed. 

The Legal Section's text f'egarding conditional Of' partial adhef'ence was adopted.· 

78. Article 28. 

The Legal Section's text /Of' Article 28 was adopted. 

79- Article 29 • 
WOJ'ding of theSub-Commission. 

"All the provisions of former general international conventions relating to the 
matters dealt with in the present Convention shall be considered as abrogated in so far 
as they are binding between the Powers which are parties to the present Convention. 

"The present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and obligations which 
. may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of 

the Treaties of Peace signed in I9I9 and I920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and 
Trianon and the provisions of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and 
published by the League up to the date of the coming into force of the present Convention, 
so far as the Powers whic~ are signatories of or benefit by the said Treaties or Agreements. 
are concerned. 8 

Count Bo:!mi-l.oNGARE asked why the text jn-oposed by the Legal Section alluded to the 
St. Germain Convention. · 

lL l>cPJuEZ added that there was no reason for quoting it, ·as it had never been put into force. 

Colonel REQUIN replied that, according to the terms of the St. Germain Convention, it was 
in force for the eleven Powers which had ratified it. 

So. Proposal of M. Dupriez for Article 29. 

lL DuPJUEZ proposed that, in order to simplify the formula, the words "including the St. 
Germain Convention" should be inserted in paragraph I. . · 

This '/Jf'ofJosal was adopted. 

. llajor HILLS pointed out that the Washington Naval Treaty, which contained provisions 
m regard to the transfer of warships from one Power to another, ought to be included in the second 
paragraph among the treaties in regard to which reservations were made. 

llr. GIBS05 agreed with Major Hills. He added that the Washington Naval Treaty on the 
U.'le of tubmarines and poison gases ought perhaps to be taken into consideration also. 
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M ~b SCHANZER objec~ed to this proposal and pointed out that the latter treaty referred to by 
r. 0

1 son dealt not wtth the traffic in weapons but only with their use. 

8r. Observation by Colonel Requin on Article 29. 

f Colonel ~EQUIN said that the expression "other corresponding treaties", as a description 
0 peace treattes other than that of Versailles, seemed to him both vague and inadequate. 

The Comn:ission adopted Article 29 in its original form, with the insertion of a reference to 
the St. Germam Convention and to the Washington Naval Treaty and with a correction to meet 
Colonel Requin's observation. · 

82. Article 30. 

Wozding of the Sub-Commission .. 

"The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report 
on the trade in arms and munitions of war, the licences issued by the different Govern
ments and the situation of the trade in arms. 

"This report shall be submitted to the Assembly of the League of Nations." 

The CHAIRMAN supported the wording proposed by the British delegation for paragraph I: 

"The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published an annual report 
on the operations of the present Convention." 

Article 30 was adopted, with the amendment proposed by the British delegation. 

83. Article 31. 

Wording of the Legal Section. 

"The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both be 
authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day's date and shall be open for 
signature by the Powers until ... (date). - . 

"Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which shall 
at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers. 
· "The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives of the 
French Government." · 

M. jANCOVICI asked why the closing date for signatures had been left blank. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that the International Conference would fill in the date. 

M. DuPRIEZ asked why it was wished to fix a closing date for signatureS. 

The CHAIRMAN explained that, in the view of the Legal Section, a treaty could be signed up 
to a certain date; and after that the Powers which had not signed could accede. 

Article 31 was adopted, with the wording proposed by the Legal Section. 

84. Article 32. 

Wording of the Legal Section. 

"The present Convention will not come into force until it has been ratified by twelve 
Powers, among whom shall be the following: Belgium, the United States of America, 
France, Great Britain, Italy, Japan <md Russia. 

"The date of its coming into force shall be the ... day after the receipt by the French 
Government of the twelfth ratification. Thereafter, the present Convention will take 
effect in the case of each Party ... days after the receipt of its ratification or accession." 

Admiral DE SouzA ~ SILVA said that there were seventeen South American States interested 
in the Convention as non-producing countries. He thought it would be advisable that the rati
fication of at least one of these States should be necessary before the Convention entered into force. 

The CHAIRMAN. replied that it-was more important to secure the ratification of all the great 
producing countries. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA replied that a certain_number of the South American States pro
duced explosives. The insertion of one of these States i~ the article would give the American 
Continent the impression of being bound by the Convention. 
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ll. DuPRIEZ drew attention to a difficulty arising out of the "partial adherence" cl3;use. 
Would the ConYention enter into force if the accession required by Article 32 were only partial ? 
He proposed that the words "full ratification" should be inserted. · • 

Moreover, if his proposal were accepted, a further difficulty would arise from the fact that the 
rnited States had been included among the six Powers whose ratification was necessary, altho~gh 
the "partial adherence" clause had been inserte? on purpose to .facilitate the accessi~n of ~he Umted 
States.. He propo..<:ed that the article should stipulate a certam number of full ratifications and a 
certain number of partial ratifications. 

The CHAIR.\lAN asked M. Dupriez not to insist on his proposal. In view of the guarantee 
pro,.ided by Article 27 in regard to the effectiv:eness of ~he control, the Conven~i~:>n would fulfil 

_its purpose. perfectly if the sbc Powers named m the article adhered even con~Itlonally. 

The CHAIR.\lAN noted that the British delegation did not maintain its amendment regarding· 
Russia. 

C.ol.onel REQUIN said he was not fully satisfied as to- the value of this article. In the extreme 
ca..-.e of the Convention's entering into force after twelve partial ratifications, a single full adherence 
subsequently might, in his opinion, cancel the first twelve. - 0 

The CIIAIIuLL'i said it was hardly likely that a State would adhere to a Convention for the 
purpose of destroying it. 

Arlicle 32 was tulopted in the forn• proposed by the Legal Section. 

85- Article 33 • 

.1rlide 33 was a®pted in the forn~ proposed _by tire Legal Section. 

86. Article 35. 

Arlicle 35 (Legal Section's numbering) was tulopted. 

Sj-. Article on Neutrality (now Article 25 of Final Text). 

The text of the new article regarding breach of neutrality was read:. 

"In time of war, Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5 shall be considered as suspended from operation 
until the restoration of peace so far as concerns any export of arms, munitions or imple
ments of war to or on behalf of any of the belligerents recognised as such by the exporting 
country, provided such recognition has been previously communicated to the other 
High Contracting Parties." 

The CnamvAN proposed to insert in this article the words "transit" and "country of transit". 

M. DUPRIEZ said that the article also provided for the suspension of the Convention in the 
prohibited zones, as regards exports intended for belligerents, in view of the fact that two High 
Contracting Parties might be at war on colonial territory. 

-
The CRAIRVAN admitted that this was an inevitable consequence of the article. 

lL 5cHAxZER attached special importance to this article, in the absence of which the Conven-
tion wonld necessitate fundamental changes in international law. · 

. He took advantage of the opportunity to draw attention to a special point: the object of this 
article was to suspend the licence system in relations between belligerents and neutrals. In view 
of the article regarding the exportation of detached parts to private persons, it would also be 
na:essary to suspend the licence system in respect of consignments to private persons manufacturing 
on behalf of one of the belligerents. · 

The CHAIRXAY, in reply to this objection, said that the article applied to arms exported on
behalf of a belligerent, and added that the neutral State supplying the detached parts delivered 
them to another neutral State. In his opinion, the text fully allowed for this difficulty. 

The llarquis DE Vxn DE MARco pointed out, however, that the authorisation of the country' 
manufacturing the assembled weapons was necessary in order to obtain the component parts. 
It was therefore quite true. that two neutral Governments were involved. 

!he <:HAI~lll ;ej,lied .that t~ neutral ~overnme1_1t delivering the parts c~uld do so in virtue 
of this article lVlthout granttng a licence, provided that 1t knew they were intended for a belligerent. 

ll, l>cPlUEZ pointed out that this procedure between two neutra~ Governments violated the 
leCl'ecy' r~ding the armament contracts placed by the belligerent with one of these Staten, and 
that this might have l!erious drawbacks. 
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1 
. The CHAIRMAN replied that, in the event of war between tw~ countries, a neutral State sup

p ym~ detached parts would in any case know the use for which these parts were intended if they 
were exported. -

Count. B?NIN-LONGARE said that this complicated discussion showed on what difficult ground 
the Co~mrsswn had ventured. It ran the risk either of acting contrary to international law or 
0~ placmg ~eutr~ls in an embarrassing position. This dilemma encouraged him to propose a new 
vrew for discussron. He suggested that in time of war the Convention should be suspended for 
everybody .. If it were objected that any war might have far-reaching effects on the whole world, 
the suspensiOn of the Convention could be restricted to a continent. -

. The CHAIRMAN considered that there were serious objections to this proposal. In certain cases 
rt W?uld be most inadvisable, on account of a war on a small scale confined to a small part of a 
contment, to suspend the Convention for all the great Powers of the Continent. 
. Furthermore, this proposal would prevent America, for example, from supplying belligerents 
m Europe, and vice versa. -

- . He p~oposed that it should be left to the experts to consider whether there were any omissions 
m ~e artrcle. · 

Major HILLS considered that the article presented another serious danger. The suspension 
oft~e Convention would enable private persons to buy arms on the pretext of delivering them to the 
belligerents. This would render it too easy to practise fraud by misrouting the goods. Such frauds 
would be continually going on, as there was practically always war somewhere on the globe. He 
proposed that the Commission should return to Viscount Cecil's first proposal, to the effect that 
the licence system was not contrary to the law on neutrality. . 

/ 

Count BoNIN-LONGARE did not see the difficulty alleged by the Chairman of obtaining arms 
from America in the case of a war in Europe. 

M. JOUHAUX said that, although he found the discussion very interesting, he did not think 
that it was for the Commission to solve this question of international law. The main purpose of 
the Temporary Mixed Commission was to prevent wac and not to try to organise the transport 
of am1s in time of war. He suggested that the proposal should be referred to a committee of legal 
experts. 

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA thought that Count Bonin-Longare's proposal would constitute a 
safeguard for the neighbours of belligerent States on the same continent, as it would place them on 
the same footing as the belligerents in regard to the "supply of arms". 

M. JANCOVIC! hoped that, in regard to its anxiety concerning the fate of the Convention in 
time of war, the Commission would be guided by the Covenant, which recognised wars of two kinds: 
namely, legitimate wars and illegitimate wars. In any case, Article r6 of the Covenant laid down 
that in illegitimate wars all relations should be broken off with the aggressor. 

The CHAIRMAN supported this proposal. 

M. ScHANZER also considered M. Jancovici's observations of importance, but pointed out that 
Article 29 of the Convention-reserved the rights and obligations arising out of the Covenant. 

Further, it might be inferred from the debate in the rg2r Assembly on Article r6 of the Cove
nant that each country was entitled to decide whether or not the Covenant had been violated. 
M. Jancovici's proposal would accordingly greatly complicate the situation. 

. . 
. M. CoBIAN supported M. Jouhaux's proposal. If that were not accepted, he would vote for 

Major Hills' motion. . • 

M. DUPRIEZ supported the arguments put forward by M. Schanzer. A new reservation wo?~d 
not carry them any further. The Convention merely suspended Articles 2, 3, 4 and 5 and nothing 
else. He remarked also that M. Jancovici's proposal created an intolerable inequality, as it placed 
the victim and the aggressor on the same footing. Major Hills' solution too was-unsatisfact?ry. 
It would be of but little value to small Powers, which might have to put up with powerful bellige:
rents accusing them of violating neutrality; 

M. JoUHAUX asked.how the Commission proposed to reconcile the provisions of the Convention 
with those of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance. 

M. SCHANZER replied that the Convention and the Treaty of Mutual Assistance were not 
inconsistent with one another. If a country violated the Covenant, all the provisions of the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance would become operative. 

M. JouHAUX asserted that the object of the Treaty of Mutual Assistance was, first, to ensure 
peace, and, secondly, to ensure the victory of the attacked party .. The Conv~ntion under considera
tion, however, permitted each country to supply arms to all belligerents alike. 

The CHAIRMAN replied that all countries were obliged to support the party attacked and 
would obviously not send arms to the aggressor. 

The article was adopted, the reference to Article 3 (a) and the words "transit" and "States crossed 
in transit" being inserted. 
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~- General Reserve made by 1\f. Jouhaux. 

:u: Jot'H.WX asked that the following general reserve should be mad~ in the minute~, viz.: r 

"Considering that the Temporary Mixed Commission Wll;S set up to ~sco~er .the 
means of applying Article 8 of the Covenant and that in these circumstances 1ts pnnctpal 
ta..~ is that of establishing a Treaty of Mutual Assistance; and · 

"Considering that the provisions which it is introducing int~ the present Conventi?n 
are entirely inconsistent with those of the Treaty of Mutual Asststance drawn up by 1t; 

"He abstains from voting on the article under discussion." 

The CH.:URMAN said that, after voting on the article concerning neutrality, the Commission 
might now return to paragraph :r of Article 3· · 

PttTtlgraph :r of Arlicle 3 was adopted. 
The C.H.:\IIUL:\N announced that the British delegation withdrew its proposal for two separate 

conventio~ · 

EIGHTH M~ET_ING. 

Held on Saturday, July nth, :rgz4, al :ro a.m. 

NoTE: The numbering of the articles quoted in the following minutes is that of the Final 
Text of the draft Convention. 

8c). Reading of the Final Text of the Draft Convention. 

The CILmulA.."l proposed that the Commission should once more read the text of the Con
vention as prepared by the Drafting Committee, and he asked members to submit any altera
tions they would like to make. 

go. Commander Deleuze's Amendment to Article 1. 

Commander Deleuze's amendment to Article :r was read: 

"Category I.- z. Implements of War hereafter enumerated. 

"Ships of all kinds· designed exclusively for war, including submarines and sub- -
Dlei'Sl"bles; • 

"Aizsbips, aeroplanes and seaplanes designed exclusively for war; 
"Tanks; . 
"Armoured cars· 
"Component parts of the above enumerated implements of war which are not capable 

of other nse than for the manufacture of those implements." · 

Commander DELEUZE explained that the object of his amendment was to make it quite 
dear that the component parts were those which were not used for any purpose other than war. 

Major Hu.LS thought that this interpretation was too narrow. It would result in almost all 
component parts being excluded from this category. 

The CHAIRliA..lf explained to the Commission that there was a disagreement not merely on·a 
question of form but on a question of substance. . 

H Commander· Deleuze's proposal were accepted, a searchlight intended for a warship 
would not be included in Category I since it might be used for other purposes than war. 

Major HILLS did not agree with this. 
Comma111k! Deleuu's proposal was adopted in the following form: 

"z. Material of war as below and component parts which are only capable of being 
utilised in the manufacture of the said material." · 

91. Article 2. 

Arlicle :z was amended as follows: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export themselves, and to pro
Ju"bit the export of munitions and implements of war similar in character to those enume
rated in Category I, except on the following conditions." 
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92. Article 3, Para~raph 5 . 
• 

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the importing Governments which, under paragraph 6, 
sh?uld f?r~ar~ a copy of the export licence could only do so if they received the export licences. 
With thiS m VIew, he suggested that the words "and shall accompany the consignment" should be 
added to .paragraph s. 

The pr~posal was adopted. . 

. Admiral Aubrey SMITH reminded the Commission that they had held over their decision with 
regard to the form in which the export licences should be forwarded to the Central International 
Body. · · · 

He proposed that the words "a return of licences" should be substituted for the word :·copy". 
The proposal was adopted . 

. The CHAIRMAN also asked the Commission to delete "nevertheless", the first word of the 
article, as a result of the new wording. of Article z. 

• This was agreed to. 

93· Articles 4 and 5. 

Articles 4 and 5 were adopted. 

94· Article 6. 

Article 6 was adopted. 

95· Article 7. 

Admiral Aubrey SMITH suggested that Articles 7 and 9 should be amalgamated into a single 
article; all the provisions in respect of prohibited zones should be contained in a single article, 
as this would make the use of the Convention easier. 

Major HILLS thought that it was more logical to keep all the general provisions with regard 
to the obligations incumbent on Governments together at the beginning of the Convention. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Drafting Committee had been unanimous in their approval 
of this method. 

Admiral Aubrey''Smith's proposal was rejected. 
Article 7 was adopted, with the following amendments: 

"Fifth line: Instead of 'without prejudice to the provisions', read 'provided that 
they conform to the provisions'. 

"Sixth line: Instead of '2 to s•, read '3 to 5'." 

96. Article 8. 

Article 8 was adopted, with the following amendments: 

"Second paragraph, first line: Instead of 'an annual report showing the export 
licences', read 'a return of licences'. 

. "Second paragraph, fifth line: Instead of 'this report', read 'this return'.". 

97· Article 9. 

- The CHAIRMAN reminded the Commission that it had decided to submit the text of the article 
and to add the British amendments following the article to the Minutes which were to be sent 
in to the Council. 

The Commission adopted the British amendment prohibiting the transportation of arms not 
only in the maritime zones, as laid down in the article, but also in the territorial zones. 

g8. Article 10. 

Article 10 was adopted, with the addition in paragraph 2, fifth li11e, of the words "or naval" after 
the word . "military". 

99· Articles 11, 12, 13, 14. 

Articles II, 12, 13, 14 were adopted without aUeration. 
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to .. -.. Article 15. 

Cormt BoNIN-LONGARE said that, so far as all these articles were concerned, as the:1 were 
of a tt'clmical naval character, his acceptance was conditional subject to the approval of the Italian 
naval e.'\:perts.. . 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Commission would take note of this· declaration. 
Tile FremJa k.\'l of Article IS was adopted. (The English text of the two first paragraphs of 

Article IS required re-drafting.) · · 

IOI. Articles 16 and 17 • 

Arli'des .r6 and .I7 'll!ere adopted. 

IOZ. Article 18. 

On the proposal Of Admiial Aubrey SMITH, the Commission added at the end of the first 
para.,oraph of paragraph .r, after the ·word "exists", the words "and the- manifest provided for in 
Article .r6". 1 

" • 

Tile Commissi<m adopled Commander Deleuze's St~ggestion that the last paragraph but one 
should begin ~ith the words "if it is proved that the ship that has been stopped was illicitly 
transporting arms, munitions or implements of war" •. 

Arlicle .r8, Tf'itla tlaese h«J amendments, was adopted. 

IOJ. Article 19. 

Arlicle .I9 aras adopled. 

104- Article 20. 
. . 

The ClLuRMAN pointed out that Article 8 already covered the second part of Article 20. 

Tile Commitlu adopted the following wording for Article 20: 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to communicate to the Central Inter
national Body specimen forms of the documents mentioned in Articles IS, 16 and 17." · 

I05- Articles 21, 22 and 23. 

Arlides 21, 22 and 23 were adopted . 

.ro6. Articles 24 and 25. 

Articles 24 and 25 were adOpt~tl. 
Major ~ proposed that the order of these articles should be inverted. 
This proposal aras tukptetl. -

IO'J. Article 26. 

Count BoNIN-I.oNGARE pointed out that the phrase "any High Contracting Party", with 
which the article began, appeared to assume that the Government referred to had already 
adhered. 

The CommissiOn tlecided to ask the Secretariat to make the necessary alterations in this 
text. 

Io8. Article 27. 

Article 27 7/JIIS adopted. 

101). Article 28. 

Admiral DE SouZA E SILVA asked how the Council would obtain the information necessary for 
the publication of the report. . . 

· The CHAIIDIAN said that the Council, to whom the Commission had referred the question 
of the organisation of the Central International Body, could also take a decision with regard to 
this )li'ObJem. . 

The Commission decidd to adopt the article witho-ut awy alteration other than the substitution 
of the '11101'4 "presented" for the word "submitted". · 

IIO. ArticJee 29, 30 and 31 • 

.Articles 2(}, 30 and 31 7/Jel'e adopted. 

III, Ankle 32. 

General DE MARUIIS pointed out that the date of coming into force should be not earlier than 
ooe year after the receipt of the twelfth ratification, since such ratification might be conditional, 
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and, !£ so, wo~ld only b~ permanently received if no objection was raised by the other High Con-
tractmg. Parties during the following year. · 

· .. The CHAI~MAN replied that the last ratification might be a full and unconditional one, in 
Which case this point would not arise. · 

The CHAIRMAN further noted that, as the date was left blank, the international conference 
would have to decide what the period of time was to be. . · · 

. _Article 3Z was adopted. · 

II2. Articles 33 and ¥· 

Articles 33 and 34 were adopted rtJithout alteration. 

113. Statement by Mr .. Gibson • 
• 

. Mr. GIBSON wished to express to the Commission his sincere thanks for the manner in which 
1t had .accepted the views of his Government. He h;td been deeply impressed by the desire of the 
Con:ffilssion to acc.ord full and friendly consideration to his observations, in addition to those 
of h1s predecessor. He was also sensible of the readiness of the Commission to devote thorough 
and painstaking discussion to the means calculated to render the text of the Convention acceptable 
to his Government; the final attitude of his Government could not, of course, be made kllown 
until the precise text was before it. · · - · 

The CHAIRMAN said that he was· sure that he expressed the view of the whole Commission 
in thanking Mr. Gibson for the information he had given, which had been of great value to the 
Commission. Mr. Gibson had had an opportunity of seeing how desirous the members of the . 
Commission were to obtain the collaboration of the Government of the United States in the 
work they were doing for peace. He begged Mr. Gibson to transmit to his Government the 
expression of the views of the Commission, and once more thanked him in the name of the 
whole Com!Dission. · 
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• 
TEXT PROPOSED FOR ARTICLE 3 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 

BY REAR-ADMIRAL DE SOUZA E SILVA (BRAZIL). 

0 

The object of Article 3 of the draft is to ensure that the export of arms and munitions in Cate
gory I shall be made public and shall be registered by the-central authority and recorded in the 
annual statistics; it is also designed to place a check on the destination of such arms and munitions, 
i.e., to establish that they are consigned to a Government for that Government's own use, and not 
to any third party or to private individuals. The object of this article is not to prevent exp?rts 
nnder Category I for the requirements of any Government, nor to make the purchases reqmred 
bv that Government subject to the supervision and contingent upon the good-will of the Govern
ment of the exporting country. 

There is therefore no reason for altering the existing practice (whereby Governments are 
already free to permit or prohibit the export of arms and..munitions) by now requiring purchasing 
Governments to make special application to the Government of the exporting country for an· 
exceptional authorisation or licence to purchase arms and munitions and to enable the nationals 
of the latter Government to export them. · 

Accordingly, in place of the arlilwrisation or licence which, under Article 3, must be obtained 
from the Government of the exporting country for purchases to be made by the Government of 
the purchasing country, the proposed text merely requires a certificate from the authorities of the 
exporting country stating the nature and destination of the arms and munitions exported, and 
certifying that they have the exceptional authorisation provided for in Article 3· . · 

This certificate is to show that the export is being effected in conformity with the terms of 
the Convention; while serving the same practical purpose as the authorisation or licence, it does 
not invest Article 3 with the arbitrary character of a supervisory measure, as does the existing text. 

Again, in the proposed new text the proceedings prior to export are to be taken by the exporter 
bimsP.H and not by the agent of the Government of the purchasing country. The object of this 
amendment is to make the whole transaction a question of purely internal administration for the 
exporting country by suppressing the direct intervention of the agent of the Government of the 
purchasing country with the authorities responsible for the supervision of exports. 

This will-also prevent the export by private individuals of arms and munitions for the use of a 
belligerent Government from being regarded as a violation of neutrality, since there will no longer 
be any necessity for a special authorisation or licence to be granted by the Government of the 
exporting country to the agent of the Government of the purchasing country, and only a certi
ficate of fact will be required. 

Certain countries, such as the Argentine, Brazil, the United States, the British. Empire and . 
Russia, are composed of States, Provinces, Dominions or Colonies enjoying autonomy to a greater 
or Jess degree and maintaining military police forces or local armies and navies, for the equipment· 
of which they need to acquire arms and munitions independently of the central Government. 

The present wording of Article 3 would not allow such States, Provinces, Dominions or Colo
nies to acquire these arms and munitions, which could only be acquired by the Government recog
nised as such of the High Contracting Party, which would be forbidden to transfer them to a third 
party. 

Accordingly, this eventuality has been provided for in the proposed new draft, which still 
stipulates, however, that the purchase must be made directly by the Government of the High 
Contracting Party and delivered directly to it. 

As this statement shows, the new text proposed for Article 3 does not in any way affect its 
original purpose and, far from restricting its scope, it widens it and renders it more definite and 
much~ to apply in practice, while avoiding any attack on the susceptibilities or rights of the 

-exporting or purchasing countries; and there is no risk that the latter will be placed in a position 
of inequality in relation to the former, by being rendered more dependent than they are already 
as a rE:SUlt of the special economic and industrial conditions which oblige them to have recourse to 
foreign industry for the requirements of. national security and defence. 

TEXT 4, ARTICLE 3, PROPOSED BY REAR-ADMIRAL DE SouzA E SILVA. 

The pr.._,bibition to export anns and munitions of war in Category I which use is not prohibited 
by international law s]J,a,ll not apply for the purposes of the present Convention to the orders and 



purchases ma.de directly by a .Government r~cognised by the Government of the exporting 
country, provHl.ed the following mles are observed: 

I. The consignments shall be acquired for the·use of the Goveroment acquiring them or of 
the Governments of the States, Provinces, Dominions or Colonies belonging to that country. 
. . 2. The consignments shall be acquired through a duly accredited representative of the acquir-

. mg Government.. · · · 
3· The·l:onsignment shall be delivered direct to the Government of the acquiring country . 

.4·. The exporter, manufacturer .or contractor shall submit to the competent" authority of the 
e'_'portmg country a declaration of the agent of the acquiring Government, vised by the latter's 
?iplomatic representative, certifying that each consignment of arms and muuitions of war is 
mtended for the said Government or for the Governments of the States, Provinces, Dominions or 
Colonies belonging to the country concerned; also that it is to be delivered direct to the said 
Government and not to be handed over or delivered to any third party. It must contain a 
CQIIlplete list of the arms and munitions which constitute the consignment, together with the 
names of the_ ports of embarkation and disembarkation and of the place of destination· and 
details as to the means of transport and the route. · · · · 

'topy of this declaration shall be remitted by the representative of the acquiring Goven~;
ment to the competent authority of the exporting country, together with the information as to the 
names of the manufacturer or contractor and of the exporter. 

s. Each consignment shall be accompanied by a certificate of the competent authority of 
the Government of the exporting country setting forth the destination of the arms and munitions 
of war, and contaiuing all the information given in the declaration remitted by the representative 
of the Government of the acquiring country, and certifying that the consignment com_Qlies with 
the conditions laid down in the present article. 
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. 
Text presented by the Rapporteurs to the 

First Sub-Commission. I 

TITLE. 

DRAFT CONVENTION AMENDING THE 
CONVENTION SIGNED AT ST. GER
MAIN- EN 7 LA YE SEPTEMBER xoth, 
1919, FOR THE CONTROL OF THE 
TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION. 

PREAMBLE. 

[Here will follow the names of the High 
Contracting Parties signing the new Conven
tion.] 

Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was 
signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned; 

Whereas certain of them were not able tG 
ratify such Convention; 

And whereas for this and for other reasons 
it is desirable to amend such Convention: 

Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

Text drawn up by the First 
Sub~Commission. 

TITLE. 

DRAFT CONVENTION AMENDING THE 
CONVENTION SIGNED AT ST. GER
MAIN- EN- LA YE SEPTEMBER xoth, 
1919, FOR THE CONTROL OF THE 
TRADE IN ARMS AND AMMUNITION. 

PREAMRLE. 

[Here will follow the names of the High 
Contracting Parties signing the new Conven-
tion.] · 

Whereas the Convention of St. Germain was 
signed by the High Contracting Parties therein 
mentioned; 

Whereas certain of them were not able to 
ratify such Convention; 

· Whereas for this and for other 'reasons it is 
desirable to amend such Convention; 

Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general 
supeFvision over the trade in arms and ammu
nition, with the object of securing the fullest 
possible publicity in regard to such trade, 
thereby drawing attention to the danger of the 
accumulation, in peace-time, of stocks of muni-
tions; · 

Whereas it is necessary to institute a uniform 
procedure for the supervision over the trade 
m fire-arms and ammunition which are capable 
of both warlike and other uses; 

Whereas the existing treaties and conven
tions, and particularly the Brussels Act of July 
2nd, 1890, reg\llatin~ the traffic in arms and 
ammunition in certam regions no longer meet 
present conditions, which require more elaborate 
provisions applicable to a wider area in Africa 
and the establishment of a corresponding regime 
in certain territories in Asia; 

Whereas a special supervision of the mari
time· zone adjacent to certain countries is 
necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures 
adopted by the various Governments both as 
regards the importation of arms and ammuni
tion into these countries and the export of such 
arms and ammunition from their own territory; 
. Have appointed as their Plenipotentiaries: 

Document 7 - No. 57 

Final Text of the Draft Convention. 

eT!TLE. 

DRAFT CONVENTION FOR THE 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE. IN 
AND IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

PREAMBLE. 

. . 
CONTROL OF THE 
ARMS, MUNITIONS 

Whereas the Convention of Saint Germain signed by the High 
Contracting Parties therein mentioned has not entered into full 
force and effec,t; 

W:hereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over 
the international trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, 

· with the object of securing the flillest possible publicity in regard 
to such trade; 

Whereas. the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly 
c 

the Brussels Act of July 2nd, 1890, reguh~ting the traffic in arms 
and munitions in certain regions, no longer meet present conditions; 

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to 
certain countries is necessary to ensure the efficacy of the measures 
adopted by the various Governments both as· regards the import 
of arms, ammunition and implements of war into these countries 
and their export from their own territory; 

Have appointed: ' 
• • • • • • • 0 0 • 0 • • 0 • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • 

Document 10 -No. 21. 
Document 20 -Nos 3 to 9· 
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1't>xt l11'1,lllt•ntlld by tho RIIJlJIIII'h•m·a to tho 
l<'h'at Sub•C.'ommhullon. -------·-----------

• -lrtt'dt I, 

l'his Conwntion npplitlll to tho following m·ms 
tlll\l nmnitions: 

C'.4TEt;OR1' I. 

ARNS AND l\IUNITIONS 01' WAll, AS I'OLLOWS: 

(11) Ships of war of all kinds, including sub· 
nmrines and submersibles. 

(b) Ail:ships, acrojllanes and seaplanes fot' 
use in war. ' 

((c-) l't\lll.:s and armoured caus. 
d) Artillery of all kinds. 

(<') Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds 
of projectiles, and for the discharge of all 
kinds of bombs, torpedllt"s and depth 
cllarges. 

(I) Flame-throwers. 
(g) Mines, whether for land or water. 
(h) Torpedoes and depth cltarges of all kinds. 
(r) Bombs and grenades of all kinds. 
(1) .lllachine-guns and rifted small-bore breech· 

loading weapons of all kinds. 
(k) Pistols and revolvers of all kinds. 
(/) Ammunition of all kinds for use with 

anv of the above. 
(nr) Explosives and propellants of all kinds 

for use in war. 
(ra) Component parts of any of the above, 

includiltg mountings. 

CATEGORY II. 

FlRE .. AR!IS AND ANNUNITON FOR PURPOSES OF SPORT 
OR PERSONAL DBPENCB. 

In order to prevent the export and import 
of fire.anns and ammunition intended for war
like pul'J?'>SCS. though described and sold as 
articles of sport or personal defence, and in 
order at the same time not to hamper undul>• 
the Iegitinlate trade in fire-arms and ammum
tion intended to be used only for sport and per· 
sonal defence, the High Contracting Parties 
hereby undertake that they will use their best 

· endeavours.to agree upon a uniform definition of 

'l'oxt dt·nwn up by tho Fll'llt 
· Sub·CommiiiHion, 

Artida 1 • 

Auuptud wllhout chango. 

Docunlllnt 1 -· NoK, 3 to 1> nnd 'ti,, 

• 

Jllnul 'foxt of th11 J>rnft Convention. 
----·---~----·--------·~-·-----~· r·· 

CltatJtcr /, - DI!IIINI'f!ON Oi' 'rim ARf1K, MuNI'fiONH ANJJ lMI'LP.

MI!N'I'~ OU WAR Till! lNTI!JtNATIONAL 'J'I!ADI!. Oil WIUCII HI TO 

liE CON1'l!OI.LED. 

Article I. 

This Convention applies to the following ariJIJI, munitionB 
and implements of war: 

CA1'EGORY I. 

I. Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Component Parts, 
exclusively designed for Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare, 

whatever their Mode of Employment. 

(a), - All arms and ammunition which arc or shall be com
prised in the equipment of the armed forces of the different States, 
including: 

'Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments 
of the same, designed for single-handed use or fired from the 
shoulder, of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and length of barrel 
more than IO em.; 

Rifles, muskets, carbines; • 
Machine-guns, interrupter gears,' mountings for machine-guns; 
Aerial gun-sights; 
Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles; 
Flame-throwers; 
Cannon, long or short, bomb throwers and mortars of all kinds 

and their carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for 
mounting and sighting apparatus; 

Apparatus for the discharge of an kinds of projectiles, bombs, 
torpedoes, depth charges, etc.; 

Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, 
torpedoes, depth charges; · 

Projectiles of all kinds; 
Ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus; 
Bayonets, swords and lances; • 

(b). - All arms and ammunition which, after havirig been 
employed in the services of the different States, are no longer part. 
of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military 
purposes to the exclusion of any other utilisation. 



(I) Military rifles, revolvers and pistols and 
the ammunition thereof. 

(2) Rifles, revolvers and pistols capable of 
use for both military and other purposes 
and the ammunition thereof. 

(3) Rifles, revolvers and pistols regarded as 
of no military value and the ammunition 
thereof. 

2. Implements of War hereafter enumerated and Component Parts 
which are capable of being utilised only -in the Manufacture 

of the said Material. 

Ships of all kinds designed exc!usively for war, including submarines . . 
and submersibles; . 

Airships, aeroplanes and seaplanes designed exclusively for war; 
Tanks;· 
Armoured cars. 

CATEGORY II. 

Arms and Munitions, Assembled or Component Pans, capable of Use 
both for Military and other Purposes. . · 

r. Fire-arms, designed or adapted for non-military purposes, 
that will fire cartridges that can be fired from fire-arms in Category I. 

2. All other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre 
of 6 mm. or above, not included in Category I.' 

3· Ammunition f9r the arms enumerated abo.ve. 
4· Gunpowder and explosives. 

CATEGORY Ill'! 

Arms and M1mitions having no Military Val11e. 

All the arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories 
I and II, such as: 
Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing 

from the shoulder; . 
Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 rom. or less and 

length of barrel of ro em. or less; 
Smooth-bore shot-guns; 
Double-barrelled shot-guns of which one barrel is rifled, the other 

·smooth-bore; ' 
Single-shot pistols; 
Fire-arms firing rimfire ammunition; 
Muzzle-loading fire-arms; 
Life-saving rockets. 
Guns for whaling or other fisheries; 
Signal and saluting guns; 
Humane cattle-killers of all sorts; 
Ammunition for the above. 

Document 10 - Nos. 1 to 15, 17, xS. :u. 
Docmnpnt 20 - Nos, 10 to 14, 31, 90, 



1~xt l''"'~'''ntod b~· th1.1 RllllllOI'hl\11'11, 
tll tho Fh'tlt Sub-<..\nnmhntlun. 

----·---------------
:l.rtidt "· 

Th(lll(~h rontmt•thtl{ l'nrtitlS lllllhll'ltlkt' 
not to e-xport tht•msolvo~, nntl to prohibit 
th1.1 t>.xport nnd imllott of, nrms nmlm1mi· 
tions of wur in l'l\ ~·~·ot'V I tlXt't'pt on thtl 
\'l.\1\dititli\S mtllttinnod fn Artldo .l• This 
l'"'hibitinn of llXJlOI'tntion shnll ''P/'IY to 
u\1 sudt nrms tmd .nmmtmi'tion, w tothl'r 
C\llllplllto ot' in pnrts, 

..trtidl! J. 
Ntwl>rthclliSS, notwithstanding this pro· 

hibitit,n, the High Contracting Pnrtics 
rosen-e the right to grant, in respect of 
anus and munitions of war whose use is 
not prohibited by internntiona\ lnw, 
lkences fur the export of 111'1\\S and muni· 
tions of wur in Category I, but such 
li~nces are on\>• to be granted on the 
following conditions: 

I. No licence is to be granted except 
fur a direct Sllle to a Government recog· 
niscd as such by at least hnlf of the Higlt 
Contracting Parties. 

2. The purchasing Government must 
act through a duly accredited represen· 
tati\"e, who shall produce his credentials. 

3· Such representati\·e must produce 
a written authority from his Government 
to purchase each consignment, which 
authority must state that the consign
ment is bought for the use of the purchas
ing Government and not for resale and 
will be deli~"ered to them and to no one else. 

4- Each licence must contain a full 
description of the arms and mwtitions of 
war to which it relates, and the names of 

. the a-porting and purchasing Govern
ments, ports of embarkation and disem· 
barkation, means of transport, route and 
destination. 

5· A separate licence shall be required 
for each separate shipment which crosses 
the frontier of the e:!i.-porting country, 
whether by land, water or air. 

'l'oxt dt'llWII "'' by tho Fh•at 
Sub·CommiNRion, · 

-·····-·---·-----
Arlida ~. 

Tho ll!l(h Cnntmdlng l'nrth1~ undor· 
tuko not to oxpm't thomMulvo~, nnd to 
prohibit tho ox port of, m·ms l\lld munitions 
of wm· In Cntt•gnry I oxco/>t on tho condi· 
tlons montluncd in Al'tic o J. This pro· 
hlbltlon of el!J>Ol'tntlon shnll npply to all 
snch lll'll\S nnd nmmnnltlon, whctltOI' com· 

· ploto or in pnrts. 

Dooumont 7 - Nos. 7• 8, IJ, 13, 

Artie/~ 3· 
Nevertheless, notwithstnnding this pl'O· 

hibitlon, the High Contmctlng Pnrtlcs 
reserve the right to grunt, in respect of 
arms nud mnnitions of wnr whoso use is 
not prohibited by intemationallaw, licen· 
ces for the export of arms and munitions 
of war in Cntegory I, but such licences 
nrc only to be grantee\ on the following 
conditions: · 

I. No licence is to be granted except 
for a direct supply to a Government re
cognised as such by the Government of 
the exportin~ territory. 

The form 111 which this licence shall be 
given shall, so far as practicable" resemble 
that given as an annex to the present 
Convention. 

2. The Government acquiring the con· 
signments must act through a duly accre· 
dited representative, who shall produce 
his credentials, 

3. Such representative must produce a 
written authority from his Government 
for the acquisition of each consignment, 
which authority must state that the 
consignment is acquired for the use of that 
Government and not for transfer and will 
be delivered to them and to no one else. 

4· _ Each licence must contain a full 
description of the anns and munitions of 
war to which it relates, and the names of 
the exporting and acquiring Govern
ments, ports of embarkation and disem
barkation, means of transport, route and 
destination. · 

5· A separate licence shall be required 
for each separate shipment which crosses 
the frontier of the exporting country, 
whether by land, water or air. 

Document 7- Nos. 1-4 to :n. 

Flnnl 'foxt of tho J>raft Conv8ntlon. 

·--------------------------------
Cllaf,tor 11. - HXI'OI!'f AND 1'11ANHI'I' 011 AIIMK, MUNITIIINH AND 

JMI'WMIIN1'S 01' WAll. 

Article 2. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export theml!d vel!, and to 
prohibit the export of, arms, munitions and other implements of war enumc
l"ated in Category I, except on the conditions hereinafter mentioned. 

Dooumont 10 - No. 23, Document 20 - No•. 1.~. 91. 

Article 3· 

Notwithstanding this prohibition, the High Contracting Parties may grant, 
in respect of arms, munitions and implements of war whose use is not pro
hibited by international law, licences for the export of arms, munitions and 
implements of war enumerated in Category I, in the following conditions: 

I. Licences are not to be granted except for a direct supply to a 
Government recognised as such by the Government of the exporting 
country. 

2. The Government acquiring the co~signment must act through a 
duly accredited representative. 

3· Such representative must produce a written authority from the 
Government he represents for the acquisition of each consignment, which 
authority must state that the consignment is required for delivery to 
that Government for its own use. 4 

_ 

4· The form in which this licence shall be given shall, so far as practi
cable, be that given as an appendix to the present Convention. 

Each licence must contain a description sufficient for the identification 
of the arms, munitions and implements of war to which it relates and the 
names of the exporter and the acquiring Government, ports of embarka
tiOII. and disembarkation, means of transport, intended route and desti-
nation. · 
. 5· A separate licence s)lall be required for each separate consignment 
which crosses the frontier of the exporting country,- whether by land, 
water or air, and shall accompany each separate consignment. 

6. A return of the licences granted shall be sent quarterly to the Cen
tral International Office referred to in Article 8 of the present Conyention 
by the Issuing Governments; importing Governments, when High Con
tracting Parties, shall also forward quarterly to the Central Internatioaal 
Office a return of t\le same licencesoenclosing particulars of the heading 
under wh~ch the imported goods will appear in their import statistics. 

Document 10 - Nos. 25 and 26. 
Document 20 - Nos. 16, 17, 18, 21 to 29, 92. 
Document 21. 
Document 25 - Nos. 4 and 5· 



Arti~le 3 (a). 

The High Contracting Parties also re
serve the right to grant export licences 
covering parts of arms and munitions of 
war in Category I, but such licences shall · 
only be granted for direct export to an 
actual manufacturer in another country 
who requires such parts in order to manu-· 
facture them into arms and munitions of 
war. The High Contracting Parties, 
·whether of the exporting or of the im
porting country, hereby agree that they 
will take all proper precautions to see that 
such parts are sent direct to their desti
nation and not elsewhere. The form of . 
such licence shall, so far as practicable, 
resemble that given as an ;mnex to the 
present Convention. 

Document 1.- Nos. 17 and 18. 

Article 4· 

A copy of the licence must accompany 
any consignment throughout its journey. 
The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to take such steps as they reasonably can 
to supervise and prohibit the transit of 
the arms and munitions of war in Cate
gory I through their respective territories, 
unless they are accompanied by a licence 
made out in the proper form, as laid 
down in Article 3· 

Article 3 (a). 

Adopted without change. 

Document 19 ~ No ... 2. 

Article 4· 

Without prejudice to any obligations to 
which they may have subscribed under 
international conventions dealing . with 
transit, the High Contracting Parties 
undertake to take such steps as they 
reasonably ·can to supervise and prohibit 
the transit of the arms and mun1tions of 

· war in Category I which are not accom
panied by a licence made out in the propel" 
form, as laid down in Article 3· . · 

A copy of the licence shall be sent by 
the exporting State to the. central inter
national body referred to in Article 9 of 
the present Convention before the goods 
pass the frontier of the exporting country; 
a second cofy shall be sent to the same 
internationa body by the importing 
country, if one of the High Contracting 
Parties, within a month of the receipt of · 
the consi!l'nment, mention being made of 
the headmg under which the imported 
goods will appear in its import: statistics. 

Document 7 - Nos. 24 to 28. 

Article 4· 

Further, licences for the export to p~ate individuals of component parts 
covered by Category I may be granted on the following conditions: • 

The said·component parts must be e~orted direct to a recognised man~
facturer of war material, duly authorised by his own Government, on a decla
ration from him to the effect that the said component parts are required 
by him. · 

The Government which ·grants the .licence and the Government of the 
importer's country shall take all adequate precautions to ensure that the said 
component parts are sent direct to their deStination. 

The licences granted in the terms of th~ present article shall, so far as prac
ticable, be drafted according to the form annexed to the present Convention, 
and shall conform to the provisions of the present Convention, and particu

. larly to those of Article. 8. 
I 

Document 20 - Nos. '31 11nd 93· 

Article 5. 

,Without prejudice to any obligations to which they may have subScribed 
under international conventions 'dealing with transit, the High Contracting 
Parties, when they have reason to believe that any consignment of arms, 
munitions or implements of war in transit thro~gh their territory does not 
conform to the provisions of thepresent Convention, 'undertake to investigate 
the circumstances and if necessary to prohibit the transit. 

Document 10 - No. 27. 
Document 2 - Nos. 33• 34, 93· 



. '1\>xt I'I'V-.'tt'lllt>d by thu RIIJlllOI'hnn'll to thu 
1-'11'111 Sub·t.'ummhnthm, 

Ar/t'd( !I· 

Fit'\'-l\1'1\ls nnd nnllllllllitiun in Cnll•gnt'\' ll 
111<1~\ if tht• t•xpnrting t•nmltry so closh'\•s, bo 
~xpo.'l'lt'tl withnnt lkt•twt• ext•opt to tho pmhi· 
l>itt'tl 111\'<IS nml ••mt•s tmm tinlll'<l in Artidu !1, 
l'ro\'idt>tt. 1\t'\'l'rtht•lt•ss, thnt, in the cnsu of 
tit\.~\1'11\S nnd nmm1mition ndnptcd both to 
\\,lrl\1..~ nnd nlso to othl'r p11rpost'S, the High 
Contmt•tin.~ J>nrtit'S rest'l'\'tl to themselves tho 
r~o::ht, nnd the~· hm'<lbv undertnko, to dt•turmine 
from the size', dtostiti11tion and other circum· 
Slt\nc..-s of t'nch .shipment for what uses it is 
intenclt'<i, and to d.:cide in each case whethl'r 
such shipment fulls properly under Category II 
or whether it ought to be considered to belong 
to Cntegoq• I, and in the latter case they under· 
take that 1t shall become subject to Articles 2 
aud 3 hereof. 

A•tick 6. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, in 
addition, to prohibit the export both of arms . 
and munitions of war in Cnte~rv I and also 
of fire-arms and ammunition m 'Category II, 
whether complete or in parts, to the areas and 
zones specified in Article 10. Nevertheless, not· 
withstanding this prohibition, the High Con
tracting Parties reserve the right to grant export 
licences on the understanding that sucll licences 
shall be issued only by the authorities of the 
exporting countries. Such authorities must 
satisfy thelllSE'lves in advance that the arms or 
ammunition for which an export licence is 
requested are not intended for export to any 
destination, or for disposal in any way contrary 
to the provisions of this Convention. 

'l'oxt d••nw1l 1111 by tho lll1'8t 
Sub • Co lllllliHIIIIIII, 

A rtr'ol u !I, 

Firtl·lll'lllS and nnununltlon In Catognry II 
may, if tho exporting countl·y so duKh·os, bo 
oxpm·tcd without llconco except to tho pruhl· 
bltud nt'l\1\S nnd zones montionud In Article xo. 
Provided, novot•theles.~, thnt, in tho case of 
llrc-nrms nnd nmmunltion adapted both to 
wnl'like and also to other purposes, tho High 
Contracting Pmties horuby undertake to doter· 
mine from the sir.o, destination at}d other cir· 
cumstnnces of each shipment for what usus it 
is intcnclod, and to decide in each case whether 
such shipment fnlls properly under Category II 
or whether it ought to be considered to belong 
to Ciltcgory I, and in the latter case they under· 
take that it shall become subject to Article.~ 2 
and 3 hereof. 

Document 7 - Nos. 9, 29 and 30. 

Article 6. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, in 
addition, to prohibit the export both of arms 
and munitions of war in Cate~ory I and also 
of fire-arms and ammunition m Category II, 
whether complete or in parts, to the areas and 
zones specified in Article 10. 

Nevertheless, notwithstanding this prohibi· 
tion, the High Contracting Parties reserve the 
right to grant export licences on the under· 
standing that sucll licences shall be issued only 
by the authorities of the exporting countries. 
Such authorities must satisfy themselves in 
advance that the arms or ammunition for which 
an export licence is requested are not intended 
for export to any destination or for disposal in 
any way contrary to the provisions of this 
Convention. 

Document 7- No. 31. 

Jllnnl 'l'l!xt of tho D1·nft Convention, 
-~-·~.-··---ro-o ---' 

Article 6. 

Without prejudice to tho provisions of Article 7, arms and muni
tions in Categories II and III may, if the exporter's country so 
desires, be exported without licence. Provided, nevertheless, that 
in the cnse of arms and munitions of Category II the High Contract
ing Parties hereby undertake to determine from the size, destination 
and other circumstances of each consignment whether these arms 
and munitions arc intended for war purposes. If such is the case, 
the High Contracting Parties undertake that the shipments shall 
become subject to Articles 2 to 5· 

Document 10 - No. 28, 
Document 20 - Nos. 3~ to 38, 94· 

Article 7· 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to prohibit the 
expo~ of arms, munitions and implements of war enumerated in 
Article :r to the maritime or territorial zones specified .in Article 9· 

Nevertheless, the High Contracting Parties may grant export 
licences, notwithstanding ·this prohibition, provided that they 
conform to the provisions of Articles 3 to 5. The competent 
authorities must satisfy themselves, before issuing the licences, 
that the arms, munitions or implements of war are not intended 
for export to any destination or for disposal in any way ·contrary 
to the provisions of this Convention. · 

Document 10 - No. 29. 
·Document 20- Nos. 39 and 95· 
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Article 9· 

A central international office shall be estab
lished for the purpose of collecting and pre
serving documents of all kinds exchanged by 
the High Contracting Parties with regard to 
the trade in and distribution of the arms and 
ammunition in Category I and Category II 
specified in the present Convention, as well as 
the texts of all laws, orders and regulations made 
in the carrying-out of the present Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Partie~ shall 
publish an annual report showing the export 
licences which it may have granted in respect 
of arms and munitions in Category I or Cate
gory II, together with the quantities and desti
nation of the arms and munitions to· which the 
export licences refer. A copy of this report shall 
be sent to the central international office. 

Further, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to send to the central international office full 
statistical information as to the quantities. and 
destination of all fire-arms and ammunition in 
Category II exported without licence during the 
year, and those of the High Contracting Parties 
who are Members of the League of Nations 
agree to send all the above-mentioned docu
ments, reports and information to ti).e Secretary
General of the League of Nations. Movements 
of armaments made by a Power within its own 
area and for the use of its own military forces 
will not be included in this report. 

Article 9· 

A central international body shall be estab
lished by the Council of the League of Nations 
for the purpose· of collecting and preserving 
documents of all kinds exchanged by the High 
Contracting Parties with regard to the trade 
in and distribution of the arms and ammunition 
in Category I and Category II specified in the 
·present Convention, as well as the texts of all 
laws, orders and regulations made for the 
carrying-out of the present Convention. · 

Each of the High Con trl!-cting Parties shall 
publish an annual report showing the export 
licences which it may have granted in respect 
of arms and ammunition in Category I or 
Category II, together with the quantities and. 
destination of the arms and munitions to which 
the export licences refer. A copy of this report 
shall be sent to the central international 
body. · · 

Movements of arms and munitions made by 
a Power within territories placed under its 
sovereignty or authority, and for the use of its 
own military forces, will not be included in 
this report .. 

Document 7 - Nos. 34 to 40. 

Article 8. • 
A Central International Office shall be established by the Council 

of the League of Nations for the purpose of collecting, preserving. 
and publishing documents df all kinds exchanged by the High 
Contracting Parties with regard to the trade in and the distribu
tion of arms, munitions and implements of war, as wei! as the text 
of all laws, orders and regulations made for the carrying out of 
the present Convention. . · 

· Ea:ch of the High Contracting Parties shall pubiish an annual 
return of the export licences which each may have granted in 
respect of arms, munitions and implements of war in pursuance 
or the present Convention, mentioning the quantities and'destination 
of the arms, munitions and implements of war·to which the export 
licences refer. A copy of this return shall be sent to the Central 
International Office. • · 

The High Contracting Parties further undertake to forward to 
the Central International Office all information which they will be 
in .a position to provide ,relating to consignments under contracts 
entered into before the coming into force of the present Convention. 

Document I·o - No. 32. . 
Documcnt.2o- Nos . .fs to 48, 51, g6. Nos. 40 and 42 (as regards the third para

graph). 



1~xt ''"''"''"'"'' by tho Rlll'l"-ll'hmt·a tu tho 
lo'lrat Sub·L\muult~tllon, 

l'hc~ ll4:h fontt·u,•tin)l l'nrtit•s Ullllortuko, 
~.:h t\S. fnr t\S tho tt1t'l'itt•rv u111lor its jurisdiction 
is 001\\'t'l'l\t"-l to pmhibft tho importlttlon of 
anus and munitions of wnr in t'ntt>~n·y I nnd 
of lire-anus and nnununition in l'ute!:·ory II 
into tho following tutTitoritu nt'tlns, nnd t\lso to 
pn!Vent thcir e:-.portntion to, impm·tntion and 
transportation in, tho mnritimo aone defined 
below: 

1. l'he whole of the continent of Africa, 
with the exception of Algeria, Libya, 
Spanish ports of North Africa, the Union of 
South Africa and l~hodesia. Within this 
area are included t\11 islands situated within 
a hundred uautict\1 miles of the coast, to
gether with Prince's Island, St. Thomas 
Islnnd and the Islnnds of Annobon and 

·Socotra. 
2. Transcaucasia, Persia, Gwadnr, the 

Arabian Peninsula nnd such continentt\1 
parts of Asia as were included in the 
Turkish Empire on August 4th, 1914. 

3· A maritinte zone, including the Red 
Sea, the Gulf of Aden, tbe Persinn Gulf 
and the Sea of Oman, and botmded by a . 
line drawn from Cape Guardafui, following 
the latitude of that cape to its intersection 
with longitude 57° east of Greenwich, and 
proceeding thence direct to the east~m 
frontier of Persia in the Gulf of Oman. 

Special licences for the import of arms or , 
ammunition in Category I or Category II into · 
the areas defined above may be issued. In the 
African area they shall be subject to the re
gulations specified in Articles n and 12 or to 
any local regulations of a stricter nature whicb 
may be in force. · 

In the other areas specified in the present 
article, these licences sball be subject to similar 
regulations put into effect by the Governments 
exert:ising authority there. 

1'oxt da·nwn 1111 by tho l•'lnt 
Sub-Comml8111on. 

-----------------------
Arll'cl~ ao. 

'l'he Hi11h \ Contrncting l'nt•tlo~ undurtnko, 
cnch ns fnr ns tho tonltm·y unclor itA jul'isclic
tlon Is concorned, to prohiliit tho importntlon of 
arms nnd munitions of wnr In Cntogor}' I and of 
llro-nrms1U\d ammunition in Category II Into the 
following tcrritorinl nrens, and nlso to prevent 
thoir exportntion to, lmportlttionnnd tl'llnspor
tationln, the mnrltlme zone defined below. 

Not~: The Commission is of o\>inlon,in view 
of the new circumstnnces whlc 1 hnve arisen 
since the Convention of St. Gormnin wns drawn 
up, that the territories to be included in the 
restricted areas should form the subject of a 
fresh exnminntion by the Council of the Lenguo 
.of Nations. 

Specit\1 licences for the import of arms and 
ammunition in Category I or Category II into 
the areas defined above may be issued. In the 
African area they sht\11 be subject to the regula
tions specified in Articles II and I:il or to any 
local regulations of a stricter nature which may 
be in force. In the other areas specified in the 
present article, these licences shall be subject· 
to similar regulations put into effect by the 
Governments exercising authority there. 

Document 7 - N°1 41 to 43• 

Jflnal 1'ext of the Draft Convention. 

CllafiiBr III. - lMl'OIIT Ol' AIIM!I, MuNITIONK ANIJ IMI'U'-Mf!NTK 

01' WAR, Pnomnrmo ZoNI!K. 

Article 9· 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, each as far as the 
territory under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the im
portation of arms, munitions ancl implements of war into the 
following territorial zones, and also to prevent their exportation 
to, importation and tran~portation in, the territorial zones as 

. well as In the maritime zone defined below. 

Special licences for the import of arms, munitions and im
plements of war into the zones defined above may be issued. 
In the African zone they shall be subject to the regulations 
specified in Article,s xo and II or to any local regulations ot 
a stricter nature which may be in force. 

In the other zones specified in the present article, these 
. licences shall be subject to similar ~egulations put into effect by 
the Governments exercising authority there. 

Document 10 ~ No. 33· , 
Document 20 -Nos. 49, so, 52, 53, 54· 97· 
Document 25 .:... Nos. 6 and 7· . 
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Article 11. 

(Article 7 of the Convention of St. Germain.) 
Arms and ammunition imported under special 

licence into the prohibited areas shall be admitted 
only at ports designated for this purpose by 
the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate 
or territory under mandate concerned. 

Such arms and ammunition must be deposited 
by the importer at his own risk and expense in 
a public warehouse under the exclusive custody 
and permanent control of the authority and of 
its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil 
official or a military officer. No arms or ammuni
tion shall be deposited or withdrawn without 
the previous authorisation of the administration 
of the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory 
under mandate, unless the arms and ammunition 
to be deposited or withdrawn are intended for 
the forces of the Government or the defence of 
the national territory. 

The withdrawal of arms or ammunition depo
sited in these warehouses shall be authorised 
only in the following cases: 

I. For despatch to places designated by 
the Government where the inhabitants are 
allowed to possess arms, under the control 
and responsibility of the local authorities, 
for the purpose of defence against robbers 
or rebels. 

2. For despatch to places designated by 
the Government as warehouses and placed 
under the supervision and responsibility of 
the local authorities. 

3· For individuals who can show that 
they require them for their legitimate per
sonal usc. 

Article 1 I. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Chapter IV. - SUPERVISION ON LAND . 

• 
• 

Article Io. 

Arms, munitions and implements of war exported under licence 
into the prohibited zones shall be admitted only at ports, or other 
places of entry, designated for this purpose by the authorities of 
the State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under mandate 
concerned. 

Such arms, munitions and implements of war must be deposited 
by the importer at his own risk and expense in a public warehouse 
under the exclusive custody and permanent control of the Authority 
and of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a 
military or naval officer. No arms, munitions or implements of 
war shall be deposited or withdrawn without the previous authori
sation of the administration of the State, Colony, Protectorate or 
territor} under mandate, unless the arms, munitions and imple
ments of war to be deposited or withdrawn are intended for the 
forces of the Government or the defence of the national territory. 

The withdrawal of arms, munitions or implements of war de
posited in those warehouses shall be authorised only in the following 
cases : 

I. For despatch to places designated by the Government 
where the inhabitants are allowed to possess arms, under the 
control and responsibility of the local authorities, for the 
purpose of defence agajnst robbers or rebels. 

2. For despatch to places designated by the Government 
as warehouses and placed under the supervision and respon
sibility of the local authorities. 

3· For individuals who can show that they require them 
for their legitimate personal nse. 

Document 10 - Nos. 34 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 55 and 9S. 
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'1\lxt J'l't'-"""'"'' by thu Rlllli\Ortuura to tho 
\l'lrat Sub•l\nnmllllllou. 

• 4.rlidt lJ, 

(At•tidt> ~ (If thu C'onwntion of St. Gormnlu.) 
In tho pmhibih'\l l\1'\'\IS ~~w~llltxlln Mtlchl 61 

tnu\e in t~nns nnd nmm11nition shnll bo ph1cca 
\Utdt>t till' control of otl\~il1ls of tho Govormncnt 
Md slmll bt' suhjl'Ct to the following. reg11lntions: 

1. No }lt'I'SOII nltly k~x·p n wnrchouso for 
tums or nmmunition without n liccnco. 

1. Any pt~on lioo1sc~ ,to keep n wnrc· 
bouse for nnus or tmlmmutioo must rose.rvo 
for thnt spcci.t\1 purp01:.-e cnc~oscd P,rcnuscs 
hnving only one entry, provtded wttlt two 
locks, one of which can be opened only by 
tlte oft'iccrs of t11e Govenuuent. 

The person in clU\rge of a warcl1ouse ~~~nll 
be responsible for ;\1[ arms or nmmumhon 
deposited therein nnd must ·account for 
them on demand. For this purpose ~I 
deposits or withdrawals shall be ~t~d m 
a special re~ster, numbered nnd mthok'Ci. 
Each entry sllnll be supported by .~fercnces 
to fue official documents authonsmg such 
deposits or witltdrawals. 

3· No trnnsport of arms or anmnmition 
shnll take plnce witltout a special licence. 

4· No wifudrawal from a private ,ware
house shnll take place except \U\der licence 
issued by fue loCal autltority on nn appli
cation stating t11e purpose for which tl1e 
arms or amn11U\ition are required, nnd sup
ported by a licence to carry arms or by a 
special pennit for the purcllase of ammuni
tion. Every arm shall be registered and 
stamped; tlte autltority in charge of tlte 
control shall enter on tlte licence to carry 
arms tlte mark stamped on tlte weapon. 

5· No one shall, witltout autltority, 
trnnsfer to anotlter person, eitlter by gift 
or for any consideration, any weapon or 
ammunition which he is l,icensed to possess. 

'l'oxt dmwn llll by tho mnt 
Sub-Commhullon, 

.1rlicl~ u. 

A<loptu<l without chnllJ!l'· 

nooumont 7 -No~. •1•1 nml •15· 

J11nnl 'l'oxt or tho Drnft Convention, 

Article II • 

In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arllll!, 
munitions and implements of war shall be placed under the control 
·of officials of the Government and shall be subject to the following 
regulations : 

I. No person may keep a wareh.ouse for arms, munitions 
or Implements of war without a licence .. 

2. Any person licensed to keep a ·warehouse for 'arm~, 
munitions or implements of war must reserve for that special 
purpose enclosed premises, having only one entry, provided 
with two locks, one of which can be opened only by the officer!! · 
of the Go\:crnment. 

The persons in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible 
for all arms, munitions or implements of war deposited therein 
and must account for them on demand. For this purpose 
all deposits .or withdrawals shall be enteredin a special register, 
numbered and initialed. Each entry shall be supported by . 
references to the official documents· authorising such deposits 
or withdrawals. 

3·. No transport of arms, munitions Of implements of war 
shall take place without a special licence. 

4· No withdrawal from a private warehouse shall take 
place except under licence issued by the local authority on 
an application stating the purpose for which the arms or 
ammunition are required, and supported by a licence to carry 
anns or by a special permit for the purchase of ammunition. • 
Every arm shall be registered and stamped; the auth01;ity 
in charge of the control shall enter on the licence to carry anns 
the mark stamped on the weapon. 

5· No one shall without authority transfer to another 
person either l?Y gift or for any consideration any weap~ 
or ammunition which he cis licensed to possess. 

Document Io - Nos1 35 and 40 . 
. Document 20 - Nos. 56 and 99· 
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Article IJ .. 

(Article 9 of the Convention of St. Germain.) 

In the prohibited areas and zone specified in 
Article 6 the manufacture and assembling of 
arms or ammunition shall be prohibited, except 
at arsenals established by the local government . 
or, in the case of countries placed under tute- · 
!age, at arsenals established by the local govern
ment, under the control of the mandatory 
Power, for the defence of its territory or for 
the maintenance of public order. 

No arms shall be repaired except at arsenals 
or establishments licensed by the local govern
ment for this purpose. No such licence shall be 
granted without guarantees for the observance 
of the rules of the present Convention. 

Article 14. 

(Article ro of the Convention of St. Germain.) 
Within the prohibited areas specified in 

Article 6, a State which is compelled to utilise 
the territory of a contiguous State for the im
portation of arms or ammunition, whether 
complete or in parts, or of material or of articles 
intended for armaments, shall be authorised on 
request to have them transported across the 
territory of such State. · 

It shall, however, when making any such 
request, furnish guarantees that the said 
articles are req1,1ired for the needs of its own 
Government, and will at no time be sold, 
transferred or delivered for private use nor 
used in any way contrary to the interests of 
the High Contracting Parties. 

Any violation of these conditions shall be 
formally established in the following manner: 

(a) If the importing State is a sovereign 
independent Power, the proof of the viola
tion shall be advanced by one or more of 
the representatives accredited to it of con
tiguous States among the High Contracting 
Parties. After the representatives of the 

Article 13. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 -·Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article 14· 

Adopted without change. 

· Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

• 
Article 12. • 

In the prohibited zones. specified in Article g, the manufacture 
and assembling ·of arms, munitions 'or implements of war shall' be. 
prohibited, except at arsenals established by the local Government 
or,. in the case of countries placed under tutelage, at arsenals 
established by the local Government, under the control of the 
mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory or for the 
maintenance of public order. · 

No arms shall be repaired except at arsenals or establishments 
licensed by the local Government for this purpose. No such 
licence shall be granted without ·guarantees f~r the observance of 
the rules of the present Convention. 

Document 10 - Nos. 36 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 57 and 99· 

Article I3. 

Within the prohibited zones specified in Article g, a State which 
is compelled to utilise the territory of a contiguous State for the 

. importation of arms, munitions or implements of war, whether 
complete or in parts, qr of material or of articles intended for 

·armament, shall be authorised on request to have them transported 
across the territory of such State. • 

It shall, however, when making any such request furnish gua
rantees that the said articles are required for the needs of its own 
Government, and will at no time be sold, transferred or delivered 
for private use or used in any way contrary to the interests of the 
High Contracting Parties. . 

Any violation of these conditions shall be formally established 
in the following manner : 

(a) If the importing . State is a sovereign independent 
Power, the proof of the violation shall be advanced by one or 
more of the representatives accredited to it of contiguous 
States among the High Contracting Parties. After the repre
sentatives of the other contiguous States have, if necessary, 



'l•xt l'Nll""'"'' by thu Rlllllll\1'111\11'1 to thu 
1-'ta-.t Sub-<.\nnmlttMion, 

---~· ·- --------------~-

Arte\'lt l-# (conthmod). 
•llth.-r \>\llltl!:nll\1.~ Sinh\\ btWI\ If lll'Ctl~~l\fy 
'""'" inhll'lllt'll, 11 joint t•.nqnh·y lntu tho 
ftlt~h\ \ly 11\1 tht•St' l'')ll'\'~l'llltlti\•1\~ wll\ bo 
~~~'<'llt'l\.' tllltl, if 1\1'1'1\ ht'. thtl importb~ Stt1t11 
Wtl\ l>t' t'llllt'll 11p11n to lnmlsh l'loiphumtlons. 
lf lh<' ~mvil\' uf the Ct\$0 slumll\ so l'l'qllh'C, 

·nut\ if the ~loiplnnntions of the Importing 
Sh1h• t\l'tl t.'mlsidt•t-..'<1. llnsntisfnctury, thu 
l'l'l\reSt•.nt~tth'\•s will J'ointly notify tho 
imt~tlfting Shlhl tlmt 1 I h·tu\sit licences In 
its ftlvunr 1\I'C s\lsl'''ndud 1111d thnt nil 
fut11re rt'q\\l'st~ wil be rdust'tl 11ntll it 
l'lmll htwe fllruisht'<l nl'W tUld sntisf11ctory 
~Uirtult...oes. 

The fom1s nnd conditions of tho gmll'llll· 
tt'<'S tnuvidt-d by tho prest.'nt nrticlo shnll 
be ~n"-x\ upon previo11sly by the repre
St"lltntiws of the contiguous Stntcs 1\luong 
thl" High Contrncting Pnrtitos. These reprt.'" 
~ntntivt>S shall communicate to each other, 
ns and wht.'n issued, the trnnsit licences 
grnnted by the competent authorities. 

(b) If the importing State has been 
plaCed 1mder the mandatory system estab· 
lished by the League of Nations, the 
proof of the violation shall be furnished by 
one of the High Contrncting Parties or on 
its own initiative by the ml\1\datory Power. 
The latter shall then notify or deml\1\d, as 
the case may be, the suspension l\1\d future 
refusal of all trnnsit licences. 

In cases where a violation has been duly 
proved, no further trnnsit licence shall be 
granted to the offending State without 
the previous consent of the Council of the 
League of Nations. 

If My proceedin~ on the part of the 
importing State or 1ts disturbed condition 
should threaten the public order of one 
of the contiguous State signatories of the 
present Convention, the importation in 
trnnsit of arms, ammunition, material and 
articles intended for armament shall be 
refused to the importing State by all the 
contiguous States until order has been 
restored. 

'1\txt di'I\Wn \Ill by tho ll'lret 
Sub ·l'mmnl••lon, 

,. 
' lllnnl 'fuxt of thu Draft Convention, 

A rtlcTe 13 (cotinued). 

boon lnfm·mclcl, 11 Joint cmquiry Into the factK by ail ~hclflll mpre
Hcntntlvcs will be opcn!ld, and If need be, the importing State 
will be called upon to furnish explanationH. If the gravity 
of tho case should so require, and if the cxplanation8 of thcl 
importing State arc considered unsatisfactory, the rL'J'rell<ln· 
t1ttivcs will Jointly notify the importing State that all tramit 
licences in lts favour are suspended and. that all future 
requests will be refused until it shall have furnished new 
and. satisfactory guarantees. 

The forms and conditions of the guarantees provided by 'the 
present article shall be agreed ~on previously by the repre· 
sentativcs of the contiguous States among the High Contracting 
Parties. These representatives shall communicate to each 
other, as and when, issued, the transit licences granted by the 
competent authorities. l 

. . 
(b) If the importing State has been placed under the man· 

. datory system established by the League of Nations, the proof 
of the violation shall be furnished by one of the High Contract· 
ing Parties or on its own initiative by the mandatory Power. 
The latter shall then notify or demand, as the case may be, 
the su~pension and future refusal of all transit licences. 

In. cases where a violation has been duly proved, no further 
. transit licence shall be granted to the offending State without the 
previous consent of the Council of the League of Nations. 

If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its 
disturbed condition should threaten the public order of one of the 
contiguous State signatories of the present Convention, the impor-

• tation in transit of arms, munitions or implements of war, material 
and articles intended for armalllent shall be refused to the h,nporting 
State by all the contiguous. States until order has been r~ored. 

Document Io - Nos. 37 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 58 and 99· 



.. .. 

MARITIME SUPERVISION. 

Article 15. 

Subject to any contrary provisions in existing 
special agreements, or in future agreements, 
provided that in all cases such agreements 
comply with the provisions of the present Con
vention, the sovereign State or Mandatory 
Power shall carry out all supervision and police 
measures within territorial waters in the pro
hibited areas and zones specified in Article 6. 

Article r6. 

Within the prohibited areas and maritime 
zone specified in Article 6, no native vessel of 
less than soo tons burden shall be allowed to 
ship, discharge, or tranship arms or ammuni
tion. · 

For this purpose, a vessel shall be co~sidered 
as a native vessel if she is either owned by a 
nat.ive, or fitted out or commanded by a native, 
or If more than half of the crew are natives of 
the countries borderin~ on the Indian Ocean 
the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf, or the Gulf of 
Oman. 

This provision does not apply to lighters or 
barges, nor to vessels which, Without going more 
than five miles from the shore, are engaged 
exclusively in. the coasting trade between 
different ports of _the same State, Colony, Pro
tectorate or temtory under mandate where 
warehouses are situated. ' 

No cargoes of arms or ammunition shall be 
shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding 
paragraph without a special licence from the 

Article 15. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article r6. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 15· 

. 
Chapter V. - MAkiTIME SUPERVISION. • 

Ar#cle r4'. 
' 

Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements, 
or in future agreements, pro~ded that in all cases such agreements 
otherwise comply with the provisions of the present Convention, 
the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall carry out the super
vision and police measures within. territorial waters in the prohibited 
zones specified in Article 9· 

Document xo - Nos; 38 and 40. 
Document 20- Nos. 59 and 99· 

· Article rs. 

Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, no native vessel 
of less than soo tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, dis
charge or tranship arms, munitions or implements of war. 

A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a 
native, or fitted out, or commanded by a native, or if more than 
half of the crew are natives of the countries included in the prohi
bited zones specified in ArtiCle 9· 

This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels 
which are engaged exclusively in the coasting trade between different 
ports of the same State, Colony, Protectorate or territory under 
mandate, where warehouses are situated. 

All cargoes of arms, munitions or implements of war shipped 
on the vessels specified in the preceding paragraph must obtain 
a special licence from the territorial authority, and all arms, muni
tions and implements of war so shipped shall be subject to the 
provisions of the present Convention. 



'1\>xt 1'1'\'-"''lltQtl by tho RI\IIIMII'hllll'l to tho , 
1-'h'tlt Sub·L\nnml~ttllon. 

tt-n'll\•rh1l tmthority, nml nll nrms or tlll\tlllllll· 
tiun S~l llhlppt'<.l ~hull bt• 1111hjt•ct to th11 pt~lvis!ons 
tlf tht' \Wt\~t'llt t\'llWt'lltiO\\, 

This u~'\'1\t~ shnll contain t\11 dt•tnlls ncc~s..qnry 
to <'lltnhllt>h the nnture nml tJnnntlty of tho !toms ,,f the ~hipmcnt, thu vt•ssd on which tho ship· 
mt•ut is to he loadtx\, tho mmw of tht• ulthnnto 
t':\'111>'(~\t'<.\ nnd tho ports of !on ding nnd dischnrgo. 
It shall also be Sl'ccilicd thl'rt'Oil tlmt tho licunce 
hns bt'..'.l\ issutx\ m conformit¥ with tho reguln· 
tiw1s of the present Convention. 

Tho above n•gulations do not apply: 
I, To arms or tlllmmnition conveyed on 

behalf of the Government, provided that 
they are accompanied by a duly qualified 
otlicial. 

:1. To arms or tllllmtmition in tlte pos
session of persons provided with a licence 
to carry nrn1s, provided suclt arms are for 
the pen,"'Onal use of the, b~nrer tllld are 
accurately described on Ins hcence. 

Articl~ 17. 

To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms or 
anmmnition witllin the zone of maritime 
supervision specified in Article 6 {3), native 
vessels of less tllan soo tons burden not exclu
sively engaged in tile coasting trade between 
different ports of tile same State, Colony, 
Protectorate or territory under mandate, not 
going more tllan five miles from tile shore, and 
proceeding to or from any point witllin tile said 
zone, must carry a manifest of tlleir cargo or 
similar document specifying tile quantities and 
nature of tile goods on board, tlleir ori~Pn and 
destination. this document shall rentam cov
ered by tile secrecy to which it is entitled by 
the law of the State to which tile vessel belongs, 
and must not be examined during tile 
proceedings · for tile verification of the fiag 
unless the interested party consents tllereto. . 

The proVISIOns as to the above-mentioned 
documents shall not apply to vessels only 
partially decked,. having a maximum crew of 
ten men, and exclusively employed in fishing 
wiiliin territorial waters. 

' 

'foxt dr1twn \Ill by tho Flret 
Sllb•Comml11lon. 

Articl~ 17. 

Adopted witllout change. 
' . . 

Document 7- Nos. 44 and 45· 

I 

Final Text ol the Draft Convention, 

This llconco shall contain all dotails nr.ccHHary to cHtahliHh tlw 
nature nnd quantity of tho items of the shlprrumt, the vctsfld on 
which the shipment is to be loaded, the name of the ultimaro 
consign eo nnd the ports of loading and discharge. It shall also 
be specified thereon that the licence has been issued in conformity 
with the regulations of the present Convention. 

Tho provisions of this article do not apply : 

(a) To arm.~, munitions and implements of war conveyed 
on behalf of a Government either under that Government's 
authorisation. or accompanied by a duly qualified official. 

(b) To arms and munitions in the possession of persons 
provided with a licence to carry arms, provided such arms 
are for the personal use of the bearer and are accurately 
described on his licence. 

Document ro - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document oo - Nos. 6o and roo. 

Article 16. 

To prevent all illicit conveyance of ariDS, munitions and imple
ments of war within the prohibited zones defined in Article g, 
native vessels of less than 500 tons (net tonnage) : .• 

·(a) If not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between 
different ports of the same State, Colony, Protectorate or 
territory under mandate, 

or 
(b) If not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government 

as permitted by Article xs; paragraph (a), and proceeding 
to or from any point Within the said zones, 

must carry a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying
the quantities and nature of the goods on board, their origin and 
destination. 

The provisions as to the above-mentioned· document shall not 
apply to vessels only partiall¥ deeked, having .a maximum dew 
of ten men and exclusively employed in fishing within territorial 
waters. . . 

Document 10 - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 6I and 101. 



• 
Article 18. 

Authority to fly the flag of one of the High 
Contracting Parties within the zone of maritime 
supervision specified in Article 6 (3) shall be 
granted only to such native vessels as satisfy 
all the three following conditions: 

1. The owners must be nationals of the Power 
whose flag they claim to fly. 

2. They must furnish proof that they possess 
real estate in the district of the authority to 
which their application is addressed, or must 
supply a solvent security as a guarantee for any 
fines to which they may become ljable. 

3· Such owners, as well as the captain of the 
vessel, must furnish proof that they enjoy a good 
reputation, and especially that they have never 
been convicted of illicit conveyance of the ar·· 
tides referred to in the present Convention. 

The authorisation must be renewed every year. 
It shall contain the indications necessary to 
identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, type of 
riggin~, principal dimensions, registered number 
and signal letters. It shall bear the date on 
which it was granted and the status of the 
official who granted it. 

The name of the native vessel and the amount 
of her tonnage shall be incised and painted in 
Latin characfers on the stern, and the initial 
letters of the name of the port of registry, as 
well as the registration number in the series 
of the numbers of that port, shall be painted in 
black on the sails. 

Article 18. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7- Nos. 44 and-4'5. 

Article 17. 

Authority to fly the flag of.One of the High Cpntrac;ting Parties, 
within the prohibited zones defined in Article g, shall not be granted 
to native vessels of under 500 tons (net tonnage) a5 defined in 
Article 15 unless they satisfy all the three following conditions: 

(I) The OWners must be nationals of the Power whose flag 
they claim to fly or a company duly registered under the laws 
of that Power; · 

(2)· They must furnish proof that. they possess real estate· 
in the district of the authority to which their application is 
addressed or must supply a solvent security as a guarantee 
for any fines to which they may become liabl.e; 

(3) Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must 
furnish proof that they enjoy a good reputation, and especially 
that they hav~ never been convicted· of illicit conveyance of 
the articles referred to in the present Convention. 

The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain 
the indications necessary to identify the vessel, the name, tonnage, 
type of rigging, principal dimensions, registered number and signal 
letters. It shall bear the date on which it was granted and the 
status of the official who granted it. 

The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel 
followed by the vessel's registration number in the serial port 
numbers must be incised and painted in white on black ground 
on both quarters of each vessel. 

The same marks may be painted in black on the sails. 
The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be 

incised and painted in a conspicuous position inside the hull. 

Document 10 - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 6!. and 101. 



'1\•xt 1'1'\'St•nh•tl hy tht• Rl\1\l\lll'h'lll'll to tho 
l<'ll'llt Snb•l\mnniMMion. 

.~ rtl'df' JO. 

l'ht' ll~h ('onlmctin~: l'nrtit•s Ul(l't'll ttl upplv 
tht.' ft>llnwm,&: rult'l! in th\• nuu·itimtl auno spodlloll 
in Artidu b (.l): 

1. \\'ht\11 n \\1u-ship ht•loJ\I{iiiR to one of tho 
H~h Cnntrncting l'tu'tics t>lll'OIII\It•rs outside 
tcll'itorinl wntt•rs n nntive vessel of ll1ss tlum 
StlO tons bnrdt•n llying thcllt\&: of one of tho High 
Contrnt•tit\~ l'tuties, tUid tho conmmndor of tho 
\\1\Nhip lu1s good rt'l\son to bt'lievo that thenntivo 
\'\~'\~ IS flying this flttg without being entitled 
to do so, fut' the pmposo of tho illicit conveyance 
of arms or annmmition, be mny proceed to 
verifv the Mtionnlity of the vessel by examining 
the document authorising the flying of tho ling, 
but no otl1er pnpers. 

2. \\'itl1 this object, n bont commanded by n 
(1)mmissioned officer in uniform mny be sent 
to visit the suspected vessel after she bas been 
bailed to give notice of such intention. The. 
officer SE-nt on board tl1e vessel shall act with 
nil possible consideration and moderation; before 
leaving tl1e vessel the officer shall draw up n 
f;roces:.wrbal in the form and language in use in 
his own country. This procU-wrbal shall state 
the facts of the case and shall be dated and 
signed by the officer. · 

Should there be on board the warship no 
commissioned officer other than the commanding 
officer, the above-prescribed operations may be 
carried out by the warrant, petty, or non
commissioned officer highest in rank. 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, 
as well as the witnesses, shall be invited to sign 
the proces-M'bal, and shall have the right to 
add to it any explanations which they may 
consider expedient. 

3· If the authorisation to fly the flag cannot 
be produced, or if this document is not in proper 
order, the vessel shall be conducted to the nearest 
port in the zone where there is a competent 
authority of the Power whose flag has been 
flown and shall be handed over to such authority. 

Should the nearest competent authority 
representing the Power whose flag the vessel 
has flown be at some port at such a distance 
from the point of arrest that the warship would 
have to leave- her station or patrol to escort 
the captured vessel to that port, the foregoing 
regulation need not be carried out. In such a 

'l'oxt da·nwn UJl by tho llh·Nt 
Sub -Com miNIIIon, 

A rtiC'lo ~o. 

Aduptod without chungo, 

lluoumont 7 - NuN. H 1\nd '"'. 

IIJnul 1'oxt of tho J>ruft Conv1mtlon. 

Article 18. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rule~ 
in tho maritime zone specified in Article g: 

(I) When a warship belonging to one ot the High Contracting 
Parties encounters outside territorial waters a suppoHCd native 
vessel of less than soo tons burden (not tonnage) 

(a) Flying the flag of one of the High Contracting Partie~; 
(b) Flying the flag ot a recognised nation; 
(c) Flying no flag; 

and the commander ot the warship has good rea.'IOn to believe 
that the supposed native vessel 

(d) Is flying a flag without being entitled to do so; 
(e) Is not lawfully entitled to fly the flag of any recognised 

nation; 
(/) Is illicitly conveying arms, munitions or implements of 

war, . 
he may proceed, subject to the conditions indicated in the para
graphs below, to verify the nationality of the vessel by examining 
the document authorising the flying of the flag, if this document 
exist, and also the manifest referred to in Article r6. 

Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or 
rig may be presumed to be a native vessel. 

(2) With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned 
officer in uniform may be sent to visit the suspected vessel, after 
she has been hailed to give notice of such intention. The officer 
sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible consideration 
and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw 
up a proc~s-verbal in the form and language in use in his own 
country. This proces-verbal shall state the facts of the case and 
shall be dated and signed by the officer. 

Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer 
other than the commanding officer, the above-prescribed operations 
may be carried out by the warrant, petty or non-commissioped 
officer at the discretion of thf!, commanding officer. 

The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the 
witnesses, shall be invited to sign the proces-verbal, and shall 
ha"e the right to ad<! to it any explanations which they may 
consider expedient. 

I . 



• case, the vessel may be taken to the nearest 
port wher& there is a competent authority of 
one of the High Contracting Parties of national
ity other than that of the warship, and steps 
shall at once be taken to notify the capture 
to the competent authority representing the 
Power concerned. 

No proceedings shall be taken against the 
vessel or her crew until the arrival of the repre
sentative of the Power whose flag the vessel 
was flying or without instructions from him. 

4· The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 
may be followed if, after the verification of the 
flag and in spite of the production of the mani
fest, the commander of the warship ·continues 
to suspect the native vessel of engaging in the 
illicit conveyance of arms or ammunition. . 

The Hi~h Contracting Parties concerned shall 
appoint m the zone territorial or consular 
authorities or special representatives competent 
to act in the foregoing cases, and shall notify 
their appointment to the Central Office and 
to the other Contracting Parties. 

The suspected vessel may also be handed over 
to a warship of the nation whose flag she has 
flown, if the latter consents to take charge of her. 

(3) In the cases referred to in paragraphs I (a) and I l b) of this 
article, unless the right to fly the flag can be established, the vessel 
shall be conducted to the nearest port in the zone where there is a 
competent authority ot the Power whose flag has been flown and 
shall be handed over to sucheuthority. 

Should the nearest competent authority representing the PO\fer 
whose flag the vessel has flown be at some port at such a distance 
from the point of an est that the warship would have to leave her 
station or patrol to escort the detained vessel to that port, the 
foregoing regulation need not be carried out. In such a case, the 
vessel may be taken to the nearest port where there is a competent 
authority of one of the High Contracting Parties of nationality 
other than that of the warship, and handed over to. such authmity, 
and steps shall at once be taken to notify the detention to the com
petent authority representing the Power concerned. 

No proceedings shall be taken against the vessel or her crew until 
the arrival ot the representative oi the Power whose flag the vessel 
was flying or without authority from him. 

The suspected vessel may also l;>e handed over to a warship of 
the nation whose flag she had flown, if the latter consents to take 
charge of h!lr. 

(4) The procedure laid down in paragraph 3 may be followed if, 
after the verification of the flag and in spite of the manifest being 
in order, the commander of the warship continues to suspect the 
native vessel of engaging in the illicit conveyance of arms, munitions 
or implements of war. 

(5) In the cases referred to in paragraph I (c) of this article, it 
it is ascertained, as a result of the visit made on board the native 
vessel, that whereas it flew no flag, it was also not entitled to fly 
the flag of a recognised State, the native vessel shall, unless the 
innocent nature of her cargo can be established to the satisfaction 
of the commanding officer of the warship, be conducted to the near
est point in the zone where there is a competent authority of the 
Power to which the warship which effected the capture belonged, 
and shall be handed over to such authority . 

. If it should 11e established that the vessel was engaged in the 
illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of war, the 
vessel and all cargo carried in addition to the arms, munitions and 
implements of war shall be seized by such autl10rity and disposed 
of according to its own laws - the destruction of the illicit cargo 
of arms, munitions and· implements of war may be ordered according 
to the same laws. 

Document to - Nos, 38 nnll .. o. 
Document 20 - Nos. 6.1 to tl7 nml to:J. 



'l'txt lll'\•st•nt\•tl by the Rlll\\llll'tcmrs to tho 
1-'lrst Sub-t'tmmllll!llon. 

The authority hdoru whom tho suspt>cted 
~ has boon brouRht shnll institute a full 
t'nquiry in accordmlt'e with the lnws and h1les 
of his CoUlltf\' in the pl't'StlllCU of Rll officer of the 
rapturing wi\fShip. 

If it is J?mVt-d at this enquirv that the ftng 
has bt't'll tlle~ly fto\\11, the detained vessel 
shall remnin ~at the disposnl of the cnptor, 
mtd those responsible shnll be brought before 
the courts of his countrv. 

If it should be established that the use of the 
flag bv the detained vesst>l \\1\S correct, but thnt 
the vessel \\1\S engaged in the illidt conveyance 
of nmts or ammunition, those responsible shall 
be brought before the courts of the State under 
whose flag tlte vessel sailed. The vessel herself 
and her cargo shall remain in charge of the 
authority directing the enquiry. 

Toxt d•·nwn up by the First 
Sub-Commlsalon. 

II rlicl~ :2 I. 

Adopted without chango. 

Documont 7 - Noo. 44 ILnd 4~· 

Flnnl Text of the Drnft Convention. 

Article 19. 

The authority before whom the su.~pected vessel has been brought 
shall institute a full enquiry in accordance with the laws of his 
country in the presence of an officer of the detaining warship. 

If, however, owing to the duties upon which the warship is 
engaged, it is not practicable for an officer of this warship to attend 
this enquiry, an affidavit sworn by the commanding officer of the 
warship shall be accepted by the authority holding the enquiry 
in place of the verbal evidence of an officer of the warship. 

Ir it is proved at this enquiry that the flag has been illegally 
flown but that the vessel is entitled to fly the flag of a recognised 
State, she shall, if thai: State Is one of the High Contracting Parties, 
be handed over to the nearest authority ot thai: State and in all 
other cases shall be. disposed of by agreement between the State 
responsible for her detention and the State whose flag she is entitled . 
to fly, and, pending such agreement, shall remain in the custody 
of tile authorities of the nationality of the detaining warship. 

If it should be established that the use of the flag by the detained 
vessel was correct but tllat the vessel was engaged in the illicit 
conveyance of arms, ·munitions and implements of war, those 
responsible shall be brought before the courts of the State under 
whose flag the vessel sailed. The vessel herself and her cargo shall 
remain in charge of the authority directing the enquiry. The illicit 
cargo of arms, munitions or implements of war may be destroyed 
in accordance 'witll the laws and regulations drawn up for the pur
pose. 

Document IQ ~ Nos. 38 and 40.$ 
Document 20 - Nos. 68 and 103. 



• 
Article 22. 

The High Contracting. Parties agree to 
communicate to the Central Office specimen 
forms of the documents mentioned in Articles I2, 
I3, I4 and IS, as well as a detailed list of the 
licences granted in accordance with the provi
sions of this Chapter whenever such licences are 
granted. 

Article 23. 

Any illicit conveyance or attempted convey
ance legally established against the captain or 
owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of 
one of the signatory· Powers or holding the 
licence provided for in Article IS shall entail 
the immediate withdrawal of the said authorisa
tion or licence. 

The High Contracting Parties will take the 
necessary measures to ensure that their terri
torial authorities or their consuls shall send to 
the Central Office certified copies of all authori
sations to fly their flag as soon as such authorisa
tions shall have been granted, as well as notice 
of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They 
also undertake to communicate to the said 
Office copies of the licences provided for under 
Article IS. · . 

Article 24. 

The commanding officer of a warship who 
may have detained a vessel flying a foreign flag 
shall in all cases make a report thereon to his 
Government, stating the grounds on wi).ich he 
ac~. . 
· An extract from this report, together with a 
copy of the proces-verbal drawn up by the 
officer, warrant officer, petty or non-commis
sioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, 
shall be sent as soon as possible to the Central 
Office and at the same time to the Government 
whose flag the detained vessel was flying. 

Article 22. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article 23. 

· Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article 24. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article 20. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to communicate to the 
Central International Office •pecimen forms of the documents 
mentioned in Articles IS, 16, I7. • • 

Document 10 - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 -:- Nos. 69 and 104. 

Article 2I. 

Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally estab
lished against the captain or owner of a vessel authorised to fly 
the flag of one of the signatory Powers, or holding the licence 
provided for in Article IS, shall entail the immediate withdrawal 
of the said authorisation or licence. 

The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures 
to ensure that their territorial authorities or their consuls shall 
send to the Central International Office certified copies . of all 
authorisations granted under this Convention to fly their flag as 
soon as such authorisation shall have been granted, as well as 
notice of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They also undertake 
to communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided 
for under Article IS. 

Document 10 - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 70 and 105. 

Article 22. 

The commanding officer of a warship who may have detained a 
vessel flying a foreign flag shall in all cases make a report thereon 
to his Government, stating the grounds on which he acted. 

An extract from this report, together with a copy of the proces
~erbal drawn up by the officer, warrant officer, petty or non-

. commissioned officer sent on board the vessel detained, shall be sent 
as soon as possible to the Central International Office and at the 
same time to the Government whose flag the detained vessel was 
flying. 

Document 10 - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 71 and 105. 



'l'\'xt l'''~''"t"'' b~· tho Rntllllll'hl\11'11 to thu 
l-'lt'!lt Sllb·(\lmml!itdull. 

• ·trti<-1<' .I!\· 

lf th,, tmthnl'ity <>ntru~ttlll with tho unquh-y 
tlt'<.·idt>s tlmt the Utlhmtinn nnd llivursion of tho 
,.,,...-w. ot· the 11\t'usm·os imp<l>ltKl upon hor wot'tl 
il'l't'~11h1r, ht' slmll fix tho ttmolmt of tho com· 
}'lO.'II>'\Ition duu. If tho cnpt\ll'ing otllcor, ot' thu 
authoritit>s to whom ho is subjoct, do not aCCtlpt 
thu dt'\"ision or contost tlto amount of tho com· 
pt'll&ltiotl awarded, the dispute shnll be sub· 
mitred ttl a court of arbitrntion consisting of 
0110 nrbitmtor appointed bv tho Govcnuuont 
who..'le tlng tlte ves .. ~ wns flying, one appointed 
hy tlte Gowrnment of the cnptul'in~ ofllccr, nnd 
ru1 umpire cho.<;en by the two arbttmtors tlms 
appointed. The two arbitmtors shall be chosen, 
as fur ns po..~ible, from mnong the diplomatic, 
consulnr or judicial otllcers of the High· Con· 
tmcting Parties. These appointments must be 
made witll tlle least po.."5ible delay, and natives 
in tlle pay of tlte Hi&h Contracting Parties shall 
in no case be appomted. Any compensation 
awarded shall be paid to the person .concerned 
witllin six montlls at most from the date of 
tlle award. 

The decision shall be communicated to the 
Central Office and to the Secretary-General of 
tlle League of Nations. 

Arlide 26. 

The High Contracting Parties which exer· 
cise autllority over territories witllin tlle pro
hibited areas and zones specified in Article 10 
agree to take, so far as each may be concerned, 
tlle measures required for tlle enforcement of 
tlle present Convention, and, in particular, for 
tlle prosecution and repression of offences against 
tlle provisions contained tllerein. They shall 
communicate tllese measures to tlle Central 
International Office and shall inform it of tlle 
competent autllorities referred to in the pre

. ceding arti~les. Such of them as are Members 

Tuxt dt'I\WII "'' by thu Flt•st 
Sub ·CmmniMIIIon, 

tlrlidu ~5 . 

A<loptl.ld without chnngo. 

J)oonnwnt 7 _ .. Noo. 1•1 "·"'' 15· 

Article 26. 

The High Contracting Parties which exercise 
autllority over territories witllin the prohibited 
areas and zones specified in Article 10 agree to 
take, so far as each may be concerned, the 
measures required for the enforcement of the 
present Convention, and, in particular, for the 
prosecution and repression of offences against 
the provisions contained therein. 

They shall communicate these measures to 
the Central International Body and shall inform 
it of the competent authorities referred to in 
the preceding articles. Such of them as are 

Ftnnl 1'oxt of tho Drnft Convontlon. 

--··- -~~-~-----~-~------- -~---·-· ·-·- ----------- ___ ,_ _____ --··-

Article 23. 

It tho authority entrusted with tho onl!uiry dcddofl that the 
detention and diversion of the vessel or the mea~~ure11 imposcd upon 
her wore irregular, he shall fix the amount of the compcrusation due. 
If tho capturing officer, or the authorities to whom he is subject, 
do not accept the decision or contest the amount of the compcn· 
sation awarded, the dispute shall be submitted to a court of arbitra· 
tion consisting of one arbitrator appointed by the Government 
whose flag the vessel was flying, one appointed by the Government 
of the capturing officer, and an umpire chosen by the two arbitrators 
thus appointed. The two arbitrators shall be chosen, as far as 
possible, from among the diplomatic, consular or judicial officers 
of the High Contracting Parties. These appointments must be 
made with the least possible delay, and natives in the pay of the 
High Contracting Parties shall in no. case be appointed. Any com· 
pensation awarded shall be paid to the person concerned within six 
months at most from the date of the award. 

The decision shall be communicated to the Central International 
Office. 

Document 10. - Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - Nos. 72 and tos. 

Chapter V T. - GENERAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 24. 

The High Contracting Parties who exercis~ authority over terri· 
tories within the prohibited zones specified in· Article 9 agree to 
take, so far as each may be concerned,•the measures required fpr 
the enforcement of the preseftt Convention, and in particular for 

I 
the prosecution and repression of offences against the provisions 
contained therein and to appoint the necessary territorial and con
sular officers or special representatives competent for this purpose . 

I 



• 
of the League of Nations shall at the same time 
transmit this information to the Secretary
General of the League. 

NOTE. - The text by' the Rapporteurs con· 
tained no provision on this point. 

NOTE. - The text by the Rapporteurs con
tained no provision on this point. 

Members of the League of Nations shall at the 
same time transmit this information to the 
Secretary-General of the League. 

Document 7 - No. 46. 

NoTE.- The text of the Sub-Commission 
contained no provision on this point. 

Article 27, paragraph 3. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . ~ 

Any State may, with the consent of the High 
Contracting Parties, notify its partial or condi· 
tional adherence to the provisions of the present 
Convention, provided that such conditions or 
partial adherence do not affect the effectiveness 
of the supervision of trade in arms lllld ammuni· 
tion. . 

Document 7 - No. 47• · 

They shall communicate these measures to the Central Interna
tional Office and shall inform them of. tl).e competent authorities 
referred to in the preceding article. 

0 

Document 10 - No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 73 and 106. 

Article 25. 

In time of war, Articles.2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as 
suspended from operation imtil the restoration of peace so far as· 
concerns any export and transit of arms, munitions or implements 
of war to or on behalf of any of the belligerents recognised as such 
by the exporting country and the countries of transit, provided 
such recognition has been previously communicated to the other 
High Contracting Parties. 

This article originates from an amendment to Article 3 by Viscount Cecil. 
Document 7 - Nos. 22 and 23. 
Document 20 - Nos. 19, 87 and xo6. 
Document 25 - No. 4· 

Article 26. 

Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present 
Convention, declare that it accepts its provisions partially or con
ditionally, provided that the High Contracting Parties consent and 
that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision 
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war. 

Nevertheless, the Convention shall only apply to Powers availing 
theq15elves of the option provided in the previous paragraph if, 
within the period of one year from the notification by the French 
Government of the deposit of their ratification (or adherence), 
partial or conditional, no opposition to such ratification (or adher
ence) has been raised by any of the Contracting Parties. 

. . 

Document xo - No, 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 76, 77 and 107. 



l'oxt l''~'•ntud by tho RIIJlJlOI'hl\11'!1 to thu 
l<'lrst Sub-Comml1111lon. ----------- ··--· -·-·-

A rlicltt ag. 

All tho provisions of formur l(tlllornl lnturnn· 
tit•nnl Cliii\'Untions reh1ting to tho mnttm'!l donlt 
with in tho pm.'Unt Com•tmtion slmll bo cons!· 
dered as abl\>gntcd in so fm·ns thoy lll'U binding 
beh\'\.-un the Powers which nro parties to the 
present Convention. 

Arlide 30. 

The Secretariat of the League of Nations shall 
publish an annual report on the traffic in arms 
and munitions of war in Category I, the licences 
issued by the different Governments, and the 
situation of the arms traffic. 

This report shall be submitted to the Assembly 
of the League of Nations. 

'l'oxt da'IIWn 1111 by tho Jrlrat 
Sub-Commhtlllon. 

. Arlie/~ 119. 

All tho provisions of former general lntorna· 
tiona! conventions rolnting to tho matters dealt 
with in tho prosont Convention shall be consl· 
dored as abrogated In so far 1\S they are binding 
botwoen the Powers which nrc parties to the 
present Convention. 

1'he present Convention shall in no way affect 
the rights and oblll\ntlons which may nl'ise out 
of the provisio11s tllther of the Covenant of the 
League of Nations or of tho Treaties of Peace 
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Nouilly, 
St. Germain, and Trianon and tho provisions 
of Agreements registered with the League of 
Nations and published by the League up to the 
date of tho coming into force of the present 
Convention, so far as the Powers wh1ch are 
signatories of or benefit by the said Treaties or 

· Agreements are concerned. 

Document 7 - Nos. 49 to 51. 

Article 30. 

The Council of the League of Nations shall 
cause to be published an annual report on the 
trade in arms and munitions of war, the licences 
issued by the different Governments, and the 
situation of the trade in arms. 

This report shall be submitted to the Assembly 
of the League of Nations. 

Document 7 - No. 52. 

Final 'foxt of tho J)rort Convention. 

Article 27. 

All the provisions of former general international Convention11 
relating to the matters dealt with in the preHCnt Convention, 
including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and 
Ammunitions and the Protocol signed at St. Gcrmain-cn-Laye 
September 10th, 1919, shall be considered as abrogated in so far a~ 
they are binding between ·the Powers which arc Parties to the 
present Convention. 

111e present Convention shall in no way affect the rights and 
obligations which may arise out of the provisions either of the 
.Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Treaties of Peace 
signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain and 
Trianon or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at 
Washington on February 6th, 1922, and the provisions of Agree
Jllents registered with the League of Nations and published by the 
League up to the date of the coming into force of the present' Con
vention, so far as the Powers which are signatories of or benefit by 
the said Treaties or Agreements are concerned. 

Document 10 - No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 29, 30, 31, 108. 

-Article 28. 

The Council of the League of Nations shall cause to be published 
an annual report on the operation of the present Convention. 

This report shall be presented to the Assembly of the League of 
Nations. I 

• 
Document 10 - No. 39. • 
Document 20 - Nos. 82 and 109. 



Artide JI. 

The present Convention shall be ratifie~ as 
soon as possible. 

Each Power will address its ratification to 
the French Government, which will inform all 
the other signatory Powen<. 

Article 27. 

The High Contracting Parties will use their 
best endeavours to secure the accession to the 
present Convention of other States, whether 
Members of the League of Nations or not. · 

This accession shall be notified through the 
diplomatic channel to the Government of the 
French Republic, and, by it, to all the signa
tory or adhering States. The accession will 
come into force from the date of such notifica
tion to the French Government. 

Article 28. 

The High Contracting Parties agree that if 
any dispute whatever should arise between 
them relating to the application or interpreta
tion of the present Convention which cannot be 
liettled by negotiations, this dispute shall be 
submitted to the International Court of Justice. 

Article JI. 

The present Convention shall be ratified as 
soon as possible. 

Each Power will address its ratification to the· 
French Government, which will inform all the 
other signatory Powers. 

Document 7 - No. 53· 

Article 27, paragraphs I and 2. 

The High Contracting Parties will use their 
best endeavours to securt> the accession to the 
present Convention of the other States, whether 
Members of the League of Nations or not. 

This accession shall be notified through the 
diplomatic channel to the Government of the 
French Republic, and, by it, to all'the signatory 
or adhering States. The accession will come into 
force from the date of such notification to the 
French Government. 
• • 0 0 • • • • • • • • 0 0 • • • 0 0 0 • 

Document 7 - No. 47· 

Article 28. 
The High Contracting Parties agree that if 

any dispute whatever should arise between 
them relating to the application or interpretation 
of the present Convention which .cannot be 
settled by negotiation, this dispute shall be 
submitted to the International Court of Justice, 
or alternatively to a court of arbitration. 

Document 7 - No. 48. 

Article 29. 

The present Convention, of which the French a,nd English te.xts 
shall both be authentic, is sl!bject to· ratification. It shall bear • 
to-day's date and shall be open for signature by the Powers un'til 
.. .................. [date). 

Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Govern
ment, which shall at once notify the deposit of ratification to each 
of the other signatory Powers. 

The instruments of ratification shall then remain deposited in the 
archives of the French Government. 

Document Io - No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 83 and uo. 

Article 30. 

The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours 
to secure the accession to ·the present Convention of the other 
States, whether Members of the League or not. On and after .......... . 
......... [date) the present Convention may be acceded to by any 
Power. Accession shall be effected by an instrument communicated 
to the French Government, which shall at once notify such deposit 
to all Powers which are signatories or' or accede to the Convention. 

The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the . 
archives of the French Government. 

Document 10 - No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 74, 75, uo. 

Article 31. 

Disputes between the Parties relating to the interpretation or 
application of this Convention shall, if they cannot be settled by 
direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent Court 
of International Justice. In case either or both ot the Parties to 
such a dispute should not be parties to the Protocol of Signature 
of the Permanent Court of International Justice, the dispute shall 
be referred, at the choice of the Parties, either to the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration. 

Document 10 - No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 78 and uo. 



1~);.t &lN>'tN\hltl by tho RI\Jll\\ll'hl\11'1 to tho 
l''lrat Sub·l\lnunlaalon. 

Arh'rl~ 3A. 

l'ho l""-'~'"t Convt>ntlon llhnll como Into fm-cti 
wht•n mtil\t>d by twulvo 1\IWOI'll, ntuong whom 
simi\ \)\} all of tho following: 

lHt•re will follow tho m\mtl.~ of tho six I>owot'S 
whicl1 at'tl tho 1winclpnl mnnufncturo!'ll of munl· 
tions. induding the l.lnltoo Stntcs of America.] 

Articlo Jj.! 

The present Convention shall remain in force 
for ten years. Thereafter it can be denounced 
by any High Contracting Party bl giving two 
years' notice to the Government o the French 
Republic, which will inform all the other 
signatory Powers. 

NoTE. - (The text by the Ra.Pporteurs 
contained no provision on this point.) 

'l'uxt d•·nwn llll by tho J•'lnt 
Sub·Comml•alon. 

A rlt'olo J:&. 

Tho pl'l•Hout Convontlou shall como Into fo1·co 
whon mtlllod by twolvo Powors, among whom 
ahnll bo nil of tlto following: Belgium Unltod 
Stutes of Am«1rlcn, France, Groat Brltnln, Italy, 
Jnpnn nn(l Russin. 

Dooumout 7 - No. S4• · 

Arlt'cl11 33· 

The present Convention shall remain in force 
for ten years. Thereafter it can be denounced 
by any High Contracting Party by giving· 
two years' notice to the Government of the French 
Republic, which will inform all the other signa· 
tory Powers. 

The High Contracting Parties agree that, at 
the conclusion of a period of five years, the 
present Convention sliall, in the light of expe
rience then gained, be subject to revision upon 
the request of . . . . . . . . . . . of the said High 
Contracting Parties. 

Document 7 - Nos. 55 and 56. 

NoTE. - (The text by the Sub-Commission 
contained no provision on this point.) 

Flnul 'l'oxt of tho Druft Conv11ntlon. 

Article 32. 

The p1·csent Convention will not contc into force until it hall 
been rntlficd by twelve Powers, among whom shall be the following; 
Belgium, the United States of America, France, Great Britain, 
Italy, Japan and Russia. 

The date of its coming into force shall be the ......................... .. 
<lay after the receipt by the French Government of the, twelfth 
ratification. Thereafter the present Convention will take effect 
in the case of each Party ........................... days after the receipt . 
of its ratification or accession. 

Document ro - No. 39· 
Document zo - Nos. 84 and ur. 

Article 33, 

The present Col\vention may be denounced by any Party thereto 
after the expiration of ten years from the date when it came into 
force in respect· of that Party. Denunciation shall be effected by 
notification in writing addressed to the French Government, which 
shall forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other 

· Parties, informing them of the date on· which it was received. 
A denunciation shall take effect two years after the date on which 

the notification thereof was received by the French Gov~ment, 
and shall operate only in respect of the notifying 'State. 

.Document ro- No. 39· 
Document 20 - Nos. 85 and 112. 

Article 34· 

The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of 
a period of. five years, the present Convention shall, in the light 
of the experience then gaine~ be subjec~ to revision upon t~e • 
request of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. 

This Article is based on a proposal of the Legal Section of the Secretariat. 
Document 20 - Nos. 86 and u2. 



Article 7· 

Shipments to be effected under contracts 
entered into before the coming into force of the 
present Convention shall be governed by its 
provisions. 

Article 8. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to 
grant no export licences covering either Cate
gory I or Category II to any country which 
refuses to: accept the tutelage under which it 
has been placed or which, after having been 
placed under the tutelage of any Power, may 
endeavour to obtain from any other Power 
any of the arms or munitions of war in Category I 
or of the fire:-arms or ammunition in Category II. 

Article xg. 

Native vessels to which, under the provisions 
of the last paragraph of Article 13, the regulations 
relating to the manifest of the cargo are not 
applicable, shall receive from the territorial or 
consular authorities, as the case may be, a special 
licence, renewable annually and revocable under 
the conditions _provided for in Article 19. 

This special licence shall show the name of the 
vessel, her description, nationality, port . of 
registry, name of captain, name of owner and 
the waters in which she is allowed to sail. 

Arlicle 7, 

Shipments to be effected . under contracts 
entered into before the coming into force of the 
present Convention shall be governed by its 
provisions. 

Document 7 - No. 32. 

Article,B. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake to · 
grant no export licences covering either Category 
I or Category II for delivery to any country 
which, after having been placed under the 
tutelage ~f any Power, !Jiay endeavour to obtain 
from any other Power any of the arms or muni
tions of war ·in Category I or of the fire-arms 
or a_mmunition in Category II. · 

Document 7 - No. 33· 

Article xg. 

Adopted without change. 

Document 7 - Nos. 44 and 45· 

Article omitted. 

Document xo- No. 30. 
Document 20 - Nos. 40 to 43· 

Article. omitted. 

Document xo - No. 31. 
Document 20 - No. 44· 

Article omitted. 

Document xo -·Nos. 38 and 40. 
Document 20 - No. 63. · 



fixt l'"'"unwd by tho Rl\llllOI'hmra to tho 
l<'trat Sub·Commlllalon, 

APPEND/~'\, 

LtCENCI! TO E~PORT ARMS ANI> MUNITIONS 
OF \VAR. 

[Name 1.\1\d address of e.'(portcr] 
is hereby authotiscd to e.'(port the following 

anus and munitions of war 
£Here will follow a fnll description of the arms ana munitions, their number, weight and other 

necessary data including the bending under 
which the e.'(~rtcd goods will appear in the 
e.'(port statistics of the e.'(porting country] 

To [name of importing Govemment]. 
The above anns and munitions of war will 

be sent by [here state whether by sen, rail or 
air) 

by the following route or routes. 
[Here give por~ or station of emb~ka~ion . 

and diseinbarkation, route and destmation, 
including last port or station of consignment.] 

[Name and address of purchasing agent of the 
importing Government.] 

[Signature of proper authority of Government 
of exporting country.] 

Document 7 - Nos. 16 and 21. 

Text drown up by tho Firat 
Sub·Comml111lon. · 

APPENDIX. 

Adopted without chango. 

Document 19 - No. 3· 

. ·' 

Flnol Text of tho Draft Convention. 

APPENDIX. 

LICENCE TO EXPORT ARMS, MUNITIONS AND IMPLEMENTa OP WAR, 

[Name and address of exporter] 

is hereby authorised to export the following arms, munitions and 
implements of war 

[Here will follow a full description of the arms, munitions and 
implements of war, their number, weight and other necessary data, 
including the heading under which the exported goods will appear 
in the export statistics of the exporting country] 

To [name of importing Government]. 

The above arms, munitions and' implements· of war will be 
sent by If 

[Here state whether by sea, rail or air] 

by the proposed following route or routes. 

(Here give port or station of embarkation and disembarkation, 
route and destination, including last port or station of consignment.] 

[Name and address of purchasing agent of the importing Govern
ment.] 

· [Signature of proper authority.· of Government of exporting 
country.] 

. ' 
. Document 20 - No. 30. 



Document 2 3 . 
• 

• 
REPORT OF THE THIRD COMMITTEE TO THE FIFTH ASSEMBLY 

AND RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS 
MEETING HELD ON SEPTEMBER 27th, 1924 . 

• 
Rapporteur: General DE MARINIS ( 1 taly). 

I. · CONTROL OF THE INTERNATIONAL TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission has prepared this year a draft Convention on the Inter
national Control of Arms, Munitions and Implements of War. It had been asked by the Council to 
draw up this draft in pJ.!rsuance of Resolution IVa of the last Assembly. The Temporary Mhced 
Commission, at the end of its report to the Council, stated that in its opinion the draft that had 
been prepared might very well provide a basis for the work of the International Conference which 
the Council and the Assembly had, on several occasions, stated that it was their intention to 
convene for the purpose of drawing up and concluding the Convention. 

In pursuance of the Resolution IVa in question, the Government of the United States had 
been invited to send representatives to co-operate with the Temporary Mixed Commission and 
had acceded to this request. The two United States Ministers who have successively held office 
in Berne this year have helped to prepare the draft Convention. Furthermore, on August 29th 
last, the Government of the United States stated that it would be prepared to consider favourably 
an invitation to take part in an International Conference convened for the purpose of concluding 
a Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of 
War. · · 

In these circumstances, the Third Committee thought that the moment was opportune for 
complying with the recommendations of former Assemblies. It accordingly proposes the follow-
ing draft resolution: · 

Draft Resolution. 

"The Committee proposes that the Assembly should ask the Council to submit to 
the Governments of States Members and non-members of the League of Nations the 
draft Convention relating to the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions 
and Implements of War drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and to request these 
Governments to inform the Secretary-General, before the Council meets in December, 
whether they are prepared to take part in a Conference to be convened in April or May 
1925 for the purpose of discussing this draft Convention." 

It should be added that the Temporary Mixed Commission left to the discretion of the Council 
certain provisions of the draft that it did not consider it was in a position to define. 

The Third Committee was of opinion that the draft Convention should be submitted to the 
International Conference without modification, i.e., as it was left by the Temporary Mixed Com
mission, it being understood that the Council, should it deem fit, could add, as an annex to the 
draft, such suggestions or recommendations as it considered advisable to make on those points 
on which the Temporary Mixed Commission had refrained from giving its decision. 

II. STATISTICAL ENQUIRY ON THE TRADE IN ARMS, MUNITIONS AND 
IMPLEMENTS OF WAR. 

The Temporary Mixed Commission, in investigating the question of the control of the trade 
in arms, munitions and war material, came to the conclusion that it would be advisable to have 
exact data as to the volume of this trade. It therefore asked the Secretariat, with the approval 
of the Council, to prepare from official and public documents a statistical summary on the subject. 

The Third Committee, on being informed of this work, considered that it was of great import
ance and should be continued. It also expressed the opinion th11t the work might wt>ll provide 
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a basis fur an enquiry into the general aspects of the trade revealed by the information obtaill.ed. 
It would aL'<O be desirable to assist the 5_ecretariat by securing the co-operation of all Governments. 

These considerations are set out in the following draft resolution which the Third Comltlittee 
submits to the Assembly:. 

Draft Resoluiion. 

"The Assembly, having taken note of the statistical data relating to the trade 
in arms, munitions and war material published by the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
in pursuance of a decision of the Council, expresses its satisfaction with the work accom-
plished and requests the Council: . ·. · 

"1. To.instruct the Temporary Mixed Commission carefully to co1;1sider the informa
tion already published and to submit a report on the characteristic features of the trade 
in arms. munitions and implements·of war as disclosed by this enquiry based on official and 
public documents, ;md on the conclusions to be drawn therefrom; 

"2.. To enl!ure ~e periodical p~blication. by the Secretariat of the statistical data 
concerrung the trade m arms, mumtions and Implements of war; · 

"3. To in"ite States Members and non-members of the Le~gue of Nations to tnwts
mit to the Secretariat all documents which they may. consider likely to be of assistance 
in the preparation of this work." 

The two draft resolutions above, proposed by the Third Committee, were adopted by the 
Assembly. . . 



Document 24. 

EXTRACTS FROM THE MINUTES OF THE THIRTIETH SESSION 
OF THE COUNCIL 

• Held at Geneva from August 2gth to October 3rd, I924 . 

FOURTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday;September 9th, 1924, at 3.30 p.m. 

I. Invitation to the Government of the United States to send a Representative to attend 
the Meedngs of the Third Committee of the Assembly. 

M. BENES read the following report: 

My colleagues will no doubt recall that, in my twofold capacity as Acting President of the 
Council and Rapporteur for lfuarmament questions, I had, on August 14th, 1924, ventured to 
consult them, . through the Secretary-General, with regard to the advisability of furnishing the 
United States Government an opportunity of expressing its views on the question of the control 

. of the international trade in arms at such time as this question should be discussed by the members· 
of the Third Committee of the Assembly. The Members of the Council having unanimously 
expressed a favourable opinion with regard to this proposal, the Secretary-General, on August 
I8th, sent a letter in my name to the Secretary of State at Washington setting forth the views 
held by the Council on this matter. In this letter, after referring to the assistance afforded by two 
successive United States Ministers at Berne in the work of the Temporary Mixed Commission 
on the Control of the International Trade in Arms, the Secretary-General invited the United 
States Government to send a representative to be present at the discussions of the Third Committee 
of the Assembly on this question. 

The reply from the United States Government to this invitation was received at the Secre
tariat on August 30th. 

I feel convinced that my colleagues on the Council will, like myself, appreciate the spirit of 
co-operation shown in this reply. The Assembly has always considered it to be of great importance 
that the question of the control in the international trade in arms should be discussed in close 
touch with the United States. I would therefore suggest that this report, as well as the following 
letter from the United States Minister in Berne dated August 29th, 1924, should be communicated 
to the Assembly. 

2. Letter from the United States Minister in Berne, August 29th, 1924. 

. "I beg leave to acknowledge the receipt of your note of August I8th and to inform 
you that I did not fail to transmit immediately to the Secretary of State the communi
cation from the Council of the League of Nations inviting my Government to have a 
representative present at the meetings of the Third Committee of the forthcoming Assem
bly which is to discuss the question of the control of the trade in arms. 

"I am now in receipt of a reply from the Secretary of State desiring me to express, 
on behalf of my Government, its cordial appreciation of the courtesy shown by the 
Council in extending this invitation. 

"The Government of the United States has been happy to be represented at the 
meetings of the Temporary Mixed Commission and its sub-commission. Its views have 
been fully explained on those occasions, and it is felt that they could not be usefully 
amplified by having a representative present at the meetings of the Third Committee. 

"It is observed from the invitation that the Third Committee will discuss this matter 
with a view to consider whether the draft Convention affords sufficient basis to convoke 
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an international conference for the purpose of adopting such a convention as has been 
contemplated. · . . d' 1 th 

"The Government of the United States, as is well known, IS m cor 1a sym~a Y 
with efforts suitably to restrict trade in arms and ammunition of war, and it will be glad 
to co-operate in the' formulation of any plan which would warrant the belief that necessary 
legislation could be obtained to give it effect. _ _ . . 

"To this end the United States would be disposed to give favourable consideration 
to an invitation to participate in an appropriate international conference of Powers for 
the purpose of negotiating and concluding such a convention. . 

(Signed) Hugh GIBSON." 

The PRESIDD.'T said that the Council would certainly be gratified at the spirit of co-operation 
shown in the answer of the Government of the United States. -

.lf. B~' ufHJrliMs adopted by tiUJ ComiCil. 

• 

SEVENTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, September 30th, I!.J24, at 10.30 a.m. 

3- Resolutions adopted by the Assembly on September 27th, 1924: Control of International 
Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War (Resolution 1, Trade in Arms). 

lL BE:!.'ES read his report as follows: 
The memorandum by the Secretary-General furnished the Council with a statement of the 

questions raised by the foregoing resolution of the Assembly and the Report of the Temporary 
:llixed Commission, on which it is based. The Assembly proposes that the Council should submit 
to the Governments of the States Members and non-members of the League the draft Convention 
drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, and requests these Governments to inform the 
St:uetary-General, before the Council meets in December, whether they are prepared to take 
part in a Conference to be convened in April or May 1925 for the purpose of discussing this draft 
Convention. 

I would suggest that the Council should follow the Assembly's suggestion, but should post
pone taking a decision regarding the exact date on which the Conference is to be held until our 
December meeting. 

The Conncil might therefore adopt the following resolution: 

"On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council decides to authorise the Secretary
General to submit to the Governments of the States Members and non-members of the 
League of Nations the draft Convention relating to the Control of the International 
Trade in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War drawn up by the Temporary Mixed 
Conunission, and to request these Governments to inform him, before the Council meets 
in December, whether they are prepared to take part in a Conference to be convened 
in April or lfay :1925 for the purpose of discussing the draft Convention." 

\Vrth regard to Article g, which gives rise to certain difficulties submitted for the Council's 
· CODSideration in the Temporary Mixed Commission's report, the best method of arriving at a 

completely satisfactory solution would appear to be to leave it to the various Governments to 
which the draft is to be submitted, should the Council approve the draft .resolution quoted above, 
to study from their respective points of view the proble!US raised and the solutions which might . 
be given to the question of establishing the prohibited zones referred to, so as to enable the Con
ference to discuss this question and to reach an agreement. If the Council shares this opinion, 
I would propose that it should add the following paragraph to the resolution: . 

"The Secretary-General will communicate to the various Governments the report 
of the Tempo-JI'ary llixed Commission and also the Minutes of that Commission relating 
to the discussion of Article 9, in order that the representatives of the Governments on 
the International Conference may have the requisite information to enable them to 
come to a decision on the proble!US raised by this article, which was adopted in principle 
by the Temporary llixed Commission." 

4· Statement by M. Guani on Articles 3 and 25 of the Draft Convention. 

)f. Gt:ANl said: 

• 

Tiu::re is no need to discuss the draft before us, but before sending it to the Governments 
I wi!.h ro make rertain observation.'!. 



-243-

lhe report of the Temporary Mixed Commission in Article 3, paragraph I, refers to the 
export of arms and suggests that the licence may be granted to a Government recognised as such 
by the.Government of the exporting country. I would observe that it would make the proposal 
more d~finite if the following J?hrase were added to this paragraph: "and by as large a number 
as posstble of Governments of Signatory States, that number to be determined by the Conference". 

The same observation applies to Article 25, which reads: 
' 

"In time of war, Articles 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 shall be considered as suspended from 
operation until the restoration. of peace so far as concerns any export and transit of 
arms, munitions or implements of war to or on behalf of any of the belligerents recognised 
as such by the exporting country and the countries of transit, provided such recognition 
has been previously communicated to the other High Contracting Parties." 

• 
In my opinion, the words "and the countries of transit" at the end of the article should be 

replaced by the words "the countries of transit and by as large a number as possible of Govern
ments of signatory States, that number to be determined by the Conference" . 

.(his is not the moment to discuss in detail the draft which will be sent to the Governments, 
but 1 should like the changes which I have just mentioned noted in the Minutes. 

M. QUINONES DE LE6N supported the observations of M. Guani. 

5·· Reserves made by M. de Mello-Franco. 

M. DE MELLO-FRANCO also supported M. Guani and asked that the reserve made by the 
Brazilian representative on the Permanent Advisory Commission should be inserted in the Minutes. 
The reserve was as follows: 

"The Commission having decided not to discuss portions of the draft having a 
purely political character and to restrict its opinions to purely technical matters, the 
Brazilian delegate has based his adhesion solely on the latter consideration. He plans 
reserves in all undiscussed portions of the draft which were deemed to be political, 
although the latter-mentioned articles have, in his opinion, a technical character, since 
they affect the supplying of arms and ammunition of non-manufacturing States necessary 
for their security and defence. 

"These reserves refer especially to Article I (which establishes the categories of 
arms and munitions and forbids free exportation) and to Article 3 (which requires a 
system of licences for exports made on behalf of a Government) .. 

"The Brazilian delegate considers that the acquisition and transport of arms and 
munitions imported for a Government on the demand of their military and naval staffs 
is for the importing State a technical matter. He would have proposed to modify this 
article by removing any restrictive character as regards these exports and any appear
ance of control exercised by a foreign Government on the acqui~ition of arms and muni
tions found necessary for the needs and security and the defence of a non-producing 
State, and, generally, to suppress any measure of inequality compared with a producing 
State, as regards ability and right to provide for their military and naval needs. 

"Such amendments would have conformed to the last paragraph of Article 8 of 
the Covenant. 

"In accepting the proposed classification of the th{ee categories of arms and muni
tions, the Brazilian delegate does not agree that the provisions which govern the pro
hibition of exportation, ~o be imposed as regards Category II, should or can be of general 
application, and he considers that such provision must take account of regional conditions, 
military, economic and political." · 

Lord PARMOOR ~aid that there were some very important amendments proposed to Article 10 
by the British ·delegation. He presumed that they would be submitted in the ordinary course 
at the Conference. 

M. BENES saw no difficulty in giving satisfaction to M. Guani, M. Quinones de Le<'>n and 
M. de Mello-Franco. M. Guani's observations would be inserted in the Minutes and therein 
communicated to the Governments with the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission. He 
thought that M. de Mello-Franco's proposal could be met by making a slight change in the resolu
tion. 

He was in-entire agreement with Lord Parmoor's suggestion. 

6. Statement by Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh (Persia). 

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH said: 

I have had the honour, both verbally and in writing, to put forward the view of the Persian 
<.iovernment before the Temporary Mixed Commission and its Sub-Commission. I have ~n 
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1 run wry ·~atisfied with the rewlution presented by l\1. Benes, nncl'l will simpJy·a~k for insertion 
in tht' Minutes of the follo~,·ing declaration: ·. • · "· 

... 

_-. "Persia''has d<'l:ided to repress all illicit traffic in arms. in her tergtory, but she will 
oo so as a sowreign State and not as a kind of colonial territory. For this reason we 
shall not admit that the Conference can insert the name of Persia in Atticle 9 among 
the prollihited zones, such as colonies and territories undet Rtandate.'.' 

. . 
The PRESIDENT said toot satisfaction should bt- given to the Persia!! representative by insert-

ing his obsen"ations in- the .Minutes. . . . . .. 

p# C:ouHCil adopt~d lile ~~-J of the first resolution a..~ proposrd 'by M. Henes • 
• 

7- Adoption of ·Resolution relative to Article 9. 

TM ~tl rtsolldi'oft .~ adoptd. ;,. tlJe followilfg /onH: · · 

· "The ~retary-General will.cominwticate to the various Governments the report 
of the Temporary Mi.xed Commission. the Minutes of that Commission and the Minutes 
of the Permanent Advisory Commission relating to the discussion of Article 9, together 

·. "ith the Minutes of the present meeting of the Council, in order that the representatives 
of the Governments on the International Conference may have the requisite information • 
. to enable them to come to a decision on the problems raised on this question during 
·the present meet~." · · · 

S .•. Statistical Enquiry on the Trade in Arma, Munitlona and lmpletnenta of War (~eao• · 
lotion l). ; . 

Y.. BENES Pr~~ that the Council sh01ild ad.opt the opinion of the Assembly regar~~g .. 
the compilation of statistical infotmation concerning the trade in arms, munitions and imple
ments of \\"llr. ~d should according~y take the following resolution: 

. , "On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council decides to instruct the Temporary 
Mixed Commission carefully to consider the information already published 141d ·'to 

,. submit a report on the characteristic features of the trade in arms, munitions and 
· implements of war a5 disclosed by this enquiry, based on the official and public docu-

ments. and on the conclusions to be .drawn therefrom; · . , . 
"To instruct the Secretariat to ensure the periodical publication of the statistical· 

data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war; · · · · 
"To instruct the Secretary-General to invite States Members and non:membcrs 

of the League to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which they may consider· . 
likely to be of assistance in the preparation of this work." : . . •, . • 

. "' Tlte resollltifm rHS tuloptd. 



- 244-. -tl'ry happv to 1\\)te the spirit of ju.-;tice aml the consic.lcration shown for all my cleclarutions. 
1 am wry 'satisfied with the resolution pN:Sented by 1\f. Henes, nncl'l will simpJy·a~k for insertion 
in the.' Minutt's of the follo\,·ing declaration: · · • '"· 

... 

. "Persili'has dt'dded to repress all illicit traffic in arms. in her tergtory, but she will 
do so as a sowreign State and not as a kind of colonial territory. For this reason we 
shall not admit that the Conference can insert the name of Persia in Atticle 9 among 
the prollihited zones, such as _colonies and. territories unde1 Rtandate.'.' 

. . 
The PRESIDENT said toot satisfaction should be given to the Persiav. representative by insert

it\~ his observations in- the . .Minutes. 
. . . 

p# C:ouHCil adof>Ud lile uxJ of the first resolution a.~ propo~rd by M. Rents • 
• 

7- Adoption of Resolution relative to Article 9. 

T~ ~d u.soliiJiOfl a'tiS tulopud in the following form:·· 

· "The secretary-General "'ill .cominunicate to the various Governments the report 
of the Temporary Mixed Commission, the Minutes of that Commission and the Minutes 
of the Pennanent Advisory Commission relating to the discussion of Article 9, together 
"ith the Minutes of the present meeting of the Council, in order that the representatives 
of the Governments on the International Conference may have the requisite information 
to enable them to come to a decision on the problems raised on this question during 

· the present meet~." · · · 

s .• _Statistical Enquiry on the Trade in_ Arma! Muni~ona and lmplelnenta of War (~eao· -
lotion l). ; . . . .. , . 

M. BENES j,r~posed that the Council sh01ild adopt the opinion of the Assembly regardi~g 
the compilation of statistical infotmation concerning the trade in arms, munitions and imple
ments of war (Uld should according~y take the following resolution: 

. · "On the proposal of the Assembly, the Council decides to instruct the Tempor'1lJ' 
. Mixed Commission carefully to consider the information already published 141d · ·to 

· submit a report on the characteristic features of the trade in arms, munitions and 
implements of war a5 disclosed by this enquiry, based on the official and public docu-
ments, and on the conclusions to be .drawn therefrom; · _ , . 

"To instruct the Secretariat to ensure the periodical publication of the statistical · 
data concerning the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war; · · ' · 

•To instruct the Secretary-General to invite States Members and non:members 
of the League to transmit to the Secretariat all documents which they may consider· 
likely to be of assistance in the preparation of this work." · : . •, 

. ,.. 
Tile resollltiOfl JHS tuloptd. 
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DOCUMENTS ON ARMAMENTS AND THE REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 
PUBLISHED BY THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

JUST PUBLISHED: 

~'" ;_ I . ARMAMENTS YEAR-BOOK. 
• r General and Statistical Information 

.. 
The Secretariat of the League of Nations has issued an Armaments Year-Book, containing 

information concerning 37 countries Members and non-Members of the League. 
It consists of a series of monographs, each of which deals with one State and gives detailed 

information concerning the organisation and composition of the armed forces, budgetary expenditure on 
Xational Defence and industries capable of being used for war purposes. 

The Year-Book contains numerous statistil::al tables, the data for which have been drawn from 
official and public documents in the respective countries, the sources .. beiiif indicltted at the end of 
each monograph. ./-' · · ;r ;~;l .. '\· 
__ s44 pp. svo. bound in cloth ............ ~ElWANT•S of-·n~H/.6. s 4.<0o 

son~·:Y. 

JUST PUBLISHED : pnrl:'' _. ' 
~":::::::..::~:.::...;. ... --- ;_-..,~" 

___ ,_ITRATION, SECURITY AND REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 
Extracts from the Debates of the Fifth Assembly, including those of the First and 

l"1lbit·d Committees. Reports and Resolutions adopted by the Assembly and the Council. 
10/- $ 2.40 

STATISTICAL . INFORMATION 
ON THE TRADE IN ARMS, AMMUNITION AND 

MATERIAL OF WAR 
(A. 30. 1924. lX.) 2/6 $ 0.60 

REPORT 
OF THE TEMPORARY MIXED COMMISSION FOR THE 

REDUCTION OF ARMAMENTS 

(A, 16. 1924. lX.) 1/- $ 0.25 

STATISTICAL- ENQUIRY 
INTO NATIONAL ARMAMENTS 

(A. 20. 1923. lX.) 

:rart I. Peace-Time Military, Naval and Air Forces (1923) 2j6 $0.60 

Part II. Budget Expenditure on National Defence (1921-1923) 4j- $ 1.00 
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