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. This volume contains the Minutes of the Land Commission, which was in session from 
February 27th to June 6th, 1932. . 

The Land Commission wa.a set up by the General Commission on Februa.ry 26th, 1932, 
ln consequence of the following resolution, adopted by the Conference on the 24th of the 
same month: 

•• The Conference, 

,. .Approving the proposals of the Bureau on the action to be taken in regard to 
the plans and proposals which have been placed before it : 

"(1) Decides to transmit to the General Commission these plans and proposals, 
as well as the draft Convention (with annexea) prepared by the Preparatory Commission, 
which may serve as a framework for the work of the Conference ; 

"(2) Requests the General Commission to proceed to a preliminary study of, and 
to co-ordinate, the said plans and proposal& and the draft Convention ; 

"(3) Decides that, without prejudice to the rulea of procedure, 1 the General 
Commission sha.ll be authorised to constitute, as and when the need ariles, 1uch 
commissions, sub-commissions or committees as it may consider desirable, and, in 
particular, the land, naval, air and national defence expenditure commissions. 

" Such commissions, sub-commissions or committees will report to the General 
Commission on the matters which it refers to them!' · 

'The Land Commission appointed the following officers : 

Preaid~Jn~ : M. E. BUERO (Uruguay) ; 

Rapp<n1eu1' : 

Secretary : 

: General J. LAIDONEB. (Estonia), 
M. W. M. v.u L.l.NSCBOT (Netherla.nda); 

M. M. BOURQUIN (Belgium) ; 

Major M. N. MATHENET, Secretary of the Military Bub~ 
Commission of the Permanent Ad viBory CommissioD for 
Military, Naval and Air Questions; Member of the 

·Disarmament Section of the League of Nations. 

1 Pari V of the Rules of Procedure reads u followa 1 

.. v. COKifi8!IOli8. 

" 1 Th Conference ahall b&ve the right. aooording to the exigenciee of the bueineu on hand and .' cd work to lflt un oommiMiona on which &II deJegationa may be ftJ.orE~~~ent.ed by a del~g~te, 
oonvemeneeb . t d• b advfien ex......., and NCnt&riee. Committflell ma.y be let up COJW.Itmg 
who may & awa e t!{ • r- tri 
of d~!l•te_:,:1 •c~:miMi!;mJ::i :~;:;: i:Chairman and ita Vice.Chairm&n or ita Vice-Chairmen ucl 
&hall. at the appropriate time. app01nt one or more Rap~~- " " s. The CollllDiaaiona may themaeiTee eet up aub.comllliMlO.DI. 
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FIRST MEETING 

Held on Saturday, February 27th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

The Right Honourable A. HE.XDERSOX in the Chair 

1. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT. 

Mr. HENDERS~N drew attention to the decision taken by the General Commission on 
February 25th ~ettmg ~p the ~and Commission. He proposed that the Commission should 
proceed to elect 1~s Pres1~ent, VICe-President or Vice-Presidents and one or more Rapporteurs 
m accorda~ce w1th ArtiCle 5, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference. 
Under Art~cl~ 13 of .the Rules, the election was to be canied out by secret ballot unless 
the Comm1sswn deCided otherwise. 

He proposed that the Commission should elect its President and should then decide 
whether to elect immediately one or more vice-presidents and one or more rapporteurs. 

11~. DE A:auERO Y BETHANCO?RT (Cuba) proposed that the Commission should only 
elect 1ts President, and should adJourn the election of the vice-presidents and rapporteurs 
until the list of members of the Commission had been prepared. 

The above proposal was adopted. 

On the proposal of Mr. Wilson (United States of America), M. BUERO (Uruguay) 
was elected President by acclamation. 

Mme. Lmsi (Uruguay) accepted this nomination on behalf of M. Buero, who was 
temporarily absent. 

SECOND MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, March 9th, 1932. at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. BUERO 

2. ELECTION OF THE VICE-PRESIDENTS AND OF A RAPPORTEUR. 

The Commission appointed two Vice-Presidents- namely, General LAIDONER (Estonia) 
and M. VAN LANSCHOT (Netherlands). 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium) was appointed Rapporteur. 

3. EXAMINATION OF THE AGENDA. 

The PRESIDENT recalled that, in accordance with the procedure drawn up by the 
Bureau and approved by the General Commission, that Commission was alone competent 
to deal with questions of principle, which could only be referred to the special Commissions 
after examination by the General Commission. ·· 

A certain number of questions, however, had been considered as suitable for examination 
by the special Commissions, without previous discu~sion by the General Commission. 
These questions were contained in document Conf. D.103. Any question of principle 
which might arise during the discussions in a special Commission would be referred to 
the General Commission. The above document, therefore, did not in any way prejudice 
the right of a special Commission to refer a question to the General Commission for a 
decision. 

The President, passing in review the questions which might be examined by the Land 
Commission without previous discussion by the General Commission, noted that Articles 2 
and 3 of the draft Convention contained certain definitions and a method of calculating 
average effectives. The Commission possessed, on the other hand, the proposals of various 
delen-ations on these two articles awl on the tables attached thereto. Some of these proposals 
wer: concerned with the method of arriving at the figures, others with the number of 
fi<Tures to be inserted in the tables. It was therefore essential, in the first place, to ascertain 
e:actly what was represented by the figures- that was to say, what classes of effectives 
were covered by each set of figures. This question was quite separate from those of trained 
reserves, separate limitation of home and overseas forces, the numbering of officers, 
professional soldiers, etc. 

LA:\"D COllli.ISSIO:II I 
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r r ·t come to an a"'reement as to the meaning to 
The Commission should there. or~lu~rConvention. th:re was no uniformity in the 

be attached to the wo~ds ~se:e::ments and it wouid therefore be necessary to examine 
interpretation of ~he var~~~ 0draw from them the necessary conclusions. The conceptions 
these int.erpreta~wn~ ~~ b e~he Governments were indicated in their replies, and an 
of th~ C?nvention e . Y would be useful, in order to remove any uncertainty as to the 
exa~atwn ~f th~~~ rep~r1~e Convention. The replies of the Governments were, however, 
meanmg 0~ t ~ ~~ rc ~~ht be examined either by the Commission or by a sub-c_?mmittee 
nu~erous' an Vt th Commission It would on the other hand, be essential to get 
:"·hiCh w~:~~:pto:e o~he/special Comntissions with a view to co-ordinating t~~.work and 
mto toul . t b subllll'tted to the General Cominission. The Land Commission should the cone uSions o e . . · d' t• 
therefore consider the method of obtammg this co-or ma Ion. 

Colonel FABRY (France) supported the proposa~ of the Presid~nt, which he understood 
f u . As there was no question of the good farth and goodwill of the members of the 

~~~n:J.;:o"u, efforts should be made to arrive as quickly as. possible at a result based upon 
mutual confidence and esteem. The best way to reach this result was to speak .the s~me 
language. There had been a considerable loss of time at the London Confe~ence which.~I~ht 
have been avoided if a preliminary agreement had been reached regardmg the defirutwn 
of certain terms. . . 

In submittin"' the draft Convention to the various Governments for exammatwn, 
the Council was .:ell aware that it was making an experiment. Tt was anxious ~o know 
to what extent the prelimina.ry texts would receive a common un~erstanding ~nd 
interpretation by the various Governments- that was to say, how a final text nught 
be prepared which might be applied in good faith in all States. . 

An examination of the replies of the Governments showed a very great divergence 
of views as to the interpretations to be given to these terms ; there were also important 
differences on matters of principle. The best way of coming to an agreement on principles 
was to avoid from the beginning any ambiguity as to the meaning of the words employed. 
It" must, of course, be understood that, if a sub-commission were appointed, it could not 
go into the question of the figures ; it would in any case be unwise to begin any such 
discussion until agreement had been reached as to the exact meaning of the words ; but 
the sub-commission might go through the replies of the Governments and ascertain what 
differences existed as to the interpretation of the texts. The Bureau would thus be in a · 
position to assist in directing the discussions, it being to some extent the task of the 
sub-commission to prepare the ground for the meetings of the Commission after having 
heard, if necessary, the representative of each Government as the replies of that Government 
came under consideration. The formation of a sub-cominission would considerably 
f~cilitate,. and .n?t delay, the work of the Commission, as it would bring to light the 
drvergenmes ans~g to a great extent out of the differences in the naval, air and military 
systems of the various States. In order to save time, it would be better that the Cominission 
sh.ould not wait until the sub-commission .had examined all the questions. It could deal 
With them as ~n~ when they were sublllltted for consideration by the sub-commission. 
The sub-comlllisswn should ~e a rather small body, and it should, of course, have the power 
~o summ.on the re~resentat1ve .of any Government concerned in order to obtain further 
informatiOn regarding the replies it had sent. 

T~e. PRESIDENT pointed out, in o;de~ to avoi~ .any misunderstanding, that the sub
~omllll.sswn ~ould not make anY: en9wry mto the figures subinitted by the Governments 
m their replies, and would confine Itself to an examination of the interpretation placed 
by these Governments on the text of the Convention 

H~ c?nsidered that C?·~rdination with other technical Cominissions might be effected 
by not~yrng those _co_mllllsswns of results as they were obtained. It was quite likely that 
the varwus Com~sswns W?uld not deal ~th . their respective programmes in the same 
order. The q~estwn ,?f set~mg up a co-ordinatmg body Inight stand over for the present, 
:~ any resolutwns which llllght be adopted would be subject to a second reading at which 
1me account would be taken of the work of the other Commissions. ' 

adop~~io~:l t~!N:!~~~o~~s (~ithuania) point~d out that the draft Convention had been. 
therefore possible to intro an not as the basis of the work of the Conference. It was 
which had been made by th~G~v:::d~ents on matters of principle. . The suggestions 
in nature. Every single ara ra h en s were numer?us, l!'nd both political and technical 
decision on a point of prin~i 1! a~d t~ the Conventron, Ill fact, required a preliminary 
Itthereforeseemeddifficultfo~theLa ese w~re. the con~er~ of the. General Commission. 
referred to it, before the questions 0f~~~~~~s~o~ t~ begmitsexallllnationofthequestions 
commission should so to speak draw Clp e a een settled. In his opinion, the sub
~llocating for imn:ediate discu~sion a~p ~!r:~h pr_ogra~me of work for the Commission,· 
Involved and excluding all others. q s Ions Ill WhiCh no matter of principle was 

He was also of the opinion that the B . 
should form the co-ordinating body .....:th th ureahu, and p~rtiCularly the Vice-Presidents 

"• e ot er techrucal c · · ' General TEMPERLEY (United Kin omnuss10ns. 
~!>~mission by Lord Londonderry fod~~ r:r~C:::~:o tt~lstaute~ent made in the General 

1 ~ot favour the discussion of questions of r· . a . e ruted Kingdom delegation 
on ~Irect reference from the General Comm· . p ID~ple In ~he special Commissions except 
Whlch the Commission was discussing we~~sr~~- de ~o~sidered that most of the matters 

ea Y e ore the General Commission as 
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c1uestions of principle, and he was therefore opposed to the reference of such matters to 
a sub-commission. If it were merely a question of the meaning to be given to the words 
"effectives " and "days' duty", he had no objection to a discussion in the Commission, 
but ~e wished to make it clear that to enquire into the meaning of "average daily 
effec.t1ves " would involve matters of principle. It would, moreover, be a waste of time 
to d1scuss now the meaning of phrases which might not even appear in the final form of 
~he Convention. He wished also to point out that a definition might be too precise, and 
m the present case might well fail to cover the very wide varieties of practice and 
procedure which existed in the armies of the world. He was in agreement with the 
Lithuanian delegate in considering that, if a sub-committee were set up, its terms of 
reference should be very restricted and very strictly defined. 

General BONOlii (Italy) said that his delegation entirely concurred in General 
Temperley's opinion. No question of principle should be taken up until the General 
Commission had come to a decision. 

The PRESIDENT explained that the sub-commission would be asked merely to perform 
the material work of classifying the documents and preparing the various items of the 
Land Commission's work. The General Commission had referred to the Land Commission 
a certain number of questions for examination, and the Land Commission could not refuse 
to do so. If any question of principle arose during the examination, it would be held over 
and referred by the Land Commission to the General Commission. It was quite understood 
that the sub-commission's work would be purely preparatory. 

M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought it necessary to add, in order to obviate 
any ambiguity, that the sub-commission would not be asked to give any definitions or to 
propose any texts. It would simply examine the way in which Governments had 
interpreted the terminology used in Articles 2, 3 and 4 and bring out the difficulties they 
had encountered. He proposed therefore that the Commission should decide to sot up 
a committee of experts to enquire into the way in which the various Governments had, 
_when compiling the information they had sent to the League, interpreted the definitions 
given in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draft Convention, and into the difficulties and doubts 
which had arisen in their interpretation. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) reminded the Commi11sion that M. Denc§ had 
stated in the General Commission that, if a delegation raised objections to the discussion 
of any point on the ground that it involved a question of principle, the President of the 
Commission would be free to withdraw such a matter from discussion by the CommisRion. 
In his opinion, if a sub-commission was to be appointed, it was essential that it should be 
a small one. He considered that it would be a waste of time to discuss at the present 
stage of the proceedings terms to which the Governments gave different interpretations, 
so long as the fundamental question of principle had not been settled by the General 
Commission. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) emphasised that it was es~ential that the 
sub-commission, and later the Land Commission, should avoid dealing with questions 
of principle. If that were agreed, the method of work proposed by the President was, 
he thought, acceptable. He suggested that the Commission might itself hear the 
explanations of the representatives of the various delegations concerning the way in which 
their Governments had calculated effectives. 

The PRESIDENT, in reply to General Temperley, said that it was definitely understood 
that, if a question of principle arose, it must be submitted to the General Commission. 
That was the very basis on which the Commission's work was organised. If during the 
scrutiny of the replies from the Governments it was found that one of them involved a 
matter of principle, it would immediately be referred to the General Commission. The 
sub-commission's work would be merely to clear the ground and obtain explanations. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) was satisfied with the President's explanation. 

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania) wondered whether the Commission could depart 
from the terms of reference laid down by the General Commission when fixing its 
programme of work. In particular, was it really desirable to ascertain how the Governments 
had understood the practical application of the Convention T Such a study might have 
only an historical interest. 

In his opinion, it would perhaps be wiser to instruct the sub-commission merely to 
study the programme closely and to single out those questions which the Commission might 
take up at once without touching on matters of principle. He admitted that there would 
not be very many, since each problem had some bearing on a question of method and 
the fundamental system of the Convention was not very evident for the moment. 

The PRESIDENT thought that the Lithuanian delegate's remark related rather to the 
question of the Commission's agenda. 
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He noted that the Commission accepted the idea that certain studies should be carried 
out under the conditions suggested by 1\I, Bourquin. . 

The Commission would have to decide to what body tins work s~ould be entrusted, 
whether a small committee, the Commission itself or the Bureau, which would have the 
assishmce of the delegates concerned. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) thought 'that the sub-commission should be 
as small as possible, and suggested that the work should be done by the Bureau. 

Colonel FABRY (France) expressed satisfaction at the Coi?mission's decision to create 
an instrument of work which would obviate not only loss of time but controversy as well. 
He had some doubt as to General Temperley's proposal, since, in his view, the problems 
in question came essentially within the competence of experts with an intimate kn!)wledge 
of military organisation. The point was to ascertain the difficulties which the States had 
encountered. He thought that the Bureau might have the assistance of a committee of 
experts, whose work it would direct, while itself retaining the responsibility. }Je was 
particularly anxious that this investigation should be carried out by experts, since that 
would make it possible, as the Commission desired, to avoid entering into political questions. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) considered that the sub-commission, however small, should 
include the representatives of the delegations whose opinions differed most widely. This 
would obviate lengthy discussions in plenary session. 

Colonel DE CARVALHO (Brazil) seconded Colonel Fabry's proposal. 

The Com.mission de?ided to _set up a technical committee consisting of experts belonging 
to the fo~o~g countnes: Uruted Stat~s of America, ~razil, Canada, France, Germany, 
Great ~ntam, Italy, ~apan, Poland, Spam, Sweden, SWitzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics, the committee to work under the direction of the Bureau. 

The Co!"mission jurthe~ decided that its agenda would be framed by the Bureau which 
would consider what questiOns could be discussed immediately. ' 

THIRD MEETING 
Held on Tuesday, April 26th, 1932, at 11 a.m. 

President : M. BUERO 

4. QUALITATIVE DISARMAMENT : METHOD 
THE TERMS OF THE RESOLUTION 
APRIL 22nd, 1932. 

OF WORK TO BE ADOPTED IN EXECUTING 
ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL CO::IrniSSION ON 

The PRESIDENT reminded the me b f th · . 
on April 22nd by the General Commi:io':,s t~ thee e~~~~~!~o:n of the resolution adopted 

•. h 
• · · T e Conference is of op · · th t h 

armaments should be examined b h lDlon a t e .range of land, sea and air 
to select~g those weapons whose !h!r:ct~~U:petent spemal <:;~mmissions with a view 
most efficacious against national defence o s the tmothst speci!ICally o~fensive or those 

r mos reaterung to. CIVilians." 
. The ~eneral Commission was askin the L · . . 

With a VIew ~o determining those wea:ons soa~d Co~misswn for technical information 
The President pointed out however th'a ar as and armaments were concerned 

t~:n!~rs!~~dq~est~~nsGof princi~le, which wer! !!~si~:~~s ~~:mi:sion must be careful not 
H . m e eneral Commission. pe ence, as M. Paul-Boncour 
. e enqUired what method of work the La d . 

ethxamme the various proposals which had beennp Ctofmmission preferred to adopt . it might 
ose arms to which th 1 . u orward by th d 1 . • 

of arms, or, lastly it e ~e~t utwn applied ; it might examine i e e eg~twns concerning 
resolution and d '· mig endeavour to define the h n s~c~esswn each category 
delegations to ex;~~~~ ~~~ '!eapons presented those :h:::cct~~I~t.lcs mentioned in the 

Vlews as to the choice of meth d s Ics. He invited the 
0 • 

General BoNom (ltal ) . 
President - i.e., of takin y was m f.avour of adopting the fir 
by the various dele ation: :s a basi~ ~or ~iscussion the ro st method proposed by~the 
~hey applied : that g method ~o~~:mm~g .m succession t6e ~~t~~s ~!ready put forward 

reparatory Commission and would ~:v e ti~ unnecessary to rever~riets otfh arms to which 
e lllle. 0 e work of the 
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L?r~ HAILSHAM (United Kingdom) supported the Italian delegate's view that the 
Co!llm1sswn would be well advised to adopt the President's first suggestion. Two 
pomts, he thought, should claim the Commission's special attention : it must be sure 
not to omit any weapons that could be included under the head of qualitative disarmament, 
and it must lose no time in reaching its conclusions. The second method put before 
the Commission by the President would involve an unduly lengthy discussion, not necessarily 
followed by conclusive results. The third method - the definition of the characteristics 
of the various arms - was largely theoretical, and it would be difficult to focus the 
question within the terms of the resolution adopted on April 22nd. 

The Co-ordinating Table, 1 however, already contained any suggestions that had been 
submitted by the delegations, and there appeared to be only four classes that had occurred 
to anyone as falling within the category of qualitative armaments - namely, heavy 
artillery, tanks, armoured motor-cars, fortresses. If a fifth class was thought of, it could, 
of course, be added. The Commission might begin by discussing heavy guns, from the 
standpoint of mobility, long range, etc. 

1\I. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) supported the suggestions of the Italian and United 
Kingdom delegations. He thought the Commission should try to establish a single list, 
and the weapons enumerated by Lord Hailsham could be examined in succession. 

M. AUBERT (France) also supported the proposals that had been put forward, but 
stressed the point that the proposed list of weapons did not exhaust the subject and that 
other categories of arms might, if necessary, be added. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission was prepared to adopt the first method 
which he had proposed and which had been supported by the Italian, United Kingdom 
and German delegations. It was understood that, while the proposals already put 
forward by certain delegations would constitute the basis for discussion, that fact 
would not exclude new proposals that might be submitted by other delegations. The 
four classes to be examined might be, as suggested : (1) heavy artillery; (2) tanks; 
(3) armoured motor-cars; (4) fortresses. It would, however, be necessary, as General 
Bonomi had pointed out, for delegations to give details on certain points, such as the 
calibre o guns, etc., and any characteristic features of the material in question. 

If the Commission decided to adopt that method, the President would ask the 
delegations to supply the necessary supplementary information as soon as possible ; 
tables would be drawn up as a basis for the discussion, enabling the latter to be kept 
within the scope of the resolution of April 22nd. 

The President said that he might have suggestions to submit to the Commission 
concerning the order in which those proposals should be studied, with a view to expediting 
the work as far as possible. 

The Hon. Hugh WILSON (United States of America) enquired whether the intention 
was that gas warfare should be discussed by the Land, Naval and Air Commissions, or by 
one Commission only. 

The PRESIDENT thought that the question came within the competence of the Genera 
Commission ; he could not give an answer on the point raised. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) saw no objection to the Commission drawing up its own 
list and including in it- if it considered this desirable- chemical weapons, even if that 
point had to be studied again later. 

M. SATo (Japan) supported the proposals which had been put forward; he agreed 
also with M. de Madariaga as regards chemical weapons. He felt some doubt, however, 
as regards the method of discussion to be adopted by the Commission. Under the terms 
of the resolution, the Commission's task was to examine weapons from the standpoint of 
the various characteristics mentioned in the resolution ; the same weapon, however, might 
present two or three of those characteristics. Tanks, for example, could be regarded as 
weapons of a specifically offensive character or as weapons most efficacious against 
national defence or, again, as weapons which were most threatening to civilians. It was 
on those three characteristics that the Commission must give an opinion and also on the 
degree to which those characteristics were present in each case. He proposed that each 
delegation should prepare tables and attribute to each of the various weapons studied 
so many "marks ", as it were (from 1 to 10), for each charac~eristic. 

1\I. PoLITIS (Greece) had no wish to open a general discussion in the Commission, 
but would recall that the latter had been entrusted with a mission which must be carried 
out as quickly as possible. Under the terms of the resolution of April 22nd, the 

' Document Conf. D.I03, Chapter A, Land Armaments. 
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· h work of comparison. The point was not to determine 
Commission was entrus~~d "!1t i~ character but those whose character was the most 
which weapons ":ere 0 ensive be made cle~r that the comparison must be made, not 
specific~lliY off?nsive.t It must but between the different characteristics of each weapon. 
between the differen _weapot~eapons one with another, would involve unduly lengthy 
~e fel~ that a comparison ° anese r~posal would require too complicated calculations. 
d1scusswns, a:d fth!t t~h~ ;~~t the :uestions to be discussed were not merely technical 
It must ~ot he or!"o eliti"cal and that the Commission's task was to carry out a general 
but were m t e mam P0 ' . · d t h" fl · examination, for which the use of coefficients seeme o 1m super uous. 

The PRESIDENT, reverting toM. de Madariaga.'s obseryation ari_sing out of Mr. ~~son's 
t . · · t d on the fact that the resolution of April 22nd did not set any hm1ts on ques wn, ms1s e . . d •t · li •t t• the Commission's task, and that the list submitte to I was m no way nn. a 1ve. 
As regards the procedure to be adopted, M. Sato ~ad p~op~sed a mathe~at~cal system 

hi h as M Politis had remarked, was open to certam obJectiOns. The pomt mdeed was :ot ~0' defin~ the different weapons by means of a general estimat.e, ~n ~he ~asia ?f the three 
haracteristics enumerated • according to the General CommiSSIOn B VIew, 1t was not 

~ecessary for a weapon to present all three charact.eristi~s to. be include~ ~~ the list .. 
He thought that Lord Hailsham's ~rgument fitted m With M. Politis ~ sugge~twns 

and that if the Commission had to exannne the weapons one by one and not m relatiOn to 
one another, it would undoubtedly be embarking upon a somewhat lengthy enumeration. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) replied that he had simply wished to sketch out a general plan 
of work. - He aareed that the best method would be to study one by one the different 
cateo-ories of w~apons, remembering that the list was not finally established and that 
any delegation could still submit proposals. He thought his remarks were quite compatible 
with the proposals of the United Kingdom delegate, since he had simply asked that the 
Commission, instead of comparing arms one with another, should endeavour to decide 
by categories to what extent each of them possessed the characteristics enumerated in 
the resolution. · · 

M. SATO (Japan) said that he, too, had had in mind an estimate of the different 
weapons from the standpoint of the three characteristics enumerated, rather than a general 
estimate on the basis of the total of coefficients. As he understood it, the Commission's 
work was to specify the weapons which most clearly possessed one of three characteristics ; 
to facilitate that decision he had proposed the adoption of a mathematical system. If that 
were considered too complicated, he was prepared to accept any other. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) agreed that the Commission would be wise to take as a 
starting-point for its work the proposals already submitted by delegations. At the same 
time, he could only support the proposal put forward by the United Kingdom delegate 
with certain reservations. 

H~ noted that all the members of the _Commission were in favour of taking as a basis 
for the_Ir work the _proposals already subnntted by delegations, on the understanding that 
they d1d not constitute a complete basis and did not exclude the possibility of submitting 
other proposals as the work advanced. 

He wished to remove one ap_parent c_ause of confusion in the discussion, and pointed 
out that t~e _proposals of delegations wh1ch were to be taken as a basis for the work of 
the. Com~ss10~ had each been prepared separately. That necessarily meant overlapping 
which might hmder the Commission's work. · ' 

. He thoug~t it would be preferable for the Commission to take as a basis a plan in 
whiCh the varwus pr?posals submitted by delegations would be co-ordinated in a list of 
;capons drawn up Without any r?f~rence to the degree of offensiveness of each weapon. 
\~oult be for. the Land Comnnss10n to determine the characteristics of each weapon 

"'1 
1: t e meanm_g of the General Commission's resolution. A definite basis for its work 

wru t dt UfrB be available. The draft might be framed by a Committee of six or ten members 
se ec e om among the members of the Land Commission. 

111. AUBERT (France) said that he was very much impres~ed by l\1 ·de Madar·a • 
!~~~~:~d ~t ~~s cJe~r t\~t, if tlis~e Com_mission took as its starting-point th~ lists of we~:o~: 

Y e e ega Ions, ts wh1ch had been framed on empirical lin · 
~~~~~a~~~:~;s~~~~~~ndr~hat re-grouping must of c?urse be carried out on :~'er~;:S0!f~:. 
down in the resolution ~f l~~·2~~~t w;~;~hsa{\ Wlth 1~e~erence to the three criteria laid 
of the delegations as to the extent to wh· a 1 wou e necessary to have the opinion 
characteristic~ mentioned in the resolution.~c~~~~o~:f~nt brese:~ed ofe o~ more of the 

~~~~~~~~t!~~e~r :: c~:~ll;gtt~~'dei~g:!~~~~o ~~:fe~~iftsl:~g:F~s t':~t~ tt:e:i~~n~! 
ommiSSJon should be responsible for the re r . . e a e ureau of the Land 

embark on its discussion a few days hence in th; OU_P~ntg'f stoh that the Commission could 
spm 0 e general resolution. · 

The PRESIDENT was prepared to ado t h t 
me~ber~ of the Commission. He express~d ~h: :~':; method might be recommended by 
~~~~d~1 ifB the deleJ?ations would send him their prop~~:f the work would proceed more 

a e ureau m1ght begin the work of re-grouping wit~o~~ ~~r~~s possible, in order 
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_M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) supported the proposal that the re·grouping should be 
earned out by the Bureau of the Commission. 

Th~ PRES~ENT, summin~ up t~e discussi{'ln, suggested that it should be decided that 
dele~ations whiCh had sub_nutted lists of weapons which were to form the subject of 
spemal tr~at~ent should give fuller details as soon as possible concerning the weapons 
they ~ad m mmd. He e~pres~ed the hope that the delegations would send in the necessary 
material as soon as possible, m order that the Bureau might prepare the table without 
delay. 

M. BOURQmN (Belgium), Rapporteur, feared that the method of work proposed 
would not produce rapid results. The Land Commission was in favour of takin.,. as a 
basi~ ~o! its work the proposals to be found in the Co-ordinating Table, always wi't.b the 
pos_sibility of supplementmg them. The first weapon to be examined would be heavy 
artillerY:· The Land Commission was about to ask the delegations to define their proposals 
concernmg that weapon. Would all those proposals fit in with one anothert He feared 
moreover, that the Bureau might be inundated with documents. ' 

He thought, therefore, that it would be more practical for the President to convene 
the representatives of delegations which had submitted proposals concerning heavy 
arti~ery, in order that they might define their meaning in greater detail. The necessary 
preliminary work could be got through quickly in a single afternoon. lie proposed 
therefore an exchange of views, instead of written replies. 

The PRESIDENT wished, above all, to have the opinion of technical experts ; it was 
of secondary importance whether the information was given verbally or in writing. 

M. VON WEizsl.cKER (Germany) thought that the most practical solution would be 
for the delegates to bring their proposals to the meeting in writing. The necessary 
co-ordinating could be done by means of an exchange of verbal explanations. 

M. PoLITIS (Greece) pointed out that it was essential to choose the most rapid method 
of work, so as not to suspend the meetings of the Land Commission. He was afraid that 
written communications might complicate the Bureau's task. It was intended to hold 
a meeting of the Commission on the following afternoon, and he was very anxious that 
it should not be adjourned. 

He thought that the quickest method would be to ask the representatives of delegations 
which had submitted proposals to come to the meeting that very afternoon and give fuller 
particulars. In that way the co-ordinating document could be prepared by the Bureau 
the following morning and circulated to the delegations in time for the meeting of the 
Land Commission to be held on the following afternoon. 

The PRESIDENT said that if the Land Commission saw no objection and decided to 
adopt the quickest method, he would propose that the technical experts of the delegations 
which had submitted proposals should be asked to attend the meeting that afternoon, 
in order to give the Bureau such details as it Inight require to enable it to draw up the 
c6-ordinating document, so that the Commission might meet on the following afternoon. 

M. SA.To (Japan) enquired why the invitation was confined to the experts of delegations 
which had already submitted proposals. He pointed out that the Land Commission 
was faced with a fresh factor- the resolution of the General Commission of April 22nd -
and expressed the view that all the delegations, even those not mentioned in the 
Co-ordinating Table, should be given an opportunity of attending the meeting in the 
afternoon in order to join in the discussion. 

The PRESIDENT thought that there was a slight Inisunderstanding. The proposed 
meeting with the representatives of the delegations which had put forward the proposals 
enumerated in the Co-ordinating Table would be in no way exclusive in character. The 
other delegations could also submit proposals, should they so desire. 

The immediate consideration, however, was to obtain fuller details concerning the 
proposals enumerated in the Co~ordinating Table. Belgium, for example, had proposed 
special treatment for heavy long-range artillery. What was meant by heavy long-range 
artillery! Germany had included in her proposals heavy and field artillery above a 
specified calibre. The Commission must know what that calibre was. 

The intention was not to exclude any other delegation that might desire to submit 
proposals. Any member of the Land Commission that wished might be present at the 
meeting. . 

The President insisted, however, that it was important for the Bureau to have fuller 
details at once as to the meaning of the proposals already submitted, in order that it 
Inight be possible for it to arrange the work within the framework of the General 
Commission's resolution. 

The Secretariat had just given him a list of the countries which had submitted propo
sals, to be found in the Co-ordinating Table. They were : Afghanistan, Austria, Italy, 
Latvia, Switzerland, Spain, United Kingdom, Sweden, Belgium, Portugal, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, China, Turkey, Germany, France, Denmark and the United 
States of America. He invited the delegations of those countries to send representatives 
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t f o'clock to supply any explanations and details . 
t meeting which would be b_eld a ~ur to or~anisiag the Land Commission's work: 
o a . heir roposals, mth a vtew . ., 

concermng t P k of the general resolutiOn. . . . : -
within the framewor · . . 

) ointed out that other ·states bad submitted 
General ~E N.!N.!SY-MEG!~ ~~~~~:rfr, f. Material", of the Co-ordinating Table, ~nd 

proposals which _would be fho~ esentatives should be invited to attend the meetmg. 
expressed the vtew that t etr repr . 

h Hun"'arian delegate, as be bad already assured M. Sato, 
The PRESIDbENTfastshurefa~de Comrission might be present at the meeting. . 

that any mem er o e 

· ·said that be understood that representatives of 
M. AuBERT ~Fr~nce), sumnun~ r"p:Oation simply with a view to the preparation of a 

delegations were mVIteg to s~pf~Ytl~h~rfortbcomin"' meeting would not adopt any decision 
list for purposes of ~tu y, an a 'udice the decisit~ns to be taken by the Land Commission 
on the proposals or m any way preJ 
in plenary session. 

The PRESIDENT stated that M. Aubert's interpretation was quite correct. 

FOURTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, April 27th, 1932 at 4 p.m. 

President: 'M. BUERO 

5. EXAMINATION OF THE CRITERIA PROPOSED BY VARIOUS DELEGATIONS WITH A VITEHEW 
TO SELECTING THE WEAPONS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUl\IERAT.ED IN 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COliUIISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932. 

The PHE~mENT announced that, in conformity with the decision taken by the Land 
Commission at its meeting on April 26th, the Bureau had drawn up a report (document 
Conf. D.JC.T.5) recapitulating and classifying the more detailed information g~ven by ce~t~in 
delegations concerning the criteria which they proposed should be taken m deternunmg 
the material that was to form the subject of special treatment. 

Before drawing conclusions from the report, be wished to thank M. 1\Iathenet, the 
Secretary of the Bureau, to whom it was indebted for having enabled it to get through the 
work so quickly. • 

The first point noted in the report was that a certain number of delegations proposed 
to establish a distinction between mobile heavy artillery and fixed heavy artillery for 
permanent fortifi~ation works. Certain delegations were of opinion that fixed heavy 
artillery did not call for any special regime, while others held that it should be made subject 
to less radical restrictions than were proposed for mobile artillery. The President suggested, 
accordingly, that the Commission should decide whether a distinction should be established 
between mobile heavy artillery and fixed heavy artillery. He did not think that it would 
be difficult to reach an agreement on that point. It would, however, be necessary to define 
fixed artillery. The Commission might perhaps think it expedient to ask a technical 
committee to establish a definition. He proposed that the Commission should decide whether 
a. te_chni~al committee. should be appointed to give the technical definition necessary to 
distmgmsh between fixed and mobile heavy artillery. To save time however the 
Com~ssion might, without waiting for the techn~cal committee's concl~sions ex~mine 
mobile heavy ~rtillery_ m~te~ial~, which differed so obviously from fixed heavy artillery 
that the questwn of discnnunatmg between them need not be discussed. 

. 1\I. ~U~ERT (France),_ while agreein~ that it would be useful to refer the question of a 
differ~ntu~twn between fixed and mobile heavy artillery to a technical committee did 
not Wish It ~o be assumed, by this fact, that the principle of a differentiation betwee~ the 
~.w1_ .~ategories was agreed. On the one hand, the opinion expressed by Sub-Commission 

_of the P~ep~ratory Commission made it impossible to come to a rapid decision on that 
(u~st10n of prmmple, and, on the other, the experience of the last war had shown that fixed 
or res~ and coastal defence guns could be made mobile ver easil · 

accordmgly to make every reservation regardin th t' y . . y. _He felt obliged 
offering any objection to its being discussed in t~e peroqpuoesseidont ofhp~mlmple WI_thout, however, 

ec mea comm1ttee. 
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M: ~OURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that it was not so much a question 
0~ dect?-ffig a matter of principle as of adopting a procedure designed to facilitate the 

. dtscu~stons. The Commission would probably achieve more satisfactory results if ·the 
techm~al aspect ?f the problem had first been discussed and defined by a technical 
comm1tt~e. Pendmg ~he conclusions of that committee, the Commission could proceed 
to examme the question of mobile artillery while still leaving the matter open as reuards 

· fixed artillery. . " 

M. AUBERT (France) expressed himself iu agreement with the Rapporteur. 

The PRESIDENT proposed, therefore, that the Commission should examine in the 
firs~ place the question of mobile heavy artillery, leaving the definition of such artillery 
until later. He observed that certain delegations had proposed calibre limits which 
were not the same in the case of guns, howitzers and trench-mortars. He feared that 
that discrimination might lead to some confusion. If a difference was to be made between 
those thr~e categories of material, it would be necessary to define each of them. Would 
it .not be better to arrive at a single rule for guns, howitzers and trench-mortars ali.kef 

He invited the Commission to express an opinion on the subject, more particularly 
those delegations which had proposed that a distinction should be made. 

l\1. VON WEIZSlCKER (Germany) observed that all the members of the Commission 
were acquainted with the German proposal which made a distinction between guns, 
howitzers and trench-mortars. He thought that the provisions of the Treaties of Peace 
which had been drafted by experts might be taken as a basis for discriminating between 
"those several weapons. 

M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) was not quite clear as to the difficulties which seemed to be 
troubling the Commission. The General Commission had asked the Land Commission to 
decide which were the weapons whose character was most specifically offensive or most 
efficacious against . national defence, or most threatening to civilians. It was not the 
absolute character but the relative character of each weapon that the Land Commission 
had to decide. It was not necessary, therefore, for the Commission to fix any calibre; 
it was sufficient to say that guns of so many millimetres were more specifically offensive 
or more threatening to civilians than weapons of a smaller calibre. It would be for the 
Political Commission to draw the line of demarcation between weapons which should and 
weapons which should not form the subject of qualitative disarmament. 

Moreover, the definition based on calibre was quite artificial from the standpoint 
of disarmament, which was the one with which the Commission was concerned, since it 
had to consider what would happen to the armaments that would still remain after 
the abolition of certain material; such armaments would undoubtedly be more dangerous. 
It must not be forgotten that this question was purely relative. The Commission must 
draw up a list of weapons of a more or less offensive character, stating the point at which, 
in its opinion, the calibre~ of the weapons~ rendered them inoffensive. 

The PRESIDENT explained that his reason for asking the German delegation whether it 
insisted on maintaining the subdivision of mobile material into guns, howitzers and trench
mortars was in order that the Land Commission might, if the delegation agreed, concentrate 
on the question of calibre for the whole category of mobile heavy armaments. Otherwise 
it would be necessary to define each type, which would be a heavy task. 

M. VON WEizsicKER (Germany) observed that there were among the members of 
the Commission military experts of countries other than Germany which established 
a distinction between guns, howitzers and trench-mortars. It might be well to ask for their 
opinion. 

The PRESIDENT, adopting M. von Weizsiicker's suggestion, enquired whether the 
Danish delegation had any observations to offer. · 

M. KRAFT (Denmark) did not wish to put forward any objection. 

1\I. VON WEizslcKER (Germany) agreed that the three classes of weapons should be 
taken together, on condition that the lowest calibre- 77 mm. -was adpoted for 
each type. · 

The PRESIDENT proposed that, in that case, the Commission should examine the 
proposals concerning mobile artillery, beginning with the proposals wh:ch had suggested 
the lowest calibre. 

l\I. VAN LANSCHOT (Netherlands) thought that, before beginning this examination, 
the members of the Commission should agree as to the meaning of the General Commission's 
resolution. Several of his colleagues had spoken on the previous day of three different 
classes of weapons coming under the terms of the resolution : weapons whose character 
was the most specifically offensive, weapons most effieaciou' against national defence 
and weapons most threatening to civilians. Although the General Commission had 
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mt>ntionro those three characteristics, he wondered whether the weapons belonging. to 
b f" ·t tt>"'ory ditl not almost always belong to the second also. There. w~s no questiOn 

!f e a~t>n~l~ni the General Commission's resol.ution; t~at was. not Withm the L!~-nd 
(' · ·sion's competence. M. van Lanschot Simply Wished to mterpret the resolutiOn, 
b~~:~~ng the real meaning, so as to avoid. all possible ambiguity. He noted that in 
imo~t every case the first and second categor1es were the same. He observed, moreover, 

~bat the second catt>gory bad been included i~ M;. Gibso!l's prol?osal, and he .~eemed to 
remember that the expression " those most effiCaciOus agamst natiOnal defence had been 
insert~d more with the idea of defining what was meant by " offensive" in ch~racter. It 
would be useful for the Commission to have the opinion of the Umted States 
representative on this point. 

Mr. wn.sox (United States of America) said that, while not wishing to interpret the 
mt>anin"' of the General Commission, it had seemed to him from the debate that there was 
some a~biguity and that the Land Com~ssion was looking_ on t~e.first ~wo .terms of ~he 
resolution as constituting two separate pomts, whereas Mr. Gibson s mtentiOn m suggestmg 
the insertion of the second one had been to indicate a method of defining " offensive " 
weapons. 

The PRESIDENT noted Mr. Wilson's statement, which would be of great value in 
applying the criteria enumerated by the resolution, when it came to defining the 
armaments for the purpose of the final report. 

Opening the discussion on the question of calibre, he invited the German delegation 
to state the reasons for which it thought that weapons of a calibre of 77 mm. possessed one 
or more of the characteristics enumerated in the final resolution. 

M. voN WEIZS.icKER (Germany) feared that, if the report just distributed were 
taken as a basis for discussion, the multiplicity of the criteria proposed therein might 
lead to a very lengthy debate. He repeated his proposal that the basis so carefully 
formulated in the Treaties of Peace should be taken as a basis for the Commission's 
discussions. 

M. SATO (Japan) also foresaw certain difficulties if the Land Commission embarked 
directly on a discussion of questions of calibre, weight and range, and recommended the 
constitution of a technical committee to discuss the characteristics of the weapons in 
question. · . · · 

The Commission must know first if it could take as a criterion for defining the heavy 
artillery covered by the resolution of April22nd, the calibre, weight or range of the guns and 
whether it must deal with heavy artillery as a whole or subdivide it into three classes : 
guns, howitzers and trench-mortars. A technical committee was the proper body to give an 
opinion on both those points. When the Land Commission had that opinion be'ore it, it 
could decide the characteristics of the different weapons within the meaning of the resolution 
of April 22nd, and could then forward its conclusions to the General Commission. 

General TEliPERLEY (United Kingdom), speaking on a point of order, enquired whether 
the Commission was discussing the German proposal to take 77 mm. as the calibre limit 
or the Japanese proposal concerning the appointment of a technical committee. 

The PRESIDENT thought that M. Sato's proposal should be examined first and that 
the Commission should be consulted as to the procedure which it wished to adopt. Should 
the whole question be referred to the experts, or only the question of calibre ! 

~· POLITIB (Greece) supported M. Sato's proposal; it was, he thought, essential to 
appomt a technical committee, which would be asked to indicate the criterion to be adopted 
by the Commission. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that as a. non-technical member of the 
CoiiliiliJ!sion, he had_ no hesitation in asking for the appointment of an expert committee. 
He &uggested that if, before the committee were appointed, delegations which were in 
favour of certain calibres could first be invited to explain their reasons for so doing the 
Commission would be able to see what the real problem was. ' 

li. BOL'RQCI!'f (Belgium), Rapporteur, asked M. Sato whether the committee which 
he recommended should be a. small committee or a general committee. He pointed out 
that _the Land Commission was a general technical Commissio~. If a. small 
COlllllllttee were formed, he was afraid that certain views which would not have 
b~n expreKKed i~ tha.t Committee might be expressed in the Plenary Commission, in 
which caKe the diKcussion would be reopened. lie suggested then that the Commission 
ehould hold a meet~ng at which the delegations would be represen'ted by their technical 
experts, though this would no~ prevent :po.litical representatives from attending. 

For the ~oment, M. Bourqum ":as c;>f op1mon that the Commission should, as Mr. Wilson 
an(l th,e Pretu!lent. had proposed, .Invite the delegations which had submitted concrete 
J•;oJ,OII~lll. to give f1gures and explam them. Such information would help to enlighten the 
Commlfltuon. 
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Colonel LANS~ORONSKIS (Lithuania) thought that each weapon should be examined 
~om ~he standpomt of the three characteristics enumerated in the general resolution, 
smce It frequently happened that the same weapon presented more than one of those 
characteristics. · 

1\I. DE !IIADAR~A_GA (Spain) was anxious to find a 'Ilia media between the proposal of 
!II. Sato and !II. Poli~Is and that of !II. Bourquin as regards the examination of the technical 
aspect of the questiOns before the Commission. He suO'rrested that the Bureau should 
draw up a new. report giving, for example, the exact definit~'it of the material to be examined 
by t~~ Comrmss10n and a list of such material, with indications as to the calibre, power, 
mobility and method of transport, whether train or motor transport. The Commission 
c~uld then begin ~ts examination, starting not with weapons of the lowest calibre, but 
With those_ of the highest. It would be easier in that way to reach an agreement concerning 
the offensiv~ charact~r of the material. .As the scale of calibres diminished, objections 
would be raised and It would be for the Commission to fix the point at which the limit 
of the offensive character of the weapon was deemed to have been reached. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that !II. de 1\ladariaga's proposal was similar to one of 
the three methods which he himself had submitted on the previous day for the Commission 
t? choose !rom, and that it had been rejected by the United Kingdom delegation as being 
likely to mvolve lengthy discussion. He asked the Commission to come to a decision 
concerning 1\I. Sato's proposal and to say whether it wished the exchange of views on the 
reasons for which certain delegations had proposed certain calibres to be continued at 
a plenary meeting or whether it wished to appoint a small technical committee to hear 
their explanations and draw up a report. 

General BuRHARDT·BUKACKI (Poland) recommended that the Commission shoultl 
first hear the delegations' reasons, since some of them might be of a political character; 
the statement of technical reasons would come next and would be made before a technical 
committee. 

1\I. SATO (Japan) explained that he was in favour of setting up a technical committee 
of military experts without stating any special number of members. .All the delegations 
must have the right to delegate a military expert to that committee. Tho questions to 
be dealt with by the Land Commission had two aspects : military and political. They 
should first be studied from the military standpoint by a technical committee and then 
examined from a political standpoint at a plenary meeting of the Commission. 

The PRESIDENT, noting that all the members of the Commission were in favour of 
hearing the reasons which had guided the delegations in adopting the various calibres 
given, suggested that the question of appointing a technical committee should be postponed 
for the moment. He invited the Chinese delegate to state the reasons which had determined 
the fixing of the calibre mentioned in the Chinese delegation's proposal. 

General WHANG (China) explained that the Chinese delegation had suggested 
80 mm. as the calibre limit, as it was proposing the abolition of heavy artillery of all kinds, 
in view of the specifically offensive character of that weapon and of its efficacy against 
the national defence of the adversary. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) explained that, in asking for the abolition of artillery of a calibre 
exceeding 100 mm., the Italian delegation was considering the matter simply from a technical 
standpoint. It was of opinion that artillery of a calibre exceeding that figure was capable, 
by reason of its power or that of the projectile fired, of taking the enemy by surprise and 
overwhelming him, as it could destroy his defences without leaving him time to reply. The 
object of disarmament being to increase the possibility of defence in the event of attack, the 
Italian delegation felt that the prohibition of all types of heavy artillery was imperative. 

From a purely practical standpoint, the Italian delegation thought that the more 
specifically offensive characteristics of a weapon were determined by the mobility, power 
and range of that weapon. It stressed the fact that mobility was a primordial factor in 
enabling the aggressor to concentrate his forces in order to destroy the defence works of 
his adversary, as was proved by the experience of the last war . 

. .Again, the weapons which possessed in the highest degree those characteristics of 
mobility, power and range were also the weapons most threatening to civilians. 

Lastly, it was by means of long-range guns that chemical and bacteriological warfare 
could chiefly be carried on. 

The Italian delegation also adduced in support of its proposal a financial argument, 
for, in view of -the fact that the cost of a weapon increased in proportion to its calibre, 
the abolition of artillery of a calibre above 100 mm. would result in an enormous reduction 
in the ll).ilitary budgets of States. 

Lieutenant-General OllER Khan (.Afghanistan) supported the Italian delegation's 
explanation, while reserving the right to give further details at the next meeting. if 
necessary. 
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The PRESIDENT obs&ved that such additional information could be sent to the 
ttwhnical committee. 

Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland) explained that Switzerland had attempted to find a 
criterion which would, as far as possible, be ab?ve all discussion.. It had ~hosen 1?0 !Urn., 
that bein<> the figure adopted in the ConventiOn on the trade m arms m establishmg a . 
distinctio~ between heavy and light artillery. The same calibre had also been ad~pted 
as a criterion in the Convention on the manufacture of arms. Lastly, the artillery 
r('gulations of the great Powers all seemed to regard heavy artillery as starting at a calibre 
of about 150 mm. 

M. At'l!ERT (France) asked the President for further explanations. He understood 
that the President had suggested appointing a technical committee. when. the delegations 
had explained their proposals, a~d that there would be a !ull discus.swn at the. n~xt 
meetincr. He did not think the time had come for the techmcal comnnttee to begm Its, 
work. ~It was necessary first to determi~e! by means of a general discussion, what 
questions were to be referred to the comnnttee . 

.Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that, in selecting the figure of 155 mm. as 
the sillule-calibre limit, the United States had been guided by two main considerations -
the ch~acter of the gun and the use to which it would be put. It had taken those guns 
which were most effective in breaking down defence (prepared trenches and fortresses) and 
had taken into account the fact that no division had guns superior to 155 mm. In 
approaching the problem, the Commission must aim at keeping down costs. If certain 
types of guns could be eliminated, heavy costs would thereby be eliminated at once, for 
guns, as they increased in calibre, increased in geometrical ratio in cost. He would go into 
the question more fully later. 

General DE N!N!SY·MEGAY (Hungary) explained that his country had fixed 105 mm. 
as the calibre for guns, howitzers and mortars, because there were countries which 
had no fixed fortifications and which were obliged, in case of war, to erect emergency 
fortifications which could easily be destroyed by guns of a calibre exceeding 105 mm. Guns 
with a calibre exceeding that figure might also, in view of their range, constitute a menace 
to civilians and reach soldiers and civilians beyond the frontier. Lastly, a 105-mm. 
calibre was regarded in the Treaties of Peace as the limit for heavy artillery. As trench
mortars, on the other hand, had a shorter range, a higher calibre had been authorised 
for them- namely, 150 mm. · 

General TA.RBUK (Austria) supported the Hungarian delegate an·d laid stress on the 
distinction clearly established in the Treaties of Peace between heavy artillery and light 
artillery by the provision of a 105-mm. calibre for guns, howitzers and mortars and 150 mm. 
for trench-mortars. 

Colonel DA.WNA.Y (United Kingdom) said that, in arriving at a calibre of 155 mm., or 
approxinlately 6 inches, the United Kingdom delegation had been guided by three main 
considerations. In the first place, this limit definitely excluded the use of heavy shells 
capable of destroying heavy fortifications; it -excluded guns of a definitely offensive 
character. Secondly- a point also noted by the delegates of Switzerland and of the 
Cnited States- the limit for practically all the military nations was 155 mm., or 
6 !nches; to lower it would mean reorganisation at huge expense. Thirdly, the United 
Kingdom's own material needs made the retention of a gun of that size very necessary 
for carrying out her Imperial functions; ·in some parts of the world a lighter field-gun 
could not be used, owing to the nature of the terrain. 

General VAN TUINEN (Netherlands) said that, although the Netherlands delegation 
had not proposed the abolition of this or that weapon, it was nevertheless prepared to 
SUIJP?rt any proposal for the abolition of armaments that promised to be effective. ile 
w~s m. favour of dea~n~ w~th the q~estion as simply as :possible. He agreed with M. de 
l1adana~a that the di~t~ctwns reqwred under the resolutiOn of April 22nd were primarily 
a qnestwn of appreciation . 

. The Netherlands delegation had fixed a calibre of 155 mm. as the limit between light 
artillery_ and heavy aytillery, that being the criterion laid down in the Convention of 1925 
concernmg the trade m a:rms. T~is fig~re had also been adopted as the line of demarcation 
b~tween the two cat~gones of art~llery m the Preparatory Commission's report. Lastly the 
~et~e_rlands deleg~twn held that 1~ wa_s above ~hat calibre that heavy artillery became :Uost 
KpeCiflcally offemnve and most effwacwus agamst defensive works. 

ll. DE llADARIAGA. (Spain) stated that his country demanded the b lit' f ll 
of a "I'ecifically aggreHKive character. While admitting the em . a. ol whn o at we~pohnst 

IHnca c arac er o. t a 
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definition,_ he thought that it was none the less applicable, and insisted on the point that 
the offensive character of weapons lay in their mnge and mobility. 

Th~ PREs_IDENT propo_sed that the explanations of the delegations of Sweden, France, 
the SoVIet Um?n and Belgmm shol!ld be heard next day. He suggested that, after hearing 
the representatlv~s of those de~egat10ns, ~he Commission should hold a general discussion and 
should _then apporn~ the techmc~l comnn~tee, to which it could submit any technical points 
that might emerge rn the course of the discussion. 

The President's proposals 1cere adopted. 

FIFTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, April 28th, 1932, at 4 p.rn. 

President: l\1. BUERO. 

6. EXAMINATION OF THE CRITERIA PROPOSED BY VARIOUS DELEGATIONS WITH A VIEW 
TO SELECTING THE WEAPONS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN 
THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMl\IISSION ON APRIL 22ND1 1932 
(continuation). 

The PRESIDENT recalled that the Commission still had to hear the explanations of 
some of the delegations which had submitted proposals. 

General NYGREN (Sweden) explained that the Swedish delegation had proposed 
160 rum. as the calibre limit, but that it would, if necessary, agree to a figure somewhere, 
between 160 and 150 mm., that being approximately the calibre of coastal artillery. If 
the calibre of naval artillery were reduced, it would be prepared to agree also to a 
corresponding reduction in that of coastal artillery. For land artillery it would accept 
a calibre limit of 105 mm. 

~I. LANGOVOY Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that the Sov et delegation 
had proposed the abolition of heavy artillery of great power and long range, the abolition 
of tanks and the limitation of artillery material to the existing types. 

These proposals were an integral part of a whole, and were not a reply to the three 
points raised in the resolution adopted by the General Commission. 

In reply to those three points, the Soviet delegation was of the opinion that all 
artillery, canon, howitzers and mortars of which the calibre exceeded 100 mm. should 
be considered as an offensive weapon and efficacious against national defence. It therefore 
supported the view put forward by the Italian delegation, while adding, however, that 
it was necessary to take into consideration not only the calibre, but other technical 
characteristics, such as the weight of the gun in position, the weight and range of the 
projectile. These data were necessary in order to ensure that the prohibitions to be 
instituted would not be circumvented by developments which modern technique might 
devise. 

The Soviet delegation was, moreover, always ready to support the most radical 
proposals, provided that their object was a real qualitative and quantitative reduction 
of existing armaments. · 

General NUYTEN (Belgium) stated that the Belgian delegation had not thought it 
necessary to specify numerically the level of least efficacy for specifically offensive weapons 
or of least danger from the standpoint of national defence. It had decided a priori to support 
any proposal for the qualitative reduction of artillery material on which agreement could 
be reached at the Conference. 

Although, in its proposals, the Belgian delegation had not put forward any data 
concerning calibre, it was anxious to help in elucidating the difficult problem referred to 
the Commission under the resolution of April 22nd. It thought that the Commission 
should examine land armaments from two standpoints: that of efficacy in attack and that 
of the danger to civilians, the first and second of the characteristics enumerated in the 
General Commission's resolution being one and the same. 

From the standpoint of efficacy in attack, land armaments might be classed in the 
following order: mobile artillery, judged by the standards of present-day development 
and technique; tanks; gases released in waves from the ground or by means of projectiles; 
armed motor-cars. 

From the standpoint of danger to civilians, land armaments might be classed as 
follows: in the first place, g-ases, then mobile artillery, considered more particularly from 
the standpoint of range. This classification would, of course, have to be justified in the 
report to the General Commission. 
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The Bl'lginn delegate next explained that he ha~ cl~ssed .mobile 9.!tillery in the first 
rank of offt>nsh·e weapons, as. it was the most effiCaCious I~ breaking down the two 
Jlrineipal forms of resistance m any defence- namely, active forces and permanent 
fortifications. . . 

In order to decide what artillery material should form the subJect of qualitative 
disarmament it would be necessary to consider the specifically offensive character of each 
"·;apon, that being directly proportionate to its ~ower, wbich ~as determined by cali~re 
and ranO'e, The Commission would be well advised to examme each class of material 
from th~ standpoint of range, after having examined it .fro~ that ~f calibre, and then 
uin an opinion as to the degree of efficacy of the matenal m questiOn. 
e Though calibre was an important criterion in view .of the destructive P~'!er it confer~ed 
on projectiles, the Belgian delegate would prefer to ~stimate the more specific.ally offensive 
character of a weapon according to the works that It was capable of destroymg by reason 
of its calibre or ranO'e, He warned the Commission against fixing unduly narrow limits, 
and proposed that ft should examine the degree of efficacy of the offensive power of 
artillery material against the means of resistance to attack -in other words, against 
permanent concrete or armoured fortifications, a~ainst emergency field ~ortifications and 
aO'ainst resistance, properly so-called, of the act1ve forces ; on the baslS of those data, 
it could indicate the calibres and range of the guns required to reduce the various obstacles. 

A comprehensive study established on that basis and covering all the weapons that 
the Commission had been asked to examine would, he thought, answer the requirements 
of the General Commission's resolution. 

M. AUBERT (France) said that he had been struck by the discrepancy in the figures 
and reasons already given by the delegations, a discrepancy which was explained by the 
fact that each delegation was governed chiefly by its national requirements and which made 
it seem likely that the Commission would not be able to arrive at joint conclusions. That 
result he thought could be obtained only after a technical study, on the basis of the character
istics enumerated in the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd. 

He proposed to make a rapid survey of those characteristics with a view to defining 
the questions to be referred to the technical committee, now that the explanations given 
had provided the Commission with data for discussion. . 

As regards the first point- what were the weapons whose character was most 
specifically offensive f - the experts had already replied in Sub-Commission A of the 
Preparatory Commission and their replies were in agreement with actual experience. No 
weapon could be said to be of a specifically offensive character. Any weapon could be used 
efficaciously for defence as well as for attack .. While there were thus no specifically offensive 
weapons, some material was particularly powerful both for defensive and for offensive 
purposes, and that power could be determined by the extent of the destructive action 
and range of the material. 

As regards the second criterion named in the resolution of April 22nd, 1tl. Aubert 
shared the view of the United States and Netherlands representatives that it was not 
distinct from the first, but had the advantage of being more definite. 

As regards the definition of material most efficacious against national defence, he 
pointed out that Sub-Commission A had defined defensive armaments as permanent or 
temporary-fortifications. The French delegation did not think that artillery capable of being 
used effectively against field fortifications should be included in the category of weapons 
whose character was threatening to national defence. It felt that to do so might put 
a premium on aggression. After a surprise attack, the invader might entrench himself 
in the co~quered territory. The attacked State therefore must retain the means of driving 
out the mvader. Every State must still have at its disposal the equipment it might 
require to reach objectives of every kind on the battlefield. 

A_s regards the third characteristic- efficacy against civilians- M. Aubert observed 
that,~. ~eferring. to the protect.ion of civilians against artillery, what was obviously meant 
was Civilians behind the battlefield, so that it was necessary first to define what was meant 
by the battlefield and to ask the experts to give that definition. 

The French representative proposed that the following questionnaire which had been 
proposed by the French delegation should be sent to the technical committee : 

"I 
"1. What are the materials necessary for effective action against entrenchments 

and field works, and having the range necessary to reach the normal objectives of 
the modern battlefield f · 

"2. (U:) Wha~ is the feight of the p~ojectile (o.r w.eight of exp'osive) necessary 
for . t:ffec.tive actiOn agamst the essential orgamsat10ns of modern permanent 
fortifiCatiOn f 

"(b) What ~re the technical characteri11tics, and in particular the calibre 
of the corre11pondmg guns! ' 

"II 

"1. In mod~rn war, what is th~ depth over which the troops and their various 
W€lapons engaged m the battle are dlStributed f 

" 2. What are the technical characteristics of the guns c. apable f f' · b d that de1,th T " o umg eyon 
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H~ ~dde? that, if the question of coastal defence were dealt with by the Land 
CommissiOn, It would be necessary also to consider whether coastal defence armaments 
should n~t be superior to th~ armament of vessels that might attack the coasts, a point which 
would rats,e the problem of mterdependance between land and naval calibres. 

He Wished,_ however, to confine himself to a definition of the questions already 
enumerated whi~h .wer~ to be referre~ ~o the technical committee, that was to say, to 
the Land Comllilssion Itself, but consistmg of technical experts. 

. _Genera~ BUR~AR?T-Bt:KA~KI (Poland) stressed the importance of long-range artillery 
m view of Its effiCacity resultmg from the rang-e of its field of fire. 

Referring more particularly to coastal artillery, he pointed out that it was essential 
to maintain the superiority of defence over aggression and for that reason to allow coastal 
batteries a calibre equal, if not superior, to that of naval artillery material. lie observed 
that coastal artillery should include coastal guns on railways required for the defence of 
a long coast line. 

Fortress artillery should, he thought, be at least equal in power to mobile artillery, 
so that the defence might still have a certain superiority over the attack. On the other 
hand, it must not be forgotten that so-called fixed guns mounted on turrets could be 
dismounted and utilised as mobile pieces by placing them on gun-carriages. 

As regards the various calibre limits proposed for mobile heavy artillery, ranging 
from 100 to 200 mm., the Polish delegate thought it would be difficult to establish a general 
rule, as the particular situation of the frontiers would have to be taken into account for 
each country, the efficacy of a weapon being determined by tho obstacles which it was 
capable of overcoming. 

In classifying weapons from the standpoint of efficacy against national defence, the 
first in order would be the most mobile material owing to the facility with which they 
could be concentrated on a specific point with the object of breaking down the adversary's 
defences ; then would follow the howitzers and mortars, which were more efficacious 
against entrenchments than long guns. 

He pointed out, in conclusion, that the most radical and most logical formula would be 
the complete abolition of artillery of all calibres, as proposed by the Chinese delegation, 
provided that that formula was really applied. Since, however, some doubt was permissible 
on that point and it was necessary to consider the possibility of aggression, a country 
which was invaded must be left with arms which would be sufficiently powerful to drive 
out the agressor which might have entrenched itself on its territory. 

General TElli'ERLEY (United Kingdom) said that the British delegation regarcled 
artillery as of three types: light artillery, meclium artillery and heavy artillery. 

Heavy artillery was generally recognised as being eminently efficacious in the 
destruction of means of defence. Again, it seemed to be generally agreed that the calibre 
of medium artillery was somewhere about 155 mm. The BritiMh delegation had hoped 
that the Commission might choose approximately that figure as the line of demarcation 
between artillery material which might be authorised and material to be abolished if 
it were decided to adopt qualitative disarmament. By this means it would have been 
unnecessary to refer the question to a technical committee and the discussion~could 
thereby have been shortened. 

At the same time, if the Land Commission was unanimously desirous of setting up 
a technical committee, he would agree to the proposal to send to that committee a 
questionnaire on the lines of that proposed by the French delegation, which dealt with 
the matter adequately and would give the Commission the data it required for taking 
a decision. He was in full agreement with the principle of the questionnaire, which had 
his entire support. He wished, however, to have an opportunity of examining the text, 
so that he might, if necessary, suggest amendments in regard to details. He would support 
the suggestion to set up a technical committee, if the Land Commission were unanimous 
on that point. 

General DE NANASY-MEGAY (Hungary) observed that the calibre of the armaments 
which the States now disarmed had been allowed to retain should be taken as a basis in 
fixing the calibre of those of other States. It was on this basis that he hacl proposed 
105 mm., which, he thought, should satisfy the requirements of other States, since any 
aggressor State would only have to face guns of the same calibre as its own. 

?II. SATO (Japan) supported the French delegation's proposal that a questionnaire 
should be sent to the technical committee and approved in its entirety the text framed 
by that delegation. He stated that the Japanese experts were prepared to take it 
as a basis. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) said that he had not had time to examine thoroughly the French 
questionnaire, but thought that it would be necessary to make a few amendments. As 
regards the first question, he pointed out that the Yalue of field entrenchments depended 
on many factors and that ·might equally be the case as regards permanent fortifications. 
With regard to the second question, concerning the efficacy of projectiles as determined 
by their weight, he pointed out that a 105-mm. shell could permanently damage even 
strongly fortified works if it fell on a sensitive spot. Lastly, he thought it would be 
necessary to define the expression " various weapons " in the second part of the 
questionnaire. 
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The PREsiDENT asked whet~er the Ita~an ~elega.te was in fav?ur, in principle, 
of sending to the technical _ronumttee a quest10nna1re, the terms of wh1ch would have to 
be definitely settled.. 

Genernl BoNOMI (Italy) replied in the affirmative. 

M. At.'BERT (France) said that, if the Italian delegate had no substanti~l objections 
to the questionnaire which he had submitted, he personally could accept all his colleague's 
observations. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of .America) thought that the questionnaire framed by the 
French delegation was exactly the kind of document that should be submitted to the 
technical eommittee, and said that he would be prepared to agree to its being referred to 
that eommittee, subject to a few formal modifications. He suggested that the technical 
committee should come to a decision on the first part of the questionnaire and submit 
its report at once to the Land Commission, in order that the latter might discuss it 
without delay. 

M. AUBERT (France) saw no objection to instructillg the technical committee as to the 
order in which it should discuss the points ; it remained to be seen whether the committee 
would be able to comply with those suggestions. 

General BoNom (Italy) proposed that a questionnaire should be framed on simpler 
and more comprehensive lines. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that a small drafting committee should be appointed at once 
to draw up the questionnaire for the technical committee. He proposed as members of the 
Committee the delegates of: Belgium, Brazil, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, 
Poland, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United 
Kingdom, United States of America and Yugoslavia. The Committee would be asked to 
submit its text at a plenary meeting of the Commission to be held on the following morning. 

After approving the questionnaire, the Commission would refer it to the technical 
committee, which could begin its work at once. 

The President's proposal was unanimousl11 adopted. 

SIXTH MEETING 

Held on Friday, April 29th, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

7. EXAMINATION OF THE CRITERIA PROPOSED BY VARIOUS DELEGATIONS WITH A VIEW 
TO SELECTING THE WEAPONS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN 
THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND

1 
1932 : 

ADOPTION OF A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR REFERENCE TO THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE. 

The PRESIDENT announced that the drafting committee named at his suggestion 
the previous afternoon had drawn up the following text on the basis of the French proposal : 

"I. 
"1. What ia meant by fixed and mobile artillery! 

. " 2. What are the existing possibilities of rendering fixed artillery mobile, and 
1nce-1Jersa f 

"II • 

. " 1. What ar~ the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action 
agamst the essential elements of permanent fortifications: (a) weight of the 
projectile, (b) weight of explosive, (c) calibre, etc.! 

. "2. What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action 
agamst entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield t 

"III . 
. " 1. . In modern war, what is the depth over which the troops and services and 

their eqwpment engaged in the battle are distributed! 
"2. What are the characteristics of the artillery capable of firing beyond that 

depth!" · 

. The ~st part of the 9-u~stionnaire concerned the definitions of fixed and mobile artillery 
pomt~ which the Comm1ss1on had decided at a previous meeting to refer to experts . th~ 
remamder of the document embodied the proposals made by the French delegation' 

The draft questionnaire was adopted. • 

T~e PREH~ENT said that the text as adopted would be sent to th t h · 1 
t?i~~~~?d.e~tch was to meet under the chairmanship of General LAIDONE~, :~e ~~:t 
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SEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May lOth, 1932, at 10 a. m. 

President : l\1. BUERO. 

8. EXPRESSION OF SYMPATHY ON THE DEATH OF THE PRESIDENT OF ~l'IIE FRENCH REl'UBLIO. 

The PRESIDENT extended to the French delegation, and through it to Madame Doumer 
and the French people and Government, the Commission's deep sympathy on the tragic 
death of the President of the French Republic. Speaking as representative of Uruguay, he 
associated the whole Uruguayan nation with the feelings he had just expressed. 

M. AUBERT (France) thanked the President. The French del«'gation mul'h appreciated 
the Commission's expression of regret, which proved that feelings '\if sympathy transcew.led 
the limits of national frontiers. 

The Commission rose and suspended its proceedings for a brief intcrvlll as ll'n expression 
of sympathy. 

9. PUBLICITY OF THE MEETINGS: LETTER I•'ROM THE PRESIDENT OF TilE INTERNA1'10NAL 
ASSOCIATION OF JOURNALISTS ACCREDITED TO TilE LEAGUE OF NAl'IONS. 

The PRESIDENT read a letter of May 5th from the President of the Disarmament 
Conference inviting the President of the Land Commission to discuss with the Bureau 
of the Conference a letter dated May 3rd from the President of the International Association 
of Journalists accredited to the League of Nations. That letter drew attention to what 
was described as " a growing tendency toward secrecy in the debates of the Disarmament 
Conference " and more particularly to the fact that the meetings of the Committee of 
Experts of the Land Commission had been held in private ; it asked that public meetings 
" be made the rule and not the exception " and that the question of admitting the Press 
to such meetings as those of the Committee of Experts "be treated as a matter of urgency ". 

He pointed out that in meeting privately the Committee of Experts had acted in 
accordance with Article VII of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference, which provided that 
" sub-commissions and committees will as a rule sit in private ", and that rule, he said, 
applied even though all the delegations were represented on a Committee. As regards 
the future, however, he agreed that wide publicity would further the cause of disarmament, 
especially at a moment when the Conference was not progressing as rapidly as some might 
wish. He invited the Land Commission to authorise him to suggest to the Bureau that 
sub-commissions and committees on which all delegations were represented should hold 
public meetings unless otherwise decided by a majority vote. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

10. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COM:'IIISSION ON APRIL 22ND1 1932: REPLY 
OF THE COMIDTTEE OF EXPERTS AS REGARDS ARTILLERY (documents Conf. D.fC.T.81 

8{a), 8(b) and 8(c). 

In the first place, the PRESIDENT thanked the Committee of Experts, and particularly 
the Chairman, for their· successful achievement of a difficult task. With the text of the 
Committee's replies before it- and the grounds for those replies- the Commission could 
now examine the question referred to it under the resolution of April 22nd. 

Having noticed in the various proposals a tendency to distinguish between fixed and 
mobile artillery, the Commission had asked the Committee of Experts to define the 
characteristics of both types and to state the existing possibilities of converting fixed into 
mobile artillery. It was no doubt the duty of the Commission to draw conclusions from the 
Experts' replies on that point. 

Generally speaking, the text of Part I, paragraph 2, of the experts' reply might be 
taken as summing up the delegations' views- namely, that guns of fixed artillery could be 
made mobile and that this interchangeability was contingent on two factors- time and 
the existence of certain stocks of material. Did the Commission think that the distinction 

LA:IiD tOMHISSl0:\1 : 
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betw~n the two types should. be maintained t If so, it must fix the conditions. Or did it 
fet'l that it would be impossible to arrive at such a distinction t · 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) said that he had nothing.to a.~d or to withW:aw as rega:rds 
the expexts' replies, which had been reached after long d1scuss10n. The Sparush delegatiOn, 
moreover, had already formulated in the following terms it~ ~onclus10ns on the three 
eriteria xeferred to the Land Commission by the General Comrmss10n : 

" All weapons can be used for offensive and defensive purposes. Those most 
effeetive for the former are also most effective for the latter. 

" Assuming that a. certain category of weapons no l?nger exists, .the valu~ ?f t~ose 
xema.ining increases correspondingly. The same effect 1s produced if no fortificatiOns 
exist. 

" If by most specificaUy offensive weapons are meant . weapons "!!'h!ch confer on the 
attack superiority over the material means of defence, 1t is perrmss1ble to regard. as 
such and at the same time as most efficacious against national defence weapons whiCh 
are not less than 150 mm. in calibre and which at the same time are equipped, even in 
time of peace with means enabling them to be moved or transported, so that they can 
accompany the troops and co-operate in a war with a shifting battle front or in siege 
warfare. 

" In the same category may be included tanks and armoured and armed cars. 
" The weapons most threatening to civilians, who must be presumed to be outside 

the battle zone are in reality gases, for whether they are used in the form of waves or 
fired in the for:U of artillery projectiles, it is impossible to control their actual range. 

" Artillery with a range exceeding 30 km. should also be included in this category, 
since the extent of the zone in which the projectiles fall makes this weapon unsuitable 
for use against purely military ~bjectives. " 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) agreed with the Spanish representative that 
no further discussion would add much to their knowledge of the subject, the experts 
having clearly disengaged the facts with reference to fixed and mobile artillery. He 
thought, however, that a more serious question was raised by the suggestion that in 
practice there should be no differentiation between the two types. There could obviously 
be no question of reducing the calibre of coast-defence guns, so long as the guns of the 
battleships and cruisers which had to engage them were not reduced; but similarly, if no 
distinction were made between mobile and fixed artillery, there could be no limitation 
of the calibre of naval guns. Thus all possibility of restricting or abolishing heavy guns 
would disappear. 

The conclusions to be drawn from the Technical Committee's proceedings were clear 
:-the conversion of fixed into mobile artillery was largely a matter of time, which could be 
shortened if the necessary material (mountings, etc.) was available. To accept the principle 
that no differentiation could be established between fixed and mobile artillery would 
prejudice the whole question of qualitative limitation, 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) said that, as a civilian member of the 
Commission, he was glad to associate himself with the President in congratulating the 
Technical Committee on having formulated practically unanimous definitions. Any 
endeavour to define the various points still further would, he thought, tend to vitiate the 
work of the experts. . f!.e sh~red General Temperley's impression, and . thought 
that the ~eneral Comn;uss10~ m1ght feel that, should the obstacles to convertibility (as 
bet'Y~n fixed and moblle art1llery) not appear adequate, it might be necessary to discuss 
additiOnal agreements of a moral nature to be entered into between States. 

. .ll. .voN WEIZSl.CKER (Germany) said that, the German delegation having made a 
d1s.tmct10n be~ween guns inside and outside fortifications, he felt it necessary to speak on the 
pomt. The v1ews expressed by General Temperley and Mr. Wilson were he thought very 
sound: Speaking.gener~lly, ~e felt it would be preferable for the Land co'mmission to'avoid 
essentially t~chrucal discussiOns. He suggested that it should simply take note of the 
experts' replies an~ sh~mld .determine, on that basis, what land weapons might be considered 
a:s capable of qualitat~ve disarmament, so that the politicians might have before them a 
list of weapons and m1ght pass on to the practical work of filling in the figures. 

M. AUBERT (France) observed that the Land Commission like the Committee of 
Experts, were faced with certain facts which it could not overlo~k. General Temperley's 
statement was .a statement of fact- namely, that a relationship could be established 
bTehtween the. cahbr~s of ~and a!id naval guns through the intermediary of coastal artillery. 
. at fact d1d .not mvahdate m any way the Committee's find" · 
m~erchang~ab1lity of fixed and mobile guns. Again, the United 

1~f!t~: 0~el~d . to ~h~ 
ra111e~ th8e 1mportant question of control or supervision, and the only solution wo~:~abe ~0 re9urre tates to guarantee that the stocks required fo f · · 
exJHt in the country. That point must be as b" t f f r purp?ses ~ conversion d1d not 

U JeC or uture diSCUSSlOn. 
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M • . BoURQU_IN. (Belgium), Rapporteur, feared that the Committee would be taking 
an unWise step if ~t re-opened the discussion of the report of the Committee of Experts. 
As all the delegat10ns had been represented on this Committee such action could only 
lead to repetition and waste of time. · ' 

The situation was as follows: (1) the General Commission had asked the Land 
Commiss.io!l. to say what weapons were in its opinion most dangerous to national defence 
and to ctvilian populations; (2) with the object of supplying this information concerninrr 
artillery the Land Commission had submitted to a Committee of Experts a series of 
technical questions. The Land Commission had received the reply of this Committee 
and, from the technical point of view, it need only take note of it without entering on 
further discussion. But the report of the experts, however valuable, merely furnished 
raw material and it was now for the Land Commission to make use of tltis material and 
to work it up, in order to reply to the question submitted to it by the General Commission. 
In other words, it should endeavour, on the basis of the expert's report, to decide what 
weapons were the most dangerous to national defence and to civilian populations. 

Colonel Zt.iBLIN (Switzerland) considered that the Rapporteur's proposal was 
premature. The Land Commission's decision of April 27th had mentioned tanks, armoured 
cars and fortifications ; those points must be examined as well as artillery. lie would 
have no objection to taking artillery first, but the reply to the General Con11nission must 
eventually deal with all the points raised. 

The PRESIDENT explained that the Bureau had discussed the possibility of a 
preliminary examination of the other arms, but had decided that it would be best for the 
Commission to proceed with the question of artillery, which had just been examined by 
the Committee of Experts. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) agreed with the President and Rapporteur that it would 
be preferable to keep to artillery for the moment. The Commission could adopt the method 
of "condensation " that employed in the Spanish delegation's proposal, or it could draw 
up a list of weapons. 

The PRESIDENT, summing up, observed that the Commission was in favour of 
!.I. Bourquin's proposal. Having taken note of the experts' reply, it would now prepare 
its own reply to the General Commission. 

This procedure was adopted. 

M. VAN LANSCHOT (Netherlands) remarked that the Committee of Experts' re}>lies 
were intended to serve as a basis for the Land Commission's reply to the question 
formulated in the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd. The Land Commission 
should, he thought, consider not only the text of that question but also the purpose for 
which it had been put- namely, to achieve some measure of qualitative disarmament, 
and hence to contribute towards the final object of the Conference.· Academic solutions 
and replies were of no use ; delegates and experts alike must bear in mind the practical 
aspect of the problem. 

The replies to Chapter II of the questionnaire, for example, concerning the different 
calibres employed according to the objective to be attacked, contained valuable material 
which would enable the Commission. to answer the question : What guns are most 
specifically offensive in character and most efficacious against national defence! 

It was for the Land Commission to draw the necessary conclusions from the experts' 
replies and that was not an easy task, for the replies, although unanimous, revealed traces 
of some divergence of opinion. One point, however, appeared to be settled beyond all 
doubt- namely, that artillery of a calibre higher than 100 mm.- particularly that 
of about 150 mm., which was the calibre most commonly employed -and up to 220 mm., 
was capable of effective action against most entrenchments and field works which could 
be organised and constructed in a short time and with limited personnel and material. 
But what was meant by a short timet A weekt Two monthsf What was meant by limited 
personnel and materialf 

When the time, personnel and material at the disposal of the defence increased - so 
the experts stated - the degree of resistance of the position might become that of 
permanent fortifications with slight protection and might require the same means for its 
reduction- i.e., guns from 105 to 250 mm. 

Artillery from 100 to 250 mm. might thus be employed against permanent fortifications 
with slight protection as well as against the strongest fortifications on the battlefield. 
Such calibres -to revert to the question asked by the General Commission- were neither 
exclusively offensive nor exclusively defensive. What reply, then, was the Land Commission 
to give to the General Commission's question concerning "the most specifically offensive 
weapons or those most efficacious against national defence! " The question was not to 
determine the absolute character of the weapons but to make a comparison : the offensiye 
character must preponderate over the defensive character. 



-20-

A weapon which would be subjected to qualitative limitation on .the grounds1of .its 
specifically offensive character might in certain cases be necessary ~or ~his ?r ~ha~ defensive 
opt>ration, perhaps even for repelling an .invader.. Should qualit.a~Ive limitatwn result, 
then, in a weakening of the defence! He did not think so .. B;v: depn~g an a~gressor State 
of specifically offensive weapons, of the weapons most efficacious agamst n~ti~n~l defence, 
the attaek was weakened, but the defence would b.e stre?gthened. It !'as mfirutely more 
important to deprive the aggressor of th~ means of mv.admg enemy terntory than t.o confer 
on the defence additional arms wherewith to repel him. The ~ef~nce .-. ev~n With only 
temporary means at its disposal-gained proportionately as quahtative llimtatwn weakened 
the aggressor. 

As rt>gards guns above 155 rom., the possillility ~f their ~eing used agains~ ~ermanent 
fortifications with slight protection appeared to constitute theu most charactenstlC feature. 
on the battlefield, guns having a calibr~ of 150 rom. were .most co~monly employed. 
The experts themselves said so. In .certam cases guns of a higher calibre - as ~uch: as 
250 mm. -would be required ; but, if States were allowed freely to keep such guns m VIew 
of their possible use for defensive purposes,. the weapons in question would be .f~eel~ at 
the aggressor's disposal, thereby endangermg the defender's permanent fortificatwns 
with slight protection. 

The Netherlands delegation held that in establishing the line of demarcation between 
wt>apons which were, and those which were not, most specifically offensive and most 
efficacious against national defence, the Commission ought not to take as its starting-point 
special situations, but ought to consider rather the uses to which the weapons were most 
commonly put; for that reason the line of demarcation ought to be fixed at 155 mm. The 
Netherlands delegation would, of course, support any practical proposal for fixing a lower 
level. An exception should, however, be made in principle in the case of fixed artillery in 
permanent emplacements, more especially those used for coast defence, to which a special 
system should apply_ 

As regards the third point mentioned in' the resolution of April 22nd, the Netherlands 
delegation regarded as most threatening to civilians those weapons whose range exceeded 
the depth of the battlefield, and which were thus able to reach the population beyond that 
limit_ The land weapons threatening to civilians were therefore those above the calibre 
just mentioned, and they became more threatening in proportion as their range exceeded 
the depth of the battlefield and as their material effect increased. 

In conclusion, the Netherlands delegation submitted the following proposal: 

.".The Commission considers that the weapons whose character is the most 
spec:if~c.ally offe~sive or most effic!l'cious against national defence or most threatening 
to CITI!-ians are,, 111 ~he ca~e ?f mobile artillery, guns with a calibre in excess of 155 mm. 
and With a proJectile weighing over 50 kilogrammes. 

" :\~ regar~~ guns forming part of the permanent installations or fortifications 
?f fort~Ie.d positiOns by land or sea and mounted on fixed carriages, the Commission 
Is1lf opm10n that they should be subject to a special regime." 

't h ~et~er~ DE NANASY-1\l.EGA.Y (Hungary) thought that the Land Commission now that · 
I ad . e thom

0
mittee of Experts' reply, should decide what guns answered to the criteria 

name 111 · ~ eneral <:;ommissi?n:s resolution of April 22nd_ The Lap.d Commission had 
~!ready admit~ed that 1t. wa_s difficult t~ establish a distinction, in the case of artiller 
e~wee_n the f~st two cntena. It remamed then to decide first what guns yt 

~~~f~~~~~s agamst national defence and, secondly, what gu'ns w~re most thre~~~~0:0 

The answer to the first question would be found in Part II of the experts' reply. 

foun~xf:~~~gi!~: ~::n~i::s~:~a~jat~~':t:t~i~~e :r~~~~~~~ c~untr~~% the latter .~oul~ be 
(b) countries which, no~ possessing permanent fortifications y p ld anent ~ortifi~atwns, 
of attack, to construct Improvised fortific t' . • wou . be obliged, 111 case 
countries belonged to that second category. a Ions as rapidly as possible. The majority of 

. T~e CommiKKion must decide which of the two t · · 
point IU determining the weapons which were m t ca ~gor~es shoul~ serve as a starting
The J_Iungarian delegation thought it was essenti:.s i efficaciOus agamst national defence. 
the different countries, to choose as a starting-point t: orde.r to strengthen the security of 
POK!!CS!!ed no Jlermanent fortifications Any th e natiOnal defence ofacountrywhich 

. o er procedure would encourage countries 
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not possessing permanent fortificat~ons to construct them, thus involving heavy material 
outlay.. Such an outcome of the Disarmament Conference was inconceivable, seeing that 
the ObJect of the Conference was to reduce the financial burdens relating to armaments. 

On the other hand, by_ t_akir;tg as a starting-point the defence of a country which 
possessed no permanent fortifiCatiOns, the Commission would be sen-in(]' the interests of 
everY: country, and that solution, the Hungarian representative thouo-ht ~1io-ht be adopted 
unammously. · " ' " 

Finally, the Hungarian delegation proposed that the Commission should consider 
as partic_ular~y effic~cious a~~ins~ national defence all ~uns capable of being SIH'cessfully 
used agamst Improvised fortificatiOns, that was to say all guns of a calibre exceedin(J' about 
100 mm. " 

The answer to the second question- the threat to civilians -must be deduced from 
paragraph 2 of Chapter III of the experts' reply. 

Altho~g~ it ha~ not been P?Ssible to obtain, as rl'gards paragraph 1 of Chapter III, 
that ~n~mmit! which was destrable, the llun~arian represt'ntative thou~ht that the 
CommiSSIOn nnght come to some agreement when discussing the qul'slion of assessment,. 

Before it would be possible to decide what guns wl're most threatl'ning to dvilians, 
the Commission must first define the zones of the thl'atre of operations which were inhabited 

. by civilians. 
The presence of civilians on the scene of operations was tolt,ratcll to an extent which 

depended - all the delegations were agreed on that point - on two factors : tho }lre~t'nco 
of the adversary and the dangers resulting therefrom and the extl'nt to whil'h t:ivilians 
might impede the military operations of the army of their own country. 

What had to be determined was the extreme line beyond which were to be found only 
at considerable intervals important military objectives whieh would justify artillery 
bombardment, the line behind which civilians were tolerated as not impNling military 
operations. That line, it seemed, could not be any other than the line indicnte1l hy tho 
Committee of Experts as the extreme limit of the zone over which the troops and the various 
services taking part in the operations were distributed. 

While not unanimous as regards the depth of the zone, the experts had conRidcre1l 
that it should be not less than 15 kilometres. The solution thus seemed to be for tho 
Commission to decide on that limit- the lowest on which the experts had agreed. By so 
doing, the Commission would give satisfaction to countries whoso territory was small and 
which, owing to that fact, could not evacuate their civilian population to an adequate 
distance. 

The Hungarian delegation proposed, in conclusion, that the Commission shouhl rcgartl 
as weapons particularly threatening to civilians all guns with a range excee1ling 15 kilometres 
and a calibre exceeding about 100 mm., as suggested in paragraph 2 of Chapter III of tho 
experts' reply. 

General BoNOJIII (Italy) recalled that the Italian delegation had already indicated at the 
meeting on April 27th the heavy artillery material which, in its opinion, answered to the 
three criteria mentioned in the General Commission's resolution of April 22n1l- namely, 
all heavy artillery (guns, howitzers and mortars), whatever the weight, of which the 
calibre exceeded 100 mm. According to the particular calibre and range of eaeh typo of 
artillery, one or other of the criteria would apply. 

The Italian delegation maintained the views which it had already expressed, and tleHirccl 
to state at once that it could not agree to any resolution whieh failed to take account of 
them. 

Colonel CRERAR (Canada) said that he had followed very closely tho proceedings both 
of the Land Commission and of the Committee of Experts, and that•he had been struek by 
the considerable time that had been required to reach approximate agreement on one only 
of the points referred to the Commission. He thought that an attempt should be made 
to hasten matters, and suggested that, in order to submit a clear reply to the General 
Commission's questions at the earliest possible date, the delegations should try to put on 
one side their own particular preferences so that it might be possible to arrive at a 
compromise acceptable to the majority of the Commission. 

Having examined the Committee of Experts' reply, the Canadian delegation proposed 
as a basis for discussion the following formula, on which it thought that agreement was 
possible : Guns of a calibre exceeding 150 mm. and a range exceeding 20 kilometreq shouhl 
be regarded as answering to the criteria named in the General Commission's resolution. 

l\1. LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that the Soviet 
delegation supported the proposals put forward by the Hungarian and Italian delegations 
as being in accordance with its own views. 
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Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland.) said that the Swiss delegation supported the Netherlands 

proposal. . h" h d"d t t ha b He directed the Commission's attention to two pomts w 1c 1 no appear o ve een 
considered. 

1 If in reply to the General Commission, the Land Commission simply reproduced · 
the te~t of' paragraph 2 of Part II of the experts' reply, it was difficult to see what. conclusion 
the General Commission would be able to draw therefrom. That p~ragraph sa1d that .the 
artillery capable of effectiv~ acti?n ll:g~nst most entrenchment~ wh1ch could ~e orgarused 
and constructed in a short t1me With linn ted personnel and maten~l was of '!' ~alibre betw:een 
100 and 220 mm. The experts' reply, he thought, reflected the var1ous cond1t10ns th~t .nught 
be encountered, but none the less, it w1,mld be difficult for the General Comnusswn to 
draw any practical conclusion. . 

The Swiss delegation felt, therefore, that the Land Com~ssion should, m order to 
accomplish useful work, adopt the Netherlands proposal, which represented a moderate 
solution. . 

2. The adoption of a calibre of 220 mm. as the limit above which artillery should be 
regarded as heavy artillery would result in a general increase in the calibre of field artillery. 
Indeed, if it were permissible to employ guns of a calibr.e of 220 mm. against improvised 
fortifications, it would be to the advantage of the countries not at present possessmg such , 
artillery to obtain it. That result would certainly not be in conformity with ·the 
aim of the Conference or with the intentions of all those statesmen who had declared that 
their Governments were prepared to abolish heavy artillery to some extent, and who 
understood the term "heavy artillery " in its usual sense, that adopted, in particular in 
military regulations- namely, artillery of a calibre of 150 or 155 mm. and over. The 
League of Nations Armaments Year-Book, published in March 1932, stated that in certain 
armed forces divisional artillery included light and heavy artillery, ·and that the latter 
consisted of guns of a calibre of 155 mm. 

Colonel Ziiblin felt that the Commission should not help to create a new idea of heavy 
artillery, inconsistent with the aim in view and with the statements made in the General 
Commission. The Swiss delegation therefore supported the moderate solution proposed 
by the Netherlands delegation. 

Major-General .TCHENG Kai (China) said that, in the Chinese delegation's opnnon, 
the Commission should rapidly reach a unanimous decision and should adopt as a limit 
the smallest calibre, the least destructive power and the shortest range, in order to give 
satisfaction to those who desired the limitation and reduction of armaments. 

The Chinese delegation considered that the Commission could not achieve practical 
results by endeavouring to find precise replies to the various points mentioned in the 
questionnaire. The Chinese delegation had already proposed the abolition of all mobile 
artillery, the calibre of which exceeded 80 mm., and it felt that the Commission should 
adopt this limit in its reply to the General Commission's resolution. 

M. VON 'YEIZSACKER (Germany) noted that the result of the experts' work 
corresponded With the proposals made by the German delegation at the beginning of the 
Conference. Indeed, the experts stated in Part II, paragraph 2, of their reply, that : 

"As. a rule, artiiiery of a calibre up to about 100 mm. can only be effectively 
used agamst the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. " 

It ha~ been pointed out on several occasions that, whatever calibre was contemplated; 
the offens1ve ~harac.ter of. a gun was only relative. That was true, but it was none the less 
necessary to f1~ a f1gure ll!- the reply to the General Commission. The German delegation 
propose~ the f~gure conta~ed in t~e Treaty of Versailles- namely, a calibre of 77 mm. 
~ ~ob1le artillery o~ a higher calibre should be considered as answering to the three 
cntena of the resolutiOn of April 22nd. 
"t In order to exclude the possibility of the use of certain fixed artillery by field armies 
~ ~astpropfoullsed that the States should give undertakings on this matter The Germa~ 

e ega IOD y approved this suggestion. · 

of a ~~t~: ~~hl~~~a~:~!~ ~a~hb~enlt~nted out that fixed guns for coast defence must be 
the basis of thi b . o a o e armaments of the naval forces. The principle at 
the defender m!s~ bseervattilon theld gollod for armed land f?rces as well as for naval forces : 

a eas as we armed as the assailant. 

Colonel RIAZI (Persia) observed that "t w ld b t f 
possessed sufficient forces for the mainten~nceo~f ordeerpraenmdal·nutre olr a co~tntry which only 
opin · · . erna secur1 y to ex pre s 
• 

100 
• concernmg the aggressive weapons which sh ld b · s an 

mternatlonalised. He stated that the Persian dele . ou e mther suppressed or 
accel?t the most radical solution which the rna. orit gatiOn was nev~rt~eless disposed to 
provuletl that the interests of countries which Jd"d y ~f th~ CommissiOn would accept, 
war material and which loyally observed such und~rt:· pro uce arms, ammunition and 

mgs, were fully safeguarded. 
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· APTULAHAT Bey (Turke!) pointed out that the Turkish 1\linister for Foreign Affairs 
had stated on several occasi?ns that Turkey would willingly accept any system and any 
proposal ~or as great. a reductiOn of armaments as possible. Maintaining that line of action, 
the ~urkish. delegatiOn had ~tated, during its last observations in the Land Commission 
that It considered heavy artillery of all kinds as a specifically offensive weapon It noV: 
supported. the Hungarian delegation's proposal for a substantial reduction ~s regards 
heavy artillery. 

EIGHTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, May 11th, 1932, at 10 a. m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

11. SELECTION OF THE AR)lS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COJIDIISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932; REPLY 
OF THE COllll\liTTEE OF EXPERTS AS REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation) (documents 
Conf. D.JC.T.8, 8(a), 8(b), 8(c)). 

M. SATO (Japan) said that while the Japanese delegation approved the fundamental 
principle of qualitative limitation, it could not agree with all the opinions expressed on the 
previous day concerning the types of artillery that answered to the three criteria proposed 
by the General Commission. 

The discussions in the General Commission had exposed the profound error of 
confounding aggression with offensive action based on strategic reasonR. A country 
engaged in a war of defence might be obliged for strategic reasons to assume the offensive, 
and it was inevitable that during military operations of this kind entrenchments and 
provisional organisations established by the adversary would be attacked. Again, it was 
necessary to contemplate the necessity of attacking the enemy's permanent fortifications. 
The majority of the speeches of the previous day had revealed a tendency in favour of the 
extreme limitation of the assailant's artillery power, without taking into account the 
strength of entrenchments and temporary works or of permanent fortifications. Admitting 
that the army of the country attacked might then require to assume the offensive, for 
strategic reasons, it would then be necessary to limit the power of resistance of the 
fortified works of the aggressor, otherwise the latter would be favoured to the detriment of 
the country attacked- which was both illogical and unfair. 

The Committee of Experts' reply showed clearly that the power of resistance of 
temporary entrenchments and permanent fortifications differed according to circumstances. 
That state of affairs had been ignored in some of the declarations made on the previous 
day, and political considerations had been used as an argument in support of a proposal 
for drastic and uniform limitation of heavy artillery. The Japanese delegation could not 
endorse that view. 

Present-day technique might confer a high degree of strength on temporary 
entrenchments and organisations, even during an offensive. If, as some members of the 
Commission recommended, only guns having a calibre of 100 mm. or less were used against 
such works, the result would simply be a waste of human life. It was generally recognised 
that even against earthworks 150 mm. guns were required. To limit artillery to the calibres 
suggested would be to deny the possibility of any counter offensive and would, indirectly, 
deprive States of the possibility of defending themselves. 

For the purposes of the report to be submitted to the General Commission, the Land 
Commission must not be carried away by purely theoretical considerations but must arrive 
at rational conclusions based on the actual situation as regards modern strategy and present· 
day military technique. 

As regards the artillery necessary for effective action against field entrenchments of 
great strength, the Japanese delegation supported the reply unanimously adopted by the 
Committee of Experts. It could not endorse the view that that category of artillery 
should be included among specifically offensive weapons and weapons particularly efficacious 
against national defence. 

l\1. AUBERT (France) feared that the Rapporteur's wise recommendations not to 
enter into a technical discussion of the experts' reply had been taken too literally : if 
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p£>rsonnl empiricism was to take the place of s?ie~tific findi_ngs, the Commission could 
not hope to progress towards an agreement as to prmCiples and f1gures. . 

.Althouuh not all the delegates' replies had been supported by reasons, ce~tam of them 
had put fo;ward arguments for including weapons havi~g the smallest calibres a:m~mg 
offensiYe weapons,. which ignored the terms of the questJOns referred to t~e Com~ssJOn. 
The Commission had not been asked to say whether artillery o~ this or th~t calibre, cons~dered 
in itself was offensive in character - on that basis a machine-gun m1ght be. offensive -
but to decide, in the whole scale of artillery calibres, which were most offensive and why • 

.Again, other arguments in favour of the same thesis had been derived from .certain 
clauses of the Treaties of Peace as if the problem before the authors of the Treaties was 
the same as the problem now before the Commissio~ :-:-namely, the d~termination.o~ the • 
weapons most dangerous to national defe~~e a~d to Civili~ns. The Tre~ties also pro~Ibited, 
in certain regions, arms - such as fortificatJOns - which: were obviOusly defens~v~. It 
was true as certain delegates had brought out on the preVIous day, that the abolitiOn of 
calibres ~f artillery capable of destroying permanent fortifications should involve the 
abolition of such fortifications, since otherwise it would enhance their value and competition 
in armaments would tend in that direction. That point would have to be discussed when 
the Commission came to consider whether, as some delegations maintained, permanent 
fortifications might be offensive in character. 

The arguments in favour of the adoption of a medium calibre - 150 to 155 mm:'
were of a different order ; they were based on the fact that that was the calibre found in 
many armies, for some of which it was the maximum.· Were they to be obliged (the 
argument ran), on the pretext of a reduction of armaments, to construct weapons of a 
higher calibre, if these were not prohibited! Was it not better to compromise on that 
medium calibre, which in certain nomenclatures marked the limit between light and heavy 
artillery ! Supposing that, that limit having been accepted, no one type of artillery could 
qualitatively outclass another, difficulties would immediately occur; it was sufficient for 
the moment to mention only one of them : whereas land calibres were to be limited, were 
coast calibres to be allowed to follow those of the battleships they were intended to engage, 
when the experts declared that fixed artillery could rapidly be rendered mobile and could 
thus be transported from the sea to the land frontiers ! 

The Commission should adhere to the method it had adopted in drawing up the 
questio~aire for t_he Committee o~ Experts, for that questionnaire and the replies to it 
bore a direct relatiOn to the questions referred to the Land Commission by the General 
Commission • 

. The fo~mer had been asked, for example, to decide what weapons were most efficacious 
agamst natiOnal defence, and, in order to be in a position to reply to that question it had 
asked the experts what weapons were most efficacious against permanent fortific~tions • 
the experts ha~ given a definite reply, mentioning certain calibres. The delegations therefor~ 
should ~~:scertam whether they were agreed that the arms most efficacious against national 
def~nce mcluded the m«;>s_t po_werful artillery weapons. capable of being used most efficaciously 
~gamst permanen~ fortificatiOns. If the answer was m the affirmative, it would be sufficient, 
m order to determme the types of artillery concerned, to take the experts' reply to paragraph 
1 of Chapter II. · 

. The Commission cou_Id then consider which artillery was effective against field works 
dec1de whethe~ such artille~. was threatening to national defence and if so define it~ 
relevant technical characterJstlcs. ' ' ' 

.A third question might be examined -namely, whether the Commission considered 
tha~t th~ weapons m_ost thre;ttening to civilians were those designed to fire beyond the 

mi s o ~he battlefield - •.e., of the zone in which military objectives redominated 
There agam the Experts had supplied the material for a definite reply as to ra~ges. · 

to en~~~! ~~8 i::d~!~0!. of. wo~k flre~dy adopted, and that method alone was calculated 
sufficient reasons to enabl~si~~~e~ t!~a~!~~= ~!:i~!~=~al Commission replies supported by 

General BENiTEz (Spain) e I · d th t · · to a definite t' xp '!'me a , as the Commission had been asked to rep! 
Commission ~::ss~:rua~d was obfged t«;> accept the three criteria named by the Gener!t 
ofreservati~n while th s t~:posa subhmitted at the previous meeting began with a kind 

• e paragrap of that proposal enunciated a condition. 

The ~:aeso'if!~J~ld~!egation wo~ld have no objection to accepting a 150 mm calibre • 
a rapidly executed ~tt!c~e Sparush proposal was that aggression would take th~ form of 
to a State victim of ag~es~::~~~e:~~ ~~~~~~~l f~~ee:~ring1c~~ective military assistance 
defe~ce stronger than the attack - at all events' so far a!' so u ~on would be to make the 
~Uhject to the conditions stipulated in the Spanish pr mat~rl~l means were concerned. 
o~ress artillery. True the Committee of Ex t oposa ' tates could retain their 

artillery were intercha~geable but onl sub. p~r s had d~clared that fixed and mobile 
such as the existence of the nec~ssary mo~ntini:c T~o certat~n very important conditions 

. e ques IOn of mountings was a difficult 
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one: their c?nstruct~on in'!olved a big outlay, and any nation preparing such a transfo~
matiOn of fued artillery mto mobile artillery - supposing that the Spanish proposal 
were accepted - would have violated the Disarmament Convention. 

Colonel MARToLA (Finland) felt that the Land Commission had reached a sta"e in its 
discuss_ions at whi_ch it would be well for every delegation to state its views, so as to reach 
an eqUI~able solutiOn of the problem referred to it by the General Commission. The Finnish 
delegatiOn would therefore give its views on the artillery most efficacious an-ainst national 
defence and most threatening to civilians. "' 

'!-'he reason, he thought, that the principle of qualitative disarmament had been so 
unammously adopted by the General Commission was that disarmament of that kind 
seemed to be one of the measures most likely to increase the security of nations. The 
Finnish delegation, however, considered that qualitative disarmament alone was not 
sufficient, any more than quantitative reduction alone would be. What was nec('lssary,. 
and indeed indispensable, was political and legal guarantees. The fate of qualitative 
disarmament must thus depend in the last resort on the solutions arrived at for political 
and legal problems in the General Commission . 

. The soundest method of work, however, was to proceed by stages, and it was essential 
to determine for each successive item of the Conference's agenda the best possible solution 
-always in the direction of disarmament and security- leaving open the possibility 
of modifying each solution to fit in with the sum total of the results achieved. 

The Finnish delegation would be the last to hinder the idea of qualitative disarmament 
at the present stage, and recommended that the Land CommiNsion should express its 
technical opinion on the degree of offensiveness of land artillery in sueh a form thu.t the 
General Commission might take a decision as regards the prohibition, as far as possible, 
of the use of heavy artillery. 

As regards mobile heavy artillery, calibres above 150-155 mm. shou!ll be considered 
as most efficacious against national defence and most threatening to civilians. Finland, 
however, would be prepared, like its Eastern neighbour, to support a lower limit,, if 
unanimity could be achieved on that point. A 150 mtn. calibre limit had been chosen as 
representing a medium solution most likely to meet with approval, since it would reduce 
the force of possible attacks and would not interfere with purely defensive armaments. 
The opinion had been expressed in the Committee of Experts that a defender State which 
did not possess weapons of more than 150 mm. in calibre might not be able to repel an 
invader, and it would be prudent therefore not to deprive a country of legitimate mea'!J.S 
of defence. 

Without anticipating the General Commission's decisions as to whether heavy material 
should be entirely abolished or placed at the disposal of an international authority, it 
might be said that a small nation which was not able to build super-strong fortifications 
would prefer to feel that its organs of defence could not be bombarded with guns having 
a calibre of more than 150 mm. Countries which were able to maintain more powerful 
defensive artillery could still employ it as fixed artillery in forts. 

For mobile artillery, then, a calibre of 150 mm. might be adopted as the maximum 
required by States for their mobile defensive land forces. 

The Land Commission, in its reply, would no doubt wish to direct the General 
Commission's attention to the importance of distinguishing between fixed and mobile 
artillery. Fixed artillery, and more particularly coast defence artillery, obviously depended 
on the artillery of battleships, and its qualitative reduction must be conditioned by the 
qualitative reduction of the latter. The General Commission must be warned as to the 
possible abuse of fixed artillery ; that would lead to the question of control and to other 
political and legal questions. 

Lieutenant-General GALET (Belgium) recalled that the Belgian delegation had 
submitted the following proposal: 

" The Commission considers as specifically offensive or threatening to civilians: 

"(1) howitzers and mortars of a calibre exceeding 220 mm. ; 
"(2) guns of a calibre exceeding 155 mm.; 

" Publicity and control of coast artillery having the characteriKtics mentioned 
under (1) and (2) above seem indispensable. " 

Nevertheless, though Belgium was a small country, in a very special geographical 
and political position, the Belgian delegation had decided in the Committee of Experts 
to set aside its own proposal in the interests of unanimity. 

In the problem under consideration- the limitation of artillery- qualitative 
Uniitation was essential, firstly to protect the defence, and secondly to protect civilians 
without unduly interfering with that defence. 

As regards the first point, two cases might arise: (1) There might be no element of 
surprise and the defence might then be able to bring its army to the front and to take other 
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n('('l'ssary ml'asltrl'S ; or (2) the defence might be surprised and have to repel the invader 
-that h1ld occurrl'd in the last war. With increasing mobility, the use of that second 
ml'thod would also tend to increase. A State could never be persuaded to abandon its 
anxiety as to its defence, and care must be taken not to deprive it of the necessary means 
to ensure that defence. 

As reuards calibres the Committee of Experts had made a distinction between those 
for use against field positions and permanent fortifications, respectively ! ~here was, 
however, a certain continuity in the scale, and with those data the ~ommiSSIOn should 
be able to arrive at conclusions. In the interests of the defence everythmg should be done 
to protect permanent fortifications, and the Belgian delegation proposed the abolition 
of all calibres capable of being used efficaciously against them. Field fortifications, however, 
which involved the element of mobility, could still be attacked, even though the 220 mm. 
calibre stipulated by the Experts for use against permanent fortifications was prohibited. 

As regards the second point - the protection of civilians - two zones had been 
l'nvisaged, the first of which (some 20 km. on either side of the lines) was essentially military 
in character while in the second zone, beyond it, there were only certain objectives of military 
importance. The Belgian delegation proposed the abolition of all howitzers and mortars of 
a calibre exceeding 220 mm. and all guns of a calibre exceeding 155 mm., as being specifically 
offensive or threatening to civilians ; civilians would thereby be given the greatest possible 
measure of protection consistent with full freedom of action for the defence. 

Derogations would be necessary in respect of coast artillery, and, to avoid abuse, 
publicity and control of coast artillery of the calibres specified would be indispensable, as 
had been noted in the Belgian delegation's proposal. No calibre under 155 mm. would be 
controlled, but measures would be taken to ensure that guns above that calibre could not be 
rendered mobile. 

The Commission must aim at a moderate solution- that aspect of the question had 
also been stressed by the Canadian representative. It must devise a solution likely to 
meet with general acceptance. 

M. Pii"RscHEL (Denmark) said that the Danish delegation regarded the Committee of 
Experts' reply to the questionnaire as a very good starting-point for deciding what artillery 
weapons were most specifically offensive, most efficacious against national defence and 
most threatening to civilians. In its view, the idea underlying the General Commission's 
re,o;olution of April 22nd was to discover a way of strengthening the defence. by eliminating 
certain categories of offensive weapons. 

The Danish <?over~ment- a.s was clear fro~ the delegation's memorandum of April 13th 1 

- reg~rded mobile artillery havmg a large cahbre and long-range artillery as specifically 
offensive weapons and considered that it was essential to abolish arms of that category 
until the lowest possible level of armaments had been reached. 

It ~ght still be necessary to discuss what was the most suitable level, but the Danish 
delegatiOn thought that any conventions to be concluded should maintain the distinction 
between heavy and light artillery stipulated in the Treaties of Peace. 

Th_e level thus fi:s:e.d was the on~ t? aim at, so as to effect a real reduction of the weapons 
posses~mg the specific charactenstics under consideration. The Danish delegation 
acc~rdingly supported the proposal submitted by several other delegations that the maximum 
calibre for mobile artillery should be fixed at about 100 mm. 

T hG~n~r~ TE~ERLEY (United Kingdom) noted that, despite the long discussion in the 
ec mea _ommit.tee, the Land Commission was no nearer agreement than when the 

Bureau had Issued _Its rep?rt! document Conf. D./C.T.5) on April 27th. Many delegations were 
!l0 W merely repeatmg theu VIews. The United Kingdom delegation adhered to the views which 
~thad at~ady yut forward; it believed that it was possible to restrict heavy mobile artillery 
s~a~dc::_ :n: d~:5 ~m. ~t hahd chosen that. ~igure for p~actical reasons - already 
th t h I !1° regar sue guns as specifically offensive Recognising ho 

a t ere was a difference of opinion on that point and that it mi ht . ' ~ever, 
~~7h:: :~:~~s~fer::r~:=n~~~ha::10a~~:;;:il~er~ should be re~tricted: it ~=J~~~s;~~!:a!g 
Commission which should take into accoun~ ::m~i:r unarumoufs repl,r to. the General 
Commission· it had t · d t · d" . e er~nces o opiruon m the Land 
bring the vi~ws of then:eleg~~!n~c~t:w~~o~~~ t~~~~actenstics of heavy artillery and to 

The text of the British proposal read as follows : 

" Basing "t · · 
Sub-Committ~e8 ~f~~~n~u~~~~:!:~:~~l:=~::~!~~ie(~ in the replies of the Technical 

1 ocument Conf. D./C.T.7)• the 

~ Docu~ent Conf. D.ll2. 
See Mmuteol of the aixth meetin11• 



-27-

Land Commission offers the following recommendations f 'd General Commission : or cons1 eration by the 

" (a J ~ artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes but 
wb hereas the lighter natures have a restricted offensive capacity the offensive el~ment 

ecomes greater as the power of the artillery increases. ' 

" (b J Leav~~g a_side the _question of artillery constituting the fixed armament of 
p~rma~ent fortificatiOns, w_hi~h ~aises certain issues more appropriate for seperate 
dis~uss10n, the Land Comrms~10n 1s of the opinion that those types of mobile artillery 
which are capable of dest~oymg perm~nent fortifications of average, or of more than 
ave~ag~, stre~gt~- that 1s to say, p1eces of calibres from 250 mm. upwards, firing 
proJ~~tiles we1g~g from 200 kilogrammes upwards, should be regarded as the most 
specifiCally offensive and the most efficacious against the national defence. 

" (c) I~ a second and a lower category of offensive power should be included those 
weap?ns . which are .capable of effective ~ction against lightly protected permanent 
fortific!i't10ns or a~amst non-permanent field-works and entrenchments - that is to 
say, p1eces of calibres between 155 mm. nnd 250 mm., firing projectiles weighing 
between 50 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes. 

" (d) Artillery of natures lighter than those referred to in paragraph (c) above 
are the least specifically offensive in character. 

" (e) As regards the third element in the resolution of the General Commission 
the replies submitted by the Technical Committee to questions (1) and (2) of Chapter ui 
of the questionnaire lead to the conclusion that artillery material of over 200 mm. 
calibre, ~aving an effecti"9"e range of more than 25 km., is the most menacing to the civil 
population. · 

" Pieces of over 155 mm. calibre, having an effective range of more than 20 km., 
may also be a menace to the civil population, but in a less degree. It should be noted 
that these calculations apply only to normally constructed guns at present existing. " 

That proposal, which it was hoped would meet with the approval of the majority of the 
Commission, might not perhaps go far enough for delegations that had insisted on a 100-105 
mm. calibre ; their preoccupation with the Peace Treaties was very comprehensible, but the 
Commission had to consider its terms of reference and to decide what artillery was specifically 

·offensive. 

No one had spoken yet in support of the new proposal-unlessl\1. Aubert's words might 
be interpreted as meaning that the French delegation was not entirely opposed. It had only 
been put forward in a spirit of conciliation, and if it were not acceptable the United Kingdom 
delegation would withdraw it and go back to its original proposal. If agreement could 
not be reached, the Rapporteur might perhaps be asked to frame a report reflecting the 
three main currents of opinion ; some delegations were in favour of a 220-250 mm. calibre 
limit, others supported a medium view, while a third group advocated with great 
determination a calibre of about 100 mm. A report on those lines would be the best answer 
to the General Commission and would represent the views expressed in the Land Commission. 

General NYGREN (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation fully endorsed the 
Netherlands delegation's proposal, which was in conformity with the suggestions contained 
in theSwedishmemorandum.1 It was of opinion therefore that mobile artillery of a calibre above 
155 mm. should be included in the category of weapons " whose character is the most 
specifically offensive", but did not think it necessary to repeat the reasons for that opinion. 

On the other hand, fixed artillery, even of a calibre exceeding 155 mm., should not, 
in its view, be regarded as offensive in character, if in time of peace no stock of mobile 
mountings existed on which such pieces could be placed. It was, nevertheless, necessary to 
bear in mind the importance of the existence in time of peace of mobile mountings 
constructed with a view to the rapid conversion of fixed heavy artillery into mobile 
artillery. 

M. VON WEizslcKER (Germany) stated that the German delegation was prepared 
to give the new British proposal some measure of support. It noted that several 
delegations had drawn nearer to the figures proposed by the German delegation and 
wondered whether other delegations might not consider doing the same. Those figures, 
as he had explained on the previous day, defined the artillery material answering to the 
three criteria laid down in the General Commission's resolution and they were the figures, 
moreover, found in the Treaty of Versailles. 

The German delegation was prepared to stress that last consideration repeatedly, for, 
as it understood the Note of June 16th, 1919, the military provisions of the Treaty of 

• Document Conf. D.llO. 
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Y"E'n<ailles were intended to preclude all possibility of ~ecourse to ~ policy of ag~es~io~. 
The limits stipulated at that time should thus form a satisfactory basis for the Commission s 
present task. . h 'b · · 

.Again, the French representative had observed that the Treaties o~ Peace pro I Ited 
certain armaments necessary for national defence. The German delegatiOn would venture 
to note that point. 

M . .AUBERT (France) asked the Commission to decide the question of procedure which 
be had raised at the beginning of the meeting. 

The Land Commission, in putting certain preliminary que~tions. to t~e Committee of 
Experts, had followed a synthetic method, but the pr~se.nt diScus~IOns, m the form of a 
series of monologues, seemed to show that the CommiSSI_?n now mtended to. adop.t .the 
analytic method. It was very important, however, that It should return to Its ongmal 
synthetic method as this would facilitate the Rapporteur's work. 

For this pu;pose the French delegation proposed that each of the three points 
mentioned in the Ge~eral Commission's resolution should be discussed successively ; it 
realised the importance of the United Kingdom proposal, which was a step in the direction 
1\I. .Aubert had just indicated. Considered in this manner and taken as a basis for the 
Commission's discussions, the United Kingdom proposal was acceptable to the French 
dele,(ration. 

In reply to the German delegate's last observation, M. Aubert stated that he had 
confined himself to saying that the question which arose during the preparation of the 
Peace Treaties was not in any sense the same as that which had arisen during the present 
discussions. The intention in the Peace Treaties had been to prohibit armaments, some of 
which might be considered, in the present discussion and in the light of the General 
Commission's three criteria, as defensive. This matter could, however, be discussed at the 
appropriate time ; it was not within the competence of a purely technical commission. · 

In reply to an enquiry by the President, M. Aubert confirmed that the French delegation 
suggested that the United Kingdom proposal should be accepted as a. basis for discussion, 
so far as it followed the order of the questions asked by the General Commission. It 
would seem preferable for the delegations not to de;tl with all the questions at the same 
time. . 

The PRESIDENT asked the Commission first to hear the speakers on his list in order to 
conclude the general discussion, and then to examine each of the points of the resolution 
of .April 22nd, as the French delegation had suggested. 

Co~on~l T?liiDERG. (Estonia) said that the Estonia~ delegation shared the Fin~ish 
delegatiOn s pomt of VIew and supported its declaration. 

Ge!ler~l K-':LEYS (L~tvia) stated that the Latvian delegation also supported the Finnish 
delegat~on 8 pomt of VIew. He ~hou~ht, however, that in the opinions of the various 
g~~~~~~~ns there were so many pomts m common that a final agreement would not be very 

C G~n~ra~ TARBUK ~.Au.str~a) thought that artillery material covered by the General 
om~ss10n s th~ee critena mcluded all heavy artillery, whether fixed or mobile The 

Austrian delega~wn thoug~t heavy artillery included all pieces (guns, howitze;s and 
mortars? of ~calibre exceedmg 105 mm. It therefore accepted the Italian and Hungarian 
proposa s. eneral T~r~?k observed, nevertheless, that while it would not consider 
~:~~~~::~~JtJh:c~:;~ru~~~~ O!hhe~vyh a~til1lery.to wfhic~ it had just referred, the Austrian 

. , . e ec mea pomt o VIew, a somewhat higher limit • 
. The Austnan delegatwn further considered that all tanks armoured cars d 

~~a~:~;!! a~.l ~:ns o~ che~ica:l at~d bacteriolo~c.al warfare s~ould be placed'i!~h:~:~~~: 
against national d~~e~c:r:: ~::: thr~~~:fn~pte~~~~~rn~¥,~nsive or those most efficacious 

General KossrTcrr (Yugoslavia) thou ht th t h · · 
considered from the technical aspect and th!t th ~ e~v~ a~I~ery had been adequately 
to reach a conclusion. To prolong' the discussi~n ~~:~s~n t a. th_~ necessary inf?r~ation 
those already made and would be a waste of time. e o mVI e proposals sunilar to 

The Yugoslav delegation therefo t d h . 
interpreted by the French dele atio re ~UPP?r e t e. ~ruted Kingdom proposal, as 
ath8 possible wit~ regard to hea;y a~till~~ylt~;.;:~e~ ~:~~si~: s~ould .be. take~ as quickly 

e other questwns before it. ' ... e ommiSSion might discuss 

General VATEFF (Bulgaria) proposed th t th . 
he considered in the light of each of the o:nera? C~uest~o~ o~ artillery material should 

It appeared that the main characteristic . mmisswn 8 three criteria. 
most offensive was mobility. Field artillery .:~. a~t~l~y which could be considered as 

' Ic a the greatest mobility and could 
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fo!J.ow: the infantrY: ev~rywhere! sho~ld therefore be considered as answering to the first 
~nt.tri~nh The effiCa~Ity of th1s arti!lery against fortified works on the battlefield was 
m~ e • owever, w~ch meant that It was not very efficacious against national defence 

an consequently did not answer to the second criterion. 

:h~se two criteria. s~ould ther~fore be considered together, and the Bulgarian 
~el~.,~~on ;hofjhJ th~t artillery matenal answering to these two criteria was that referred 
Co m . ap er • ect10n 1, last parag~aph, and S~ction 2, paragraph 3

1 
of the note by the 

ommittee of Experts- namely, artillery matenal of a calibre exceedin"" 105 mm. 
· .As to the third criterion, the threat to civilians, the Commission's rl'ply ;ouhl be deduced 
from C~apter I~I. ~f the note by the Committee of Experts. Weapons particularly 
threatenmg to. Civilians were those with a range exceeding tho depth of tho acUve zone 
of the. battlefield- namely, those of a range greater than 15 km. and with a calibre 
exceeding 105 rom. 

Colonel STEFFENS (Norway) said the Norwegian delegation was of the Netherlnnd11 
delegation's opinion - namely, that artillery of which the calibre exceeded 155 mm. 
was specifically offensive. · 

Lieutenant-General OMAR Khan (.Afghanistan) said that tho Af«han tlole«at.ion in 
view of the Committee of Experts' replies concerning tho efficacy of artillery wit!~ a caliln·o 
exceeding 100 rom. against fortifications and national defence and the menace of stwh 
artillery to civilians, fully endorsed the Hungarian delegation's declaration and confirmed 
its original proposal concerning the lhnitation of such artillery. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) observed that while the Committee of Experts 
had supplied· purely technical information, the Land Commission should also bear in mind 
the practical aspect of the problem. It must not lose sight of tho final object of tho 
questions referred to it by the General Commission. That object was clearly set out in the 
resolution of .April 22nd : weapons which exceeded the limits indicated by the Land 
Commission would be examined by the General Commission with a view to prohibition 
or internationalisation under a general convention. 

The Polish delegation thought that, from the standpoint of national dofonco, those two 
measures- that was to say, abolition or internationalisation- or placing at the League's 
disposal- had not at all the same value as guarantees for security. 

Internationalisation, or placing at the League's disposal, represented a very important 
guarantee. It assured a country that was attacked the benefit of the moMt powerful 

. weapons not specifically prohibited, and in a. measure far exceeding the quantities that 
the country itself could possess. 

On the other hand, mere abolition or prohibition, not only did not offer equal 
guarantees and upset to some extent the present value of the different countries' 
armaments, but it might involve very serious surprises for a country that was attacked. 
It was probable that its adversary, not having hesitated to violate the most solemn 
undertakings not to resort to war, would appear on the battlefield with prohibited weapons, 
particularly if the industry of the said adversary was sufficiently developed. In other 
words, abolition or prohibition was, in certain cases, liable to ensure the aggressor a. 
privileged situation in advance . 

.Any qualitative differentiation between the weapons considered most offensive and 
those considered less offensive (or, more precisely, between more or less powerful weapons 
- since all weapons could be used both for attack and for defence) would be of purely 
relative value, and the choice of the limit would depend to a large extent on the practical 
object in view. In this connection, the Polish delegation could state at once that it was 
prepared to support the Belgian delegation's proposal, subject to the fundamental 
reservation that all artillery exceeding the calibre or range indicated therein should be 
internationalised under a general convention. 

The Polish delegation, as he had already said, was avowedly opposed to the principle 
of abolition or simple prohibition, but was prepared to support it if the Conference took 
a decision on those lines. It thought, however, that the level of arms left at the diKpOHal 
of countries might be made much lower if the Conference decided to adopt the principle 
of internationalisation. 

The Polish delegate regretted having been obliged to add to the series of monologues 
to which the French delegate had referred, but thought that it was desirable to define 
his delegation's views. 

In order to facilitate the proceedings, the Polish delegation was prepared to accept the 
United Kingdom proposal as a basis for discussion, subject to the modifications indicated 
by various other delegations. 

111. SATO (Japan) recalled that he had already stated the Japanese delt•l!ation's views 
at the beginning of the meeting. lie thanked the Briti:;h delegation for its efforts towards 
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· · · t osal The Japanese delegation was prepared 
eonciliation, as embodiled m 1tb.s r~c~n afs~~ssio~ subject to certain minor amendments. 
to aceept that proposa as a as1s or '. 

F (p t al) stated that the Portuguese delegation would .support 
General ERRAZ or ug h F h d 1 ation on the understandmg that 

the Britis~ proposal as int ~erpre1~ed wboyufd ebe r:::en :se~ basi~ for the later work of the 
the Committee of Exper s rep 1es 
Commission. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kin!l'dom) wished to define the atti~ude of the United 

K
. d d 1 t' It shared the vtews of the Netherlands delegatiOn and of Sweden 
mg om e ega wn. c d' d 1 t' ' sal Bear'n and would have been prepared to support the a~a tan e ega tons propo . . .1 g 

· 'nd however what still remained to be done, 1t hoped that the proposal ~t had JUSt 
~~b~tt~d might facilitate the Commission's -yvork. ~hat prop?sal, as th~ ~rut~d States 
delegation had noted, represented a compronuse and 1n the Brtttsh delegatwn s vtew could 
only be regarded as a makeshift. 

General ELIAS (Czechoslovakia) said that,, despite the preoccupations to which it 
had referred during the discussion in the Comnutte of Experts, of paragr~ph 1 of Chapter 
III the Czechoslovak delegation was prepared to support the Uruted Kmgdom proposal 
as interpreted by the French delegation. That proposal, moreover, did not differ very 
materially from the one submitted by the Belgian d~legation. . 

Generally speaking, the Czechoslovak delegatiOn was prepared to accept the calibre
limits or range-limits mentioned in those two proposals, subject to the reservation that 
guarantees should be provided to ensure the execution of any undertakings concluded. 

The PRESIDENT declared the general discussion closed, and invited the Commission 
to choose between two solutions. 

The simplest solution would be to frame an objective report reflecting the three 
currents of opinion revealed in the Commission : one group of delegations was prepared 
to take as the limit above which artillery would be regarded as specifically offensive a calibre 
of 100-105 mm., a second group had proposed a calibre-limit of 150-155 mm., while a third 
group thought that it should be fixed at not less than 220 mm. This solution would 
be the simplest, as the Rapporteur could, without much difficulty, draw conclusions from 
the declarations made by the delegations. 

The second solution would be to find some common ground in a formula which would 
reconcile the various points of view to some extent, though still taking into account the 
different shades of opinion expressed. 

The Commission had paid a tribute to the spirit of conciliation exhibited by the United 
Kingdom delegation in submitting its proposal. That proposal, as well as the Belgian 
proposal, should give the Commission an adequate basis for establishing an agreed formula. 

Delegations which had spoken from a. purely technical standpoint could rest assured 
that a copy of the Committee of Experts' reply would be annexed to the report which the 
Land Commission was to submit to the General Commission. 

If the Land Conunission pronounced in favour of the second solution -that was to say 
if it agreed t~ examine the possibilities of a joint reply- it might set about that task at 
the next meetmg, on the basis of the British and Belgian proposals. A.Jty other proposals 
communicate~ to the Bureau in the meantime would of course be examined also. 

The President hoped that, thanks to the prevailing goodwill and spirit of conciliation 
the members of the Land Commission might be able to submit to the General Commissior: 
a. reply which would serve to facilitate its decision. 

NINTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May 17th, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

12. EXPRESSION OF SYMPATHY WITH JAPAN. 

d The PRESIDENT extended to the members of the Japanese delegation the C · · , 
d ~~hsy;npathy on the occasion of the fresh misfortune which had stricken J~mnu~siO~ s 

ea o the Head of the Government, who had just succumbed to a cowardly atf:~~n e 

M. SATO (Japan) thanked the president. 
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13. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND

1 
1932. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
AS REGARDS ARTILLERY. · 

T~e .PRES~ENT recalled that t.he question on the agenda. was the reply to the General 
Comnusswn With re_fer~nce to artillery material. Five proposals relating to that reply 
had _alre

1
ady been distnbuted - namely, the Spanish 1, Hungarian 1

1 
United Kingdom •, 

Belgian and Netherlands 1 proposals. The Cominission also had to consider other proposals 
-for example, thos~ from the German, Italian and Japanese delegations, in the form of 
amend~ents to certa1~ para~ap~ of the United Kingdom proposal. In addition, the French 
delegatiOn ha~ subnutted, Withm the framework of the United Kingdom text a concrete 
proposal of which the text was the following : ' 

"Basing its opinions upon the conclusions embodied in the replies of the Committee 
of Ex~er~s to the questionnaire subinitted to it (document Conf.D.fC.T.7), the Land 
Comnusswn offers the following recommendations for consideration by the General 
Cominission : 

" (a) All artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes. 

"(b) Subject to such solutions as may hereafter be found by the General Commission 
for the questions raised by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent fortification~ 
and mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Cominission is of 
opinion that the types of artillery 1nost threatening to national defence comprise 
those which are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of considerable strength 

namely: 

" 1. In the case of permanent fortifications of great strength, artillery 
of a calibre exceeding 320 mm. firing projectiles exceeding 600 kilogrammes 
in weight. 

"2. In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength, artillery 
of a calibre between 250 and 320 mm. firing projectiles exceeding 200 kilogrammes 
in weight. 

" (c) In a second category of lower power should be included artillery capable 
of effective action against lightly-protected permanent fortifications or against works 
on the battlefield, if it has been possible with the time, material and personnel available 
to give such works a like degree of strength. This artillery includes calibres between 
220 and 250 mm. 

" (d) As regards artillery capable of effective action against improvised field 
works and entrenchments, this includes· generally pieces of calibres varying from 
100 to 220 mm. inclusive, firing projectiles of from 50 to 200 kilogrammes in weight. 

" Certain delegations regard such artillery as threatening to national defence 
while others consider it necessary for national defence. 

" (e) As regards the third element of the resolution of the General Commission, 
the replies of the Cominittee of Experts to questions 1 and 2 of Chapter III of the 
questionnaire lead to the conclusion that, in the view of certain delegations, artillery 
material of over 200 mm. calibre having an effective range of more than 25 kilometres 
is the most menacing to the civil population. Other delegations attribute this character 
even to artillery of a calibre over 100 mm. or with an effective range of over 15 kilometres. 

" Other delegations, on the other hand, think it necessary to include in the zone 
of the battlefield tactical reserves capable of joining in the battle in a few hours with 
the aid of motor transport, and which may be 50 kilometres away from the front ; 
these delegations consider that artillery designed to fire beyond the corresponding 
range is more dangerous to the civil population than to military objectives, and is 
consequently the most menacing to the civil population. " 

The first question which the Commission would have to decide was which document 
it would choose as a basis for discussion. The President supposed that the Commission 
would wish to take for this purpose the United Kingdom draft, which, though not the first 
in date, had been regarded by a number of delegates as a possible basis, and to which the 
delegations had been invited to propose amendments. Such a decision, however, could not, in his 
view, be taken before the authors of the four other original proposals had stated that they had 
no objection to that procedure. The fact that the United Kingdom draft had been subinitted 
in the form of a reply to the General Cominission was a further argument in favour of his 

' !'\ee Minutes of the seventh meetinj(. 
• See Minutes of the eighth meeting. 
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t . d he would recall that those delegations which were not satisfied with the sugges .10n, an t 
tenor of the document could a:tways propose amendmen s. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) accepted the President's proposal on behalf of the Spanish 
delt.>gation. 

General DE N . .lNA.sY-1\ItGAY ·(Hungary) also accepted it. 

M VAN TmNEN (Netherlands) said that, although the United Kingdom_dra_ft differed 
in for~ from that submitted by the Netherlands delegation, he had no ~bJectwn to the 
President's suggestion, but that he would wish in due course to subnut the proposals 
embodied in the Netherlands text. 

Lieutenant-General GALET (Belgium) accepted the President's suggestion. 

Preamble. 
The PRESIDENT read the preamble to the United Kingdom proposal, as follows : 

"Basing its opinions upon the c?nclusion~ embodie~ in the replies of the Technical 
Sub-Committee to the questionnarre subnutted to I~ (document. Conf:D./C.T. 7), 
the Land Commission offers the following recommendatiOns for consideratiOn by the 
General Commission." 
The Secretariat had not been informed of any amendments to that text. 

Colonel LEITlo DE CARVALHO (Brazil) stated that the Brazilian dele~at_ion1 which _had 
followed with interest the discussion on the reply to the General Comnuss10n s questwns 
and had only abstained from submitting concrete_proposals ~n order to facilitate agreell_lent, 
had never lost sight of the object of the resolutiOn of April 22nd. It bad always aimed 
at identifying for the purposes of the reply to the General Commission, the armaments 
particularly c~lculated to strengthen aggressive action, with a view to subjecting those 
armaments to a qualitative limitation whereby their power would be kept below that of 
defensive armaments. 

The Brazilian delegation would have preferred a reply which, like that of the Belgian 
delegation, left no doubt as to the characteristics of the artillery material of which abolition 
would render easier the defence in case of aggression ; a reply on those lines would, it 
thought, greatly facilitate the work of the General Commission. 

Account could not be taken, however, in a text as concise as that of the Belgian 
delegation of all the tendencies expressed in the course of the debate. TbeBraziliandelegation 
accordingly supported the British proposal. The calibres for artillery pieces which the 
Committee of Experts regarded as capable of destroying the essential parts of permanent 
fortifications and acting effectively against field entrenchments varied between minimum 
and maximum limits of 100 mm. and 320 mm. and above. Referring to the Committee of 
Experts' reply on this point,1 the Brazilian representative expressed the view that artillery 
of about 150 mm. - which was the calibre most commonly employed - and upwards 
was sufficient to destroy entrenchments improvised by the defence in a short time, and that 
artillery from above 150 mm. to 220 mm. was a weapon extremely favourable to the 
aggressor. He thought therefore that the limit referred to should be taken as a basis for 
qualitative reduction. · · 

. He th?ught also that the minimum figures named in the Committee of Experts' reply 
nught furmsh a reply to the question concerning the weapons most threatening to civilians. 
In his view, a depth of 15 kilometres constituted a minimum limit and should be taken as 
a basis for qualitative reduction. 

Having regard tq those various considerations, it would be possible to frame a simple 
a.nd clear reply t.o the General Commission, taking as a basis the Committee of Experts' 
figures. He reahsed, however, that considerations of a different nature might influence 
the Co~mission's decisions, and stated that, in the interests of conciliation, the Brazilian 
delegatiOn was prel!ared to support the U~ted Ki~g~om proposal. It was ready, indeed, 
to accept any solutiOn that might meet With unalllDUty or at all events obtain a majority 
vote in the Commission. 

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission would note Colonel Leitao de Carvalho's 
declaration, which related to the British draft as a whole. 

The preamble was adopted. 

Paragraph (a). 

The PRESIDENT read paragraph (a) of the United Kingdom proposal, as follows: 

:· (a) All artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes but whereas 
the lighter natures have a restricted offensive capacity, the offensive ele~ent'becomes 
greater as the power of the artillery increases." 

The French delegation had submitted an amendment to that paragraph, to delete 
the phrase beginning " but whereas. • . " 

1 Document Couf.D.JC.T.8. 
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th Ge~eral Bifi~NiTEz (Spain) thought that field artillery, whetht>r lio-ht or heavy had 
edmo

1 
s sdpec cally ~ffensive _characteristics, since it accompanit>d the i;;:fantry every~ here 

an p aye an essential part m the attack. 

. The PRESID~NT asked whether in that case the Spanish deleo-ation wished to withdraw 
1ts proposal reading as follows : "' 

".All weapons can be used for offensive and defensive purposes. Those most 
effect1ve for the former are also most efiective for the lattt>r." 

Did the Spani~h ~elel?ation feel that the United Kingdom text made its own proposal 
unnecessary, or did 1t still prefer to retain it f 

?eneral BENiTEZ _(Spain) replied ~hat,lha'_"ing acce_pted the United Kingdom text, 
he Withdrew the Sparu~h pro~osal, whtle reservmg the rtght to submit, in the form of an 
amendment t? the Uruted Kmgdom proposal, such parts of his orio-inal text as he felt 
should be retamed. " 

1\-I. AUBERT (France) ~xplained the reasons for which the French deleo-ntion had asked 
for the deleti?n of the_ l~st lines of. the paralfraph (a) ; .the first part of that paragraph 
expressed an Idea adnnttmg of no dtspute which had already been brouo-ht out in the Sub
Commission "A"'s report and the Commission should, in the French "deleo-ation's view 
content itself which that statement. " ' 

He fe_lt that the second part of the sentence might give rise to unnecessary controversy. 
The Sparush delegation had observed that the most effective artillN·y for offensive purposes 
was also the most effective for purposes of defence. Such being the case, the Commission 
should not stress the fact that the offensive character increased in proportion to the power 
unless it said that the same applied also to the defensive character. Much emphasis had 
been placed, in the proposed text, on calibre and perhaps not enough on range. lie asked 
whether the United Kingdom delegation could agree to delete that part of the sentence. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) regretted that he could not accede to the 
request, as the United Kingdom delegation attached some importance to the pasRage in 
question. While it was true that the defensive character increased along with the offensive 
character, it was necessary to take into account the fact that the General Commission's 
question applied to the offensive power of artillery. The United King<tom uelegation felt 
that the clause formed a useful preamble to a more detailed study of offensive artillery. 

In view of the publicity given to the Commission's work, it might be well to stress 
even what appeared self-evident facts, such as the relationship between the offensive 
character and power. Feeling that it would be well to direct the General CommiRsion's 
attention to the fact that the offensive capacity increased with the calibre, the United 
Kingdom delegation wished the passage under discussion to be retained in the reply to the 
General Commission. The United Kingdom delegate added that the Frend1 delegate 
would not find him so strongly opposed to the majority of the other amendments put 
forward by the French delegation. 

M. AUBERT (France) appreciated General Temperley's argument, which answered 
clearly his own question. He agreed that the General Commission's question had in view 
the offensive character of artillery. It was quite certain, however, and this fact was clear from 
the Commission's discussions, that the first criterion must be defined in the light of the 
second. He feared that, in view of the difficulties which had already arisen in that connection, 
fresh difficulties might be caused uselessly if the Commission reverted to so abstract a 
problem. He noted that the members of the Commission were agreed as regards the 
substance of the question, and pointed out that the later passages of the document would 
illustrate General Temperley's point by showing that some calibres might he more offensive 
than others. Fearing, however, that fresh difficulties might be caused in return fm what 
was a. very minor gain, the French delegation reiterated its request that the second part 
of paragraph (a) be deleted in the interests of greater clearness. 

He proposed the following text, which was, he said, based on General Temperley's 
suggestion : 

" ... but the offensive character increases proportionately with the efficacy 
against defensive works and against civilians - i.e., proportionately with the power 
and range." 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) accepted ?rl. Aubert's text. 

The PRESIDENT read the new text, drafted as follows : 

"All artillery can be used for offen~ive and for _defensive _purposes, b~t the offensive 
character increases proportionately With the efficacy agamst defens1ve works and 
against civilians- i.e., proportionately with the power and range." 

Paragraph (a) was aclopted. uxo COMYJssio.s s 
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ParagrtlpA (b). 

The PRESIDENT read paragraph (b) of the United Kingdom proposal, as follows: 

"LeaYin"' aside the question of artillery constituting the fix~d armament of 
permanent f;rtifications, ":hich ~aises certa~. issues more appropnate f?r sep~rate 
discussion the Land Comnussion IS of the opmwn that those types of moblle artillery 
which are' capable of destroying per~anent fort~cations of a:erage, or of more ~~an 
a.Yera"e strength- that is to say, pieces of calibres from 2o0 mm. upwards, firmg 
proje~tlles weighing from 200 kilogrammes _up'Yards -.should be .regarded as ~he 
most specifically offensive and the most effiCacwus agamst the natwnal defence. 

He stated that amendments to that paragraph had been submitted by the French 
delegation. There was firstly a formal modification to the first phrase. 

The formal modification in question was adopted. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the French text involved a further modification by 
the addition of another category of material to those already included in the United Kingdom 
text. 

M. AuBERT (France) explained that the French delegation's ·object in proposing the 
amendment was, on the one hand, to keep more closely to the experts' reply, in which 
the distinction for which it was asking appeared, and, on the other, to reflect as 
far as possible the various tendencies exhibited in the course of the Commission's proceedings, 
in order to increase the likelihood of the Commission being able to come to a unanimous 
decision, which would have a good effect on public opinion. He thought that the Commission 
would be well advised to be as explicit as possible. 

After a discussion in which General BoNO.MI (Italy), the PRESIDENT, M. AunERT 
(France) and General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) took part, the Commission adopted 
the following text : 

"(b~ Subject to su?h sol~tions as may hereafter be found by the General 
Co~~ss~on f?r the ques.twns rl;used by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent 
fortific.at~ons. and .m.obile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land 
Comnusswn Is ?f oprmon th~t the types of mobile artillery most threatening to national 
defence compnse those which are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of 
considerable strength, namely : · 

·: (1) In. the case o~ permanent fo~t~icatio~s of medium strength, artillery of 
~ cali~re weight exceeding 320 mm., fmng proJectiles exceedin"' 500 kilogrammes 
m wmght." " 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) proposed an amendment to sub-paragraph 2 of 
the Fr~nch proposal ~ deference to the findings of the Committee of Experts concerning 
th~. calibre f~r use ~gam~t permanent fortification of medium strength- namely, a calibre 
of about 2o0 mm. , which h~.d represented a mean (document Conf. D.fC.T.B, Chapter II 
paragraph (b)). ~he words and upwards" might be added to reflect the second fi"'ur~ 
(320 mm.) named m the French draft. " 

d
The Commission adopted sub-paragraph 2 of the French proposal as amended Th~ text 

as a opted, read : · ' 

lib" (2) In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength artillery of a 
~ w:~~t~bout 250 mm. and above, firing projectiles exceeding 200 kilogrammes 

M. VON WEizslcKER speaking on para h (b) h 1 · 
as adopted the first line 'or the Unit d K' grap as a w 0 e, noted that in the text 
that the reservation embodied in th~ lat~~~~~{ft ;;~h~~~l had been suppressed ; he assumed 

The PRESIDENT confirmed that view. 

Paragraph (c). 

The PRESIDENT read paragraph (c) of the United K' d mg om proposal, as follows : 
(c) In a. second and a. lower category of offensiv 

weap?ns .which are capable of effective action a ai: po":er should be included those 
fortlfi~atlons or againMt non-permanent field-wo;k st lightly-protected permanent 
say, JHeces of calibres between 155 mm. and 250 mm 8

• a_nd ent!en~hments - that is to 
50 k~logrammes and 200 kilogrammes., ., fmng proJectiles weighing between 
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He added that in addition t th F 
had been received f~om the Germ 0 e d ;enli?h proposa~, amendments to this paragraph 
follows : an an ta an delegat10ns. These amendments were as 

German Amendment. 

Substitute for paragraph (c). 

" In a s~cond and lower category of offensive power should be included those 
weap?ns. which ar~ capable of effective action against lightly-protected permanent 
fortif1C~t10ns or aga:mst non-permanent field-works and entrenchments - that is to 
saY:, ~neces of calibr~s between about 100 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles 
weighmg up to 200 kilogrammes. ' About 100 mm. ' should be understood to mean 
guns of 77 mm. and over." 

Italian Amendment. 

Replace the words : 

" • •. • calibres between 155 mm. and 250 mm., firing proj~ctiles weighing between 
30 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes" 
by the following words : 
" • · • calibres between about 100 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles weighing 
between 15 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes." 

M: At;EERT (France) explained the principle underlying the French amendment as 
e~~odi~d m paragraphs (c) and (d) of the French delegation's draft- namely, that a 
dist~ctu~n s~ould }>e made between t~e category of "lightly-protected permanent 
fortificat10ns and works on the battlefield " and that of " improvised field-works and 
entrenchments": that distinction reproduced more closely the terms of the experts' reply. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) agreed. 

General DE N!N!sY-MEGAY (Hungary) endorsed the views just expressed. He proposed 
further that the Commission should repeat in its text the experts' reference to a 105 mm. 
calibre for use against lightly-protected permanent fortifications (document Conf. D./C. T .8, 
Chapter II, paragraph 1 (c)). 

M. AUBERT (France) observed that the French delegation's text dealt with "artillery 
capable of effective action". The passage in the experts' reply to which the Hungarian 
delegate had referred simply stated that " variable results " might be obtained with the 
calibres named ; " effective action " was mentioned in a later paragraph. 

General DE N!N!SY-l\IEGAY (Hungary) thought it preferable to adopt the experts' 
text. 

General BoNO:MI (Italy) was in favour of inserting paragraph (c) of the experts' reply, 
so that the General Commission might have the experts' views before it. He supported the 
proposal to mention the 105 mm. calibre, a suggestion already embodied in the Italian 
amendment. 

1>1. LOUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) noted the experts' statement 
that variable results might be obtained, and thought that some mention should be made 
of the fact that the effectiveness of the action might vary. 

M. AUBERT (France) proposed, in deference to the last speaker, to add to paragraph (c) 
of the French text a passage as follows : 

"Variable results may be obtained against the same objectives according to the 
kind of projectile, the nature o_f the !ire (flat t~ajectory ~r high-angle trajectory~~ 
thickness of earth or concrete, with artillery of calibres varymg from 220 to 105 mm. 

General BoNO:MI (Italy) thought it preferable to take the experts' reply and to say that in 
a second category variable results might be obtained according to the kind of projectile, etc. 

The PRESIDENT enquired whether the Commission agreed to the sub-division suggested 
in the French proposal. If ~o, it would be possible to sa~is_fy the French. v!e.w and those of ~he 
Italian and Soviet delegat10ns and the others by retalU1Ug the sub-divisiOn and redraftmg 
the French text. 

General DE N!N.A.sY-MEGAY (Hungary) stated that the Hungarian delegation accepted 
the sub-division proposed in the French draft, but asked that the Commission should adopt 
the experts' text, that text having already been accepted by everybody during the earlier 
discussions. · 

l\1. voN WEIZslcKER agreed that it seemed reasonable to take the text of the 
experts' reply. · 

'' 
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The PREsiDENT suggested that a. possible solution might be to make a d!stinction, 

88 
the t>xperts had done, between ~ermanent fortification and entrenchments, field-works 

and other objectives of the battlefield. 
(The meeting was suspended, in order that a draft text might be prepared on the 

basis of the views expressed.) . 

On resuming the meeting, the PRESIDENT noted that th~ new draft, prepar~d by several 
delegations, followed, in the main, the t~xt of the Com";littee of E~perts ; It would, he 
thought, satisfy the views of the Italian and Hungarian delegatiOns. The draft text 
submitted read as follows : 

" Agains$ permanent fortification~ wi~h little protection va~iable result_s may be 
obtained according to the kind of proJectile, the nature _of the_ fire (flat ~raJectory or 
high-angle trajectory), thickness of earth or concrete, With calibres varymg from 105 
to 250 mm. · 

"As regards artillery capable of effective action against improvised field-works and 
entrenchments, this includes generally pieces of a calibre varying from about 250 to 
100 mm., firing projectiles of from about 200 kilogrammes to 15 kilogrammes in weight." 

M. VON WEIZslcKER (Germany) said that the German delegation was prepared to 
accept the new text if by the phrase" about 100 mm." was meant guns from 77 mm. upwards 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) regretted that the United Kingdom delegation 
could not accept the text under discussion. It did not consider a 100 mm. calibre effective 
against field-works ; at least a 155 mm. calibre was required. If the findings of the Committee 
of Experts were correct, paragraph (d) of the new text could not stand. He referred in 
detail to the terms of the experts' reply, which read : 

"As a rule, artillery of a calibre up to about 100 mm. can only be effectively used 
against the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. 

" Artillery of a higher calibre- particularly of about 150 mm., which is the calibre 
most commonly employed-and up to a calibre of 220 mm. inclusive, is capable of 
effective action against most entrenchments, field-works and other objectives of the 
battlefield which can be organised and constructed in a short time . . -. " 

~· AUBERT (France) agre~d- with _the United Kingdom delegate on the merits of the 
questiOn. He asked that a declSlon might be postponed until the discussion of the second 
sub-parapap_h of paragraph (d) of the French proposal, when each delegation could state 
what calibre It thought necessary for effective use against field-works. -

TENTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, May 19th, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

14. SELECTION OF THE ARMS PO RESO SSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
ATIONL~~I~~:D~:i!~ ~: !:! iENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND1 1932. CONSIDER-
REGARDS ARTILLERY {continuatio!j~y TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION AS 

by t~:~~!:I~~o:\~ ::ss~:.e ~h~h~::r;~. o~ ~erJatn deledgates, read t~e text adopted 
follows : • Ic a een a opted unarumously, read as 

" Basing its opinions upon the conclu · b · · 
Committee of Experts to the questionnaire su~~t~edemt ~tdi(edd m the replies of the 
f) o I ocument Cont. D.fC.T.7), 
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the Land Commi~si~n offers the following recommendations for consideration by 
the General Comnnssion : 

"_{a) All 3:rtillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes but its 
offens~ve. capaCity beco~~~ greater as its effectiveness increases as far as defensive 
orgarusatiOn.s and the Civilian population are concerned - i.e. with the increase of its 
power and Its range. · ' 

" (b J Su~ject t~ such solutions as may hereafter be found by the General Commission 
for the q~estion~ raiSed by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent fortifications 
an~ _mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Commission is of 
opnnon ~hat the types of mobil? artillery most threatening to national defence are 
those which are capable of destroymg permanent fortifications of considerable strenrrth-
namely: ., 

. "1. In th:,e case of per~~nent f?rti?cations o~ great strength, artillery of o. 
calibre exceeding 320 mm. firing proJectiles exceedmg 500 kilogrammes in weight. 

:· 2. In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength artillery of 
~ cali~re of about 250 mm. and above, firing projectiles exceeding 200 kilo!!rammes 
m weight." ., 

A dif~erenc? of opinion had so far prevented unanimity on the subject of paragraph (c) 
of the Uruted Kmgdom proposal, which had been considered in conjunction with para"raphs 
(c) and (d) (first part) of the French proposal. It was hoped that a new text sub~itted 
by M. Bourquin as Rapporteur would permit of agreement. 

Paragraph ( <l) (continuation). 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, submitted the following amended text : 

"In a lower category of offensive power should be included pieces of a calibre 
between 250 and about 100 mm. 

" These pieces, particularly those of about 150 mm., which is the most commonly 
employed, are capable of effective action against most entrenchments, field-works 
and other objectives of the battlefield which may be organised and constructed in a 
short time with limited personnel and material. On the other hand, variable results 
can be obtained by the use of the same pieces according to the kind of projectile, the 
nature of the fire (flat trajectory or high-angled trajectory), thickness of earth or 
concrete, on permanent fortifications with little protection to which can be assimilated 
the entrenchments and field-works of battlefields when the time, personnel and 
material at the disposal of the defence attain a sufficient degree of magnitude." 

He explained that his amendment represented a co-ordination of the elements 
embodied in the experts' reply. The experts had examined the question of artillery in 
relation to the various objectives- on the one hand, permanent fortifications of great 
strength, of average strength, and with little protection, and, on the other, entrenchments, 
field-works and other objectives of the battlefield. Those elements had now been regrouped 
fop an immediate purpose - namely, in order that the Commission might examine, in 
accordance with its terms of reference, the various weapons. 

The second category named in the· United Kingdom proposal covered calibres of 
250 mm. and below (down to 155 mm.), whilethecalibresindicated by the experts as being 
capable of being used against permanent fortifications with little protection (105 mm. 
to 250 mm.) and field-works (100 mm. to 220 mm.) might be conveniently grouped together 
in one category extending from 250 mm. to 100 mm., as suggested in the new text ; the 
remainder of the amendment followed the experts' reply. 

If the Commission decided to adopt that text, framed in the interests of unanimity, 
it was essential to state in its report to the General Commission that it had been guided 
by purely technical considerations and that, when it came to fixing a limit at which artillery 
became particularly dangerous either to national defence or to civilians - a question 
which was not of a purely technical character - the existence of three main currents of 
opinion had become evident i(the rcalibres named being :respectively about 100 mm., 
150 mm. and 220 mm.). 

Only by remaining on technical ground could the Commission hope to reach unanimity 
-unless it decided to adopt a text so complicated as simply to bewilder the General 
Commission. An endeavour must be made to reach unanimity, as long as it really reflected 
the views of the various delegations. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) observed that at the end of paragraph (b) of the text adopted 
there was a reference to weapons most specifically offensive and most efficacious against 
national defence. He thought that a similar reference should be made in paragraph (c). 
While agreeing with the Rapporteur as to the importance of unanimity, he felt that clearness 
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· tnnt for unan1·nu·ty might perhaps be achieved only by sacrificing was even more 1mpor .. , d c · · • · · 
the minority or by adopting a colourless text; mo.re?ver, the Lan ommtsswn s opmwn 
was not in any case binding on the General Commtsswn. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the idea of a graduation in the offensive character 
of weapons, which General Benitez wished to add, was already c~vered br para~aph (a) 

h e ·t was said: " but its offensive capacity becomes greater as 1ts effectlven~ss m~reases :a ::r ~s defensive organisations and the civilian population are concerned - •.e., wtth the 
increase of its power and its range ". 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) thought that the members of the Commission 
must all be very grateful to the Rapporteur for having endeavoured to find a text to cover 
their views. He agreed with the Rapporteur that it would be necessary to inform the 
General Commission that three main groups of opinion existed in the Land Commission. 

Commentin"' on the new text, he stated that the objection which he had felt bound to 
offer to the text submitted at the end of the previous meeting still existed ; from his. 
particular point of view, he could not see that the new text differed very much from the old 
one. His fundamental objection to both texts was that they stated that guns of a calibre 
of 100 mm. were capable of effective action against field-works. The United Kingdom 
delegation did not believe that statement to be true. l\Iost commanders, if given the task of 
attacking an enemy with field-works and entrenched positions, would ask for guns of at least 
150 mm. and would not attack without, or, if they did so, would suffer great loss of life or be 
unsuccessful in the attack. The United Kingdom delegate could not put his signature or 
agree to any document sent to the General Commission and containing that statement, a 
statement which, as a soldier, he did not believe to be correct. True, the Rapporteur's text 
referred in the last sentence to" variable results", etc., but that sentence told the General 
Commission nothing that it did not already know. Even if he had to make a reservation 
for the United Kingdom delegation alone, he could not agree that guns of such a low calibre 
were effective against field fortifications or entrenchments of the kind in question. 

l\I. BouxQmN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thanked the delegate of the United Kingdom 
for his appreciative remarks. The criticism offered applied rather to the experts' reply, 
for the new text reflected the text of that reply. 

~he R.apporte~ had h_op~d that t.he "wo~k of the Commission might progress in the 
techrucal fi~ld, but if ~na~ty were tmposstble, the Commission might simply transmit 
the experts reply, adding m 1ts report to the General Commission that when it had tried 
to fix a limit the existence of three groups of opinion had become evident. 

General TEM':ERLEY (United Kingdom) explained that he-had interpreted the experts' 
reply somewhat differ~ntly from. the Ral?porteur. He took Chapter II, paragraph 2 of the 
reply to mean that a~tillery?fahtghe~ calibre (than 100 mm.), particularly of about 150 mm. 
was capable of effect1ve actwn. He dtd not read it as meaning that artillery of say 102 mm' 
was ~apable o~ effectiv.e action. By " artillery of a higher calibre " was mean't artillery of ~ 
~nstder~bly htgher calibre ; there had to be a big jump - not just a few points _ to make 
~t effectt.v~ .. What he was concerned about was that he did not believe that a gun anywhere 
m the Vlctruty of 100 mm. was capable of effective action against the works in question. 

As regard~ tran~mitting the experts' reply to the General Commission, he ointed out 
~hat t~e 9u~stwnnatr.e had been sent t~ the experts with the object of clarifyin~ the Land 
d~~:::~.o:h~ 1':nndVlCeowms .. ~he hqudestttonds ~sked by the General Commission were quite 

· .. nusswn a o ectde what guns were most s if" II ff · 
~~~t :~c~~:u: ~g~inst J?-a~ional defence, and most threatening to civM:n;~Il.:o~~s~:t 

. . . . e a ommtsston to place before it the catalogue arrived at ft 
~~c~~t~~!h1~s~!~weftt~! ~d~s of ~e? t~chnical questions which the Gener~l ~o!'m:~~: 
General Commissio~ a rep~rt g~J~g t~ea t~pt tht e Rdappforte~r.'s suggestio.n an~ to send the 
Commission. ' ree ren s o optruon that extsted m the Land 

due ~-~~::a~~ \~~~n~~~ t~~~~~~~!:: ~o~e :!ttt~Pdt~ic~ri~s ~hich1 ha
1
d arisen were perhaps 

experts' reply. He drew attention . . u lCten y c ose y to the text of the 
~e ct~se. ( F~st, it would be well, a~~e~w~e~~:~!~n~ ::~:~! t~f ~g0ichmthat adppeared to be 

en Ion as m the experts' repl ) 220 F m. an 150 mm. to 
of the fact that the " calibre re~uired ~r::· urt~er, he thought mention should be m~de 
personnel and material available have male ~;ep~ss~b~s tm~ch as 250 mm. when the time, 

e o mcrease the degree of resistance 
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of the position ", the t~xt ~onti~uin~: "Further, variable result.s may be obtained, according 
to the nature of the proJectile, With pieces of a calibre between about 250 mm. and 100 mm." 

. He thought that the text adopted by the Commission would thus be clear and would 
bnng ou~ the _fact that the various opinions and tendencies could be grouped round 
three mam calibres. He feared that if the Commission summarised the experts' reply too 
drastically some misunderstanding might arise. 

General NUYTEN (Belgium) recalled that the purpose of the Rapporteur's amendment 
was to r~concilie t~e United Kingdom and French theses. At the meeting on l\Iay 11th 
the Belgian del~gat10n ha~ stated that it would ask for the abolition of all howitzers and 
!Ilorta;r~ of a cali~r.e e~ceedmg 220 .mm. and all guns of a calibre exceeding 155 mm. Despite 
Its spmt of conmhat10n, the Belgian delegation had not changed its views on that point. 

General Temperley had said that the different tendencies apparent durino- the 
Comlnission's debates should be mentioned in the Commission's report. The fo~mula 
at present under consideration applied to all calibres from 250 mm. to 100 mm. If that 
f~rmula were adopted, the Belgian delegation would be unable to express its own particular 
views. 

1\1. BOURQmN (Belgium), Rapporteur, accepted 1\I. Aubert's text. lle proposed to 
keep even more closely to the terms of the experts' reply and to modify his amendment as 
follows: 

"As a rule, artillery of a calibre up to about 100 mm. can only be effectively used 
against the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. 

" Artillery of a calibre higher than about 100 mm. -particularly of about 
150 mm., which is the calibre most commonly employed- and up to a calibre of 220 mm. 
inclusive, is capable of effective action against most entrenchments, field-works and 
other objectives of the battlefield which can be organised and constructed in a short 
time with limited personnel and material. The calibre required may even be as much 
as 250 mm. when the time, personnel and material at the disposal of the defence 
have made it possible to increase the degree of resistance of the position. Further, 
variable results may be obtained, according to the nature of the projectile, with pieces 
of a calibre between about 250 mm. and 100 mm." 

He hoped that that modification would meet General Temperley's views, and he thought 
that, as there was some difference of opinion as to interpretation, it would be better 
to keep to the experts' text. 

General Nuyten had said that the Belgian delegation's views would not appear if the 
Commission adopted the formula proposed. It was unfortunately not possible, in a joint 
text to mention all the figures which had been proposed by the different delegations. 
The' Comlnission could only keep to the text of the experts' reply and state in its report 
to the General Comlnission that agreement had not been reached in regard to the actual 
figures as regards limits, adding that, despite that divergence of opinion, three main 
tendencies had been clearly distinguished. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) observed that, while taking into account the relationship 
between the offensive character and the calibre of artillery, the Commission had entirely 
neglected the question of mobility. lle proposed, in due course, to submit a text on the 
subject of field artillery. 

The PRESIDENT requested General Benitez to hold over his proposal until agreement 
on the principle had been reached. 

Paragraph (c) was adopted. 

M VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) accepted the new formula, subject to the objection 
already put forward by the German delegation regarding 100 mm. calibres, which also 
applied to paragraph (c). 

The PRESIDENT noted the German delegation's reservation. 

Paragraph (d). 

The PRESIDENT read paragraph (d) of the United Kingdom proposal, as follows: 

"Artillery of natures lighter than those referred to in paragraph (c) above are 
the least specifically offensive in character." 

He observed that, in addition to the French proposal, amendments had been received. 
from the German and Italian delegations. 
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Gn-ma,. A mendmene. 

Substitute for paragraph (d): 
"Artillery of natures lighter than .~hose referred to in paragraph (c) above are 

not of a specifically offensive character. 

Italian Amendment. 

Replace the words : 
" are the least specifically offensive in character " 

by the following words : 
" are not of a specifically offensive character ". 

The PRESIDENT added that, in his view, paragraph (d) should be deleted. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) pointed out that if it were ret.ained, it would. appear to 
indicate that 75 mm. guns, for example, were regarded as practiCally non-offenstve. 

M. AUBERT (France) recalled that the discussion on the second sub-paragraph of 
aragraph (d) of the French proposal had been postponed. 

p In view of the amendments made in the preceding paragraphs of the reply to the 
General Commission, the French delegation wish~d to amend the text of the second sub-
paragraph of paragraph (d) as follows: . 

" Certain delegations regard artillery capable of effectiye action again:st 
improvised field-works and entrenchments as threatening to natwnal defence, while 
others consider it necessary for national defence." 

The experts' reply stated that artillery up to. a calibre of _220 mm. inclusive w~s 
necessary to reduce field-works. The French delegatwn could not mclude such weapons m 
the category of those most threatening to national defence. 

The fundamental reason for this attitude had been repeatedly stated ; the French 
delegation considered it essential to retain the means of defence required to drive out an 
enemy who had invaded the country by a surprise attack and entrenched itself in the 
national territory. 

The Netherlands delegate, who was Vice-President of the Commission, had said, it 
was true, while agreeing that calibres of 220 mm. might perhaps be necessary to reduce 
field-works, that if such pieces were prohibited, the defence would no doubt be weakened, 
but that at the same time it would only have to cope with an offensive which was also 
less well armed. 

That reasoning would be accurate if it were agreed that the defence and the attack 
employed the same weapons and that it was equitable to disarm them simultaneously. 
There was reason to believe, unfortunately, that the aggressor would not worry about a 
prohibition which the victim of the aggression had perhaps made a point of observing. 
The aggressor would tend to concentrate as secretly as possible, not the most powerful, 
but the most rapid material in the hands of his best troops, and if he entrenched himself 
on the territory which he had invaded very powerful material would be required to drive 
him out when he was on his guard. Surprise was a factor in the aggressor's favour. 

On those grounds the French d~legation held that artillery of a calibre of at least 
220 mm., which was necessary to destroy fortifications, could not be included in the category 
of weapons most dangerous to national defence. It was, on the contrary, necessary for 
purposes of national defence. 

The question of differentiating between weapons which could and those which could 
~ot be included in that category having arisen, the French delegate observed that the 
line of demarcation could not be rigid and absolute. If it were, there would be cleu evidence 
to prove the aggressive nature of certain material, and such material need only be abolished 
to do away automatically with aggression. · 

The many and varied conclusions, however, which had emerged from the debates 
sho_wed that .no rigid line ~ould be. drawn. All weapons, if placed at the disposal of a country 
whtch w:as ttself aggresstvely-mmded, could assume an offensive character. A fleet of 
~attleshtps, fo~ example, might be destroyed by sloops carrying torpedoes, or other 
tmplem_ents mtght be used which could not at present be brought under any system of 
reg!llatto~. The French delegate thought that the Commission should give up the idea of 
trymg to tdentify aggression with this or that war material. 

It was true that, during the discussions, it had been agreed that certain arms were· 
more danger_?us than others, but the idea on which this agreement was based was not 
purely techmcal. · 

In stating that ma~erial of a calibre sufficient to destroy permanent fortifications was 
most dangerous to na!tonal. defence, t~e Commission had chiefly had in mind the fact 
!hat the aggressor was mvadmg the terrttory, since he was attacking its fortifications That 
~nt~~duced an idea which was quite independent of the offensive capacity of the w~apons 
~n e~selves -namely, the definition of aggression, the establishment of the a ressor's 
mtenttons. From these considerations M. Aubert would conclude that, if it were a:sired to 
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suppress aggression or at all events to discouraae it - which was the fundamental task of 
the League- it was not sufficient to abolish c:rtain material: it was essential to establish 
some ~ystem of co_ntrol which ~ould deprive the aggressor of the benefit of surprise and -
more rmportant still- to convm~e the aggressor that aggression did not pay. 

The French deleg_ate, revertiD:g. to the remarks of t~e .Polish delegate, pointed out, 
further, that the relative and empmcal character of the line of demarcation to be drawn 
between offensive a?d defensive weapons would vary according to whether the first-named 
categorr were abolished or placed at the service of the League. Abolition would mean 
embarking on the unknown and upsetting the existina situation in reaard to security 
Th~ pro~bition of certain categories of weapons would be to the adv~ntage of State~ 
which did not at present possess them, and the value of the material still remainina 
would be greatly enhanc~, as would any new process or invention that had not yet com; 
under a system of regulatiOn, so that the aggressor could employ the means in question 
for the purpose of a surprise attack. 

If another formula for regulation were adopted, such as internationalisation as the 
French delegation proposed, those drawbacks would disappear. ' 

Subject to his observations as regards a higher calibre, the French delegate rl'peated 
that it was impossible for the French delegation to regard artillery of 220 mm. and under 
as most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national defence. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission appeared to be in f1WOltr of deleting 
paragraph (d) of the United Kingdom proposal. 

He enquired whether the French delegation would agree to its reservation appearing 
in the form of a footnote. 

M. AUBERT (France) reserved his reply on that point until he had heard the observations 
that other delegations might have to submit. He pointed out that the French delegation's 
formula was not intended simply to express its own views, since two opposite tendencies 
·were clearly expressed in it. 

General BoNol\11 (Italy) made the following statement~: 
"I have follo~ed M. Aubert's interesting statement most attentively, but I would 

venture to point out that both in the French delegate's proposal and in his statement- an 
idea occurs which exceeds our terms of reference under the General CommisRion's resolution. 

" The resolution in question states that the range of land, sea and air armaments 
. should be examined by the competent special commissions, with a view to selecting 
those weapons whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious 
against national defence or most threatening to civilians. That resolution does not, 

. however authorise us to discuss what weapons are necessary for national defence. 
" I ~m convinced that if we discussed the proposal submitted by the French delegate 

we should be acting contrary to the definite instructions given us by the General Commission. 
I would ask the President, therefore, not to:open a discussion on that proposal." 

The PRESIDENT thought that, in view of the lateness of the hour and the Importance 
of the question raised by General Bonomi, it would be preferable to adjourn the discussion 
to the next meeting. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

ELEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Friday, May 20th, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

15. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING .THE CHCARACTERISTICS E~~ERAT2E2D IN
19

T3H2E 
~ RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL OliMISSION 01'1 .<U"RIL ND, • 

CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION AS REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation). 

Paragraph (d) (continuation). 
The PRESIDENT resuming the discussion at the point at which it had been adjourned 

on the previous day: noted that, in the course of the debate on the text of paragraph (d) 
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li d 1 t' on had raised the previous question 
(second part) of the French p~ofhosa~, the !:~o:nto ee~~::U~ne matters which, in its view, did 
concerning the ~on~petence o f e f ommi under the General Commission's resolution of 

t 6 within Its terms o re erence . t" 
~~rilco:::nd. The Commission must first discuss the preVIous ques wn. 

h t · aph (b) the Land Commission 
General NYGREN (Sweden) observed t !!' .m ,paragr · · that the wea ons 

had ~~ven a _direcht reply to thef h~!nhersatlc~~~r~u:~~: t~;~:;:~~r~rt!~~I;fo national def~nce. 
specified -s.e., t e weapons o Ic. e , 

The text of paragraph (c) simply stated, however, that certai: other ::~::esf~~~~a~: 
included in a. second category of lower power; the paragraph t en enu. 

· f b t no 0 inion was expressed on the real problem at Issue- namely, 
~~~~~;\h:~!s~ea~ons olsome of them, should be regarded as specifically offensi~e, etc. 
It miuht simply be con~Iuded that they were less offensive than the ones referre~ tom (b), 
but that was self-evident. In view of the actual ai~ of the Conferenc.e, 'Yhic~ ~as. to 
subject certain particularly aggressive weapons t.o speCial mea~ures of qualitatiVe limitatwn 
and reduction, the Land Commission should grv:e a more duect repl~. General Benitez 
had drawn attention to that point on the previOUS day, and _that VIeW was apparently 
shared by the French delegation, for, in the last paragraph of Its text as ame~ded at ~he 
previous meeting, it stated that certain dele~ations reg~rded the weapons m question 
as threatening to national defence. The Swedish delegatiOn thought that text too vague 
and general. 

Since it seemed impossible at present to reach una~~ty on th~ question of w~ich 
of the weapons in paragraph (c) should be regarded as specifiCally offensive and threatem~g, 
it was preferable to say so frankly, instead of taking refuge behind general phrases, whiCh 
meant very little. 

As regards the Italian observation, the Swedish delegate agreed with General Bonomi. 
The last sub-para!!Taph of paragraph (d) of the French proposal should be replaced b~ the 
formal statement 

0
to the effect that unanimity had not been reached, but that the pieces 

regarded as possessing specifically offensive characteristics ~ere artille;Y: of a calibre 
exceeding, in the opinion of certain delegations, 105 mm., m the· opm10n of others, 
155 mm., and in the opinion of a third group of delegates, 220 mm. 

M. AU1!ERT (France), in view of the Swedish delegation's statement, wished to refer 
to paragraph (a} as adopted 1: 

" All artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes, but its offensive 
capacity becomes greater as its effectiveness increases as far as defensive organisations 
and the civilian population are concerned - i.e., with the increase of its power and its 
range." 

That paragraph, he said, covered all that followed. Paragraph (b) gave the 
calibres most threatening to national defence, and paragraph (c) would deal with a lower 
category of offensive power, in regard to which agreement had not been reached: a general 
statement had seemed all that was possible in the circumstances, but he had no objection 
to making it more precise if the Commission wished. There still remained the question 
of " dosage " ; certain weapons should be regarded as less offensive than others, by reason 
of the fact that they were required for defensive purposes. A discussion on the " dosage " 
of the offensive and defensive characteristics of weapons was, in his view, quite within 
the Land_ Commission's competence. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation 
had not considered it necessary up to the present to intervene in such a way as to disturb 
the unanimity of the Land Commission, which had, moreover, confined itself to a mere 
enumeration of the different groups of opinion revealed in the Committee of Experts. 
l~. Aubert, howev~r, had raised a series of questions of principle concerning qualitative 
disarmament, and It became necessary to explain the Soviet position. 

M. Aubert had very rightly stressed the relative value of qualitative disarmament · 
he ha~ demons~rated that even if modern artillery having a large calibre were abolished' 
offensive operatiOns could still be pursued with the technical means left intact. For that ver; 
r~ason the Soviet delegation had maintained, in all the Commissions, that qualitative 
dlBarmament was useless without quantitative disarmament. If both those operations 
could b~ put throug~ toge_ther, the offensive capacity of aggressive States would be greatly 
~ndermmed .. The big-cahbre campaign had been going on for the past three weeks, and 
1t was br this means that an endeavour was being made to save from " perdition " all 
or practically all, heavy artillery. Unanimity on such principles, the Soviet delegate fel~ 

1 See ~linul.col of the previous meeting. 
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wo~ld not do much to advance the cause of disarmament. The technique of artillery on 
which the whole scheme of the weight of projectiles and artillery calibres was based could 
no.t be regarded from ~he standpoin~ of statics. From. the standpoint of dynamics, a consider
atiOn. of ;ID-Odern art?J.ery tendenmes, a cursory glance at military publications and an 
exa~atwn of ex_penm~ntal mod~ls showed that each type of new artillery possessed higher 
techmcal proper~I~s -w:h1le .the calibres remained unchanged. Technical improvements in 
the. for~ of m~difiCatlons ~the str1;1cture of the pieces, in the mounting, in the shape of the 
proJectile, and mother details, perrmtted of an enormous increase in the ran.:re and wei.:rht of 
the projectile, while keeping the same calibre. The Soviet delegation, therefore, maint~inetl 
that for the puryoses of really qualitative disarmament the Commission should (1) select 
from the Comrmttee of Experts' list the lowest calibres which could be a menace to national 
defence, and (2) prohibit the qualitative improvement of existing models. 

It ~gh~ be objected that the technique of fortification was also improving. The Soviet 
delegatiOn did not agre? that, to constitute a threat to national defence, the projectile must 
be capable of penetratmg one or two metres into the concrete or of piercing an armoure<l 
turret. Few countries could. establish ~o cos.tly a system of defence as that would imply, 
and for. that reaso~ the SoVIet delegatiOn still held that all artillery (guns and howitzers) 
of a cal_ibre exceedmg 100 mm., firing a projectile exceeding 16 kilogrammes in weight and 
possessmg a range of more than 15 kilometres were covered by the General Commission's 
criteria. The passage in the resolution which M. Aubert had brought into discussion should, 
in the Soviet delegate's view, be framed as follows : 

"In the opinion of certain delegations, such artillery might constitute a considerable 
danger to national defence. " . 

Was it necessary to add that certain States considered the maintenance of that artillery 
necessary for national defence! l\I. Ventzoff. thought not, as the General Commission hnd 
not asked the Land Commission for a reply to questions relating to defensive weapons. 

M. SATO (Japan) agreed in the main with M. Aubert's statement of the previous day. 
The Land Commission's business was to indicate the weapons which answered to the three 
criteria contained in the General Commission's resolution. Paragraph (b) designated 
clearly the artillery types most threatening to national defence. A lower category of offensive 
power was indicated in paragraph (c), and the question to be settled now was whether 
that second category was to be regarded as threatening to national defence. In the Japanese 
delegate's view it should not be grouped with the first ; the Commission should simply 
designate the first category-that was to say, category (b)-as most offensive, and leave 
it at that. 

The Soviet suggestion to abolish heavy artillery, on the principle that all such pieces 
were menacing to national defence, should logically imply the abolition of light artillery, 
machine guns and other types. But the idea of defence could not be ruled out when 
deciding which weapons were offensive, since the same weapon might serve both offensive 
and defensive purposes. 

It was preferable to make no comment on paragraph (c) but simply to say that 
that second category was of a less offensive character than the first. The Japanese 
delegation would be prepared to accept a compromise statement to the effect that certain 
delegations regarded the second category of weapons as offensive, while others considered 
it necessary for defensive purposes. 

M. VON WEIZSl.CKE& (Germany) observed that the question which the Commission 
had to decide, as defined by the President, was whether it should insert in its reply to 
the General Commission a phrase of the nature suggested by the French delegation and 
amended by other delegations. That suggestion had raised objections on the part of 
the Italian delegation, and the German delegation also felt that some of the arguments 
adduced in favour of the French proposal went rather far. Without going into questions 
such as control, good faith, internationalisation, etc., which were, he thought, for the 
General Commission to decide, M. von Weizsacker felt that certain of the elements 
mentioned by the French delegate might properly be said to come within the Land 
Commission's sphere. It had been urged, for example, that to abolish calibres above 
a certain figure would be to venture into the unknown and would be compromising the idea 
of security. That idea, however, was already compromised : that was why the Conference 
had been convened- to re-establish security. Much had been said on the subject of the 
aggressor and the defender, and the temptation was to strengthen the defence: State A 
might have to defend itself against aggression on the part of State B, but it was necessary 
also to take into account the fact that the roles might be reversed. A and B should be 
given the same degree of security : there should be no premium on aggression for either 
State. The French delegation had spoken of relativity, and it would certainly be desirable 
to take that idea into account in the Commission's resolution or report. The German 
delegate said that he himself would have had no difficulty in inserting figures in the text 
- his views on that point were known. 
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. He desired to submit an addition to point (d) of the French proposal, in the form 

of a text as follows : 

I t linu·t of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentially 
"The owes . 

offensive character is, moreover, a relative one. 
"The limit of calibre above which the artillery. of a State has. an essen~ially 

· h cter I·s lower in proportion as the calibres of the artillery available 
offenSIve c ara II " · 
for the national defence of the opponent are sma. er. · 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) noted that it was the po~nt unde! discussion .that had led ~he 
s · h delegation to insert in its proposal 1 a reservation relatmg to offensive and defensive 

paws • •t had m· dicated that arms which were most efficacious for purposes of offence 
weapons , I d c · · d t · t ·ually so for the defence. He thought that the Lan ommisston nee no go m o 
~e;~~~stion of weapons for offensive and defensive purposes, since paragraph (b) already 
offered a solution of the problem before it. That paragraph as adopted reads •·: 

"(b) Subject to such sol~tions as may herea!ter ~e foun.d by the General 
Commission for the questions raised by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent 
fortifications and mobile artillery can be rend~red interchangeab~e, the ~and 
Commission is of opinion that the types of mobile art~ery most threatenm~ .to ~atlonal 
defence are those which are capable of destroymg permanent fortifications of 
considerable strength- namely, etc. " 

If the French proposal3 was not adopted by the General Commission, the defence 
might have to be strengthened by allowing it to have heavy fixed artillery. 

The PREsiDENT thought that the previo"us question raised by the Itali~n delegation, 
relating to the Land Commission's competence, might be regarded as practiCally settled. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) said that he would be prepared to accept the French text 
of paragraph (d) (second pa,rt) if the words "necessary for national defence" could be 
deleted and replaced by the words "more or less offensive ". 

M. AUBERT (France) regretted that he could not agree .to the statement that some 
delegations considered the artillery in question " more or less offensive " : he personally 
did not so regard it. Further, the phrase "while others consider it more or less offensive " 
did not at all reproduce the opinion of the second group of delegations- namely, of those 
who regarded the said artillery as "necessary for national defence." 

Each delegation was naturally trying to adapt the text to its own convictions, and 
unanimity appeared to be impossible. The French delegation desired to submit a proposal 
amending paragraph (d), as follows: · 

" (d) It was not possible to obtain unanimity either as to the threatening character 
in relation to national defence of this second category of artillery (referred to in 
Section (c) above), nor as to the calibre above which this character exists. 

Whilst certain delegations consider that this category of artillery is more necessary 
for national defence than threatening to it, a first group of other delegations places 
at about 100 rom. the limit above which artillery is threatening to national defence, 
a second group places it at 155 mm. and a third group at 220 rom. " 

M. SATo (Japan) stated, in reply to a question of the President, that while he would 
have preferred simply to retain the text adopted up to date, he would be prepared if the 
majorit! ~f the Commission ~o desired, to accept a paragraph on the lines of the French 
delegatiOn s proposal. He pomted out, however, that while the Japanese delegation would 
ha'!e no. o~jection ~o the statement concerning the three groups of opinion in regard to 
calibre limi.ts, mentwn must .~lso be made of a fourth class in favour of the 250 rom. limit 
referred tom paragraph (c) : • . • On the other hand, variable results can be obtained 
by the .use ~f a calibre between 250 rom. and 100 rom. etc. . . • " The Japanese 
delegatiO~ wished to insist on the fact that a calibre of 250 mm. should serve as a line of 
demarcatiOn. 

T~e PR~SIDENT regretted that it had not been found possible for the Commission 
to avm~ ta~m~ a formal decision on the question raised by General Bonomi The Italian 
deleg~t~on msl.Sted that the Land Commission's terms of reference did not. ermit of its 
ehxa~mmg what categories of artillery were necessary for national defence p and stated 
t at 1t could not accept any text on the lines of the French proposal. ' 

~Bee Minutee of the seventh meeting. 
Bee .llmute. of the tenth meeting. 

• AMJ.IItance to a State the victim of aggresaion. 
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Although, in p_ractice, t~e Commission had already answered General Bonomi's question 
by the fact of havmg exammed the German and French proposals, the Italian deleuation 
asked for a vote. "' 

I~~; o_rde~ t? avoid a ~3:jority or. minority decision, the President would ask the 
Comm1sswn if xt was of opmxon that xt could examine the amendment proposed by the. 
French delegation. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) pointed out that, as the French deleuation's 
proposal referred simply to the opinion of " certain delegations ", the responsibility of the 
Commission as a whole was not involyed, any more than that of the Italian delegation. 

General BONOMI (Italy), while admitting the justice of General Temperley's remarks 
maintained that the question was one of principle, and reiterated his request that th~ 
Commission should state whether it thought it could or could not examine cate<>ories of 
armaments not covered by the General Commission's resolution. "' 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) stated that some years' experjence of the 
League's methods of procedure had shown him that the interpretation of terms of reference 
was more elastic there than was generally the case in national Parliaments. As a rule 
international Commissions took the view that a certain latitude was allowed them as regards 
the development of their work. He thought that in the present case the Land Commission 
was entitled to supplement its reply to the General Commission, so far as it might think 
fit, and that if the suggestions which had been submitted were of interest to it, they would 
be of the same interest to the Genllral Commission. 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) asked whether General Bonomi could perhaps 
submit an amendment to the text under consideration, as that might make it possible 
to obtain a unanimous vote. 

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should examine the French amendment 
at once, duly noting the fact that the Italian delegation had stated that, for reasons of 
principle, it could not accept that text. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

M. SATO (Japan) stated that the text of the French proposal satisfied his preoccupations 
and met with his delegation's approval. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that the delegation of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics desired to associate itself with the Italian delegation's 
reservation. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) accepted the French proposal, but aHked 
whether it would not be well, if it were adopted, to delete the laHt part of paragraph (c), 
since the French proposal represented the idea embodied in paragraph (c). 

General NUYTEN (Belgium) suggested that it might be posHible to reach a unanimous 
decision by deleting the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (d) now under consideration. 
The Italian delegation might, perhaps, be able to accept the French amendment in 
that form. 

The PRESIDENT did not think that the Belgian proposal would be acceptable to the 
Italian delegation ; the latter's objection related primarily to the examination by the 
Commission of the categories of artillery necessary for national defence and not to their 
danger to national defence. 

The twt proposed by the French delegation was adopted. 

The delegations of Hungary, Turkey, Bulgaria, Afghanistan, Germany and China, 
like that of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, associated themselves with the Italian 
delegation's reservation. 

The Commission proceeded to examine the German delegation's proposal. 

M. AUBERT (France) said that, if he had rightly interpreted the German delegation's 
amendment it meant that the calibre of any given artillery must be determined by the 
calibre of the enemy artillery. In his view, the calibre of the piece employed was 
determined not by that of the enemy artillery but by the objectives against which it was 
to be used. 

M. VON WEIZSlCKER (Germany) recalled the arguments which he had already 
adduced in support of this amendment. 

General DE NA.NABY-MEGAY (Hungary) observed that the Commission's task was 
to determine which weapons should be prohibited and not which weapons should be 
employed by States. Neverthel~ss, if .a country attacked constructed entrench~ents 
in order to protect certain arms, xt requrred for the defence of those entrenchments p1eces 
equivalent to those of the enemy. The solution would be to say what weapons a country 
must not possess. 
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. h had not so far interpreted the General Commission's 
M • .AuBERT (France) rep.lied. that e maments If there were any question of equalising 

resolution as implying equalisat~on °~ ~r al French proposal contained guarantees in regard 
security, he would recall thaht t ethortigtdn aft would meet with the Hungarian delegation's 
to this matter ; he hoped t at a r . 
support. 

A A -M.EGAY (Hungary) thanked M . .Aubert for the .suggestion that 
General DE N N sv . States which were disarmed ; he wished to be sure, 

means of defence hshould be givenldtte at the disposal of the States concerned whenever 
however that sue weapons wou . 
they might be the object of aggressiOn. · 

M .AUBERT (France) noted the views of the Hungarian de!egation, "!!'hich would no 
d bt 'b prepared in order to ensure that rapid assistance rmght be given to a _State 
vfc~ 0~ aggressidn, to collaborate in establishing a definition of the term aggression. 

TWELFTH MEETING 

Held on Friday, May 20th, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President: M. BUERO. 

16. SELECTION OF THE .AltMs POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932. 
CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY ·TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION AS REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation). 

Paragraph (d) (continuation). 

The PREsiDENT noted that the general discussion on the German proposal was closed, 
and invited the Commission to discuss it paragraph by paragraph. 

The first paragraph was adopted without discussion. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) proposed that the word " opponent " should not appear in 
the text. 

M. VON WEIZs!cKER (Germany) having stated that he had no objection, General 
NUYTEN (Belgium) proposed that the paragraph should end as follows : · 

" • • • artillery available for the defender. " 

M. AUBERT (France) said that he had had no difficulty in accepting the first paragraph 
of the German proposal, as he had himself developed the thesis of the relativity of the 
offensive character of artillery. From this relativity he had established two facts : 
(1) that the offensive character of certain artillery pieces varied according to whether 
they were used by an aggressor State or by a State defending its own territory; and (2) 
that the calibre limit to be chosen must depend on the action taken by the General 
Commission on the Land Commission's reply- i.e., on the choice to be made between 
the principle of abolition and that of internationalisation or placing at the League's disposal. 

The second paragraph of the German proposal brought out two further aspects of this 
relativity. It should be noted, however, (1) that so far the only question at issue bad 
been the relationship between guns and objectives, and not between the guns of the two 
parties concerned, and (2) that any attempt to take into account the relative importance 
of the armaments of States would mean encroaching on the political sphere, and the 
Commission would be exceeding its terms of reference. 

The French delegate therefore had a double objection- on technical and political 
grounds- to the second paragraph of the German proposal. 

General TE:MPERLEY (United Kingdom) said that he did not feel very well qualified 
to speak on questions of relativity, but that he wished to direct M. von Weizsacker's 
attention to one difficulty which had occurred to him. There might conceivably be more 
than one aggressor to be considered in the case of certain countries. That was the case 
for example, with the :British Empire, which had frontiers on several continents. Fo; 
each of the countries concerned, the calibre limit would have to be selected by reference 
to the strongest artillery among all the possible aggressors and relativity would thus no 
longer play a very important part. ' 
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1\I. VON '~EizsX<;KER (Germanf) explained that tho second paragraph of the German 
proposal was simply mtended to brmg out the meaninrr of the first para!!raph which might 
otherwise not be properly understood. "' "' ' 

In reply to the po~tical objection r.aised .by the French delegate, he would be quito 
prepared to accept a different formula, m which the words " a State " did not appear • 

. .As regards 1\I. .Aube~t's technical objection, he agreed that so far the only question 
~t Is~ue ~ad been the ~elatwnship between guns and fortifications. It would be well, h,owever, 
I~ his :VIew to. take mto aceount the bet that the defender might or might not possess 
big c~hbre artillerJ:. The defence was protected both by fortified works and by gun fire, 
tt~d 1t was to the mterest of the defender to be ahle to kN•p the aggressor at a distnnee 
w.Ith guns .of .a range corresponding to that of the aggressor's nrtillt•ry. That qut•stion eame 
drrectly withm the purpose of the General Connnission's resolution. 

The German delegate deelared lastly that Gem•ral Temperley's 11reoceupntion would 
cease to exist if an equal basis could be found for all States. 

M. AUBERT (France) thought that if the Commission intended to go into such 
considerations it would be necessary to find a formula reflect.inrr all the difft>rent meaninrrs 
of relativity referred to during the debate. It might be :·ell to show the Genor~l 
Commission how very relative the replies to its questions were bound to be. 

The PRESIDENT submitted to the Commission two formulas, one of which had been 
framed by the Rapporteur and the other, based on the same idea, by the President himseU. 
Either of those formulas might perhaps permit of agreement being reached. 

The President's formula was as follows : 

"The calibre limit above which the artillery of a State is essentially offensive 
becomes lower in proportion as the power of the means of national defence at the 
disposal of the defender also becomes lower." 

The formula prepared by the Rapporteur was as follows : 

" The calibre limit . . . bears a relat.ionship to the extent of the means of 
defence at the disposal of the State against which the weapons in question might be 
used. " 

M. AUBERT (France) insisted on the importance of being perfectly clear. ne did not 
think that the General Commission could get any dear idea from an answer such as was 
proposed. 

It was essential, in his opinion, to avoid any confusion between aggression and the 
offensive, since a country that was obliged to drive the enemy out of its territory might 
have to take the offensive. 

If the Commission meant to go into the question of relativity, it must proceed very 
carefully and must give explanations for the different cases. The French delegation could 
only support a formula that complied with those conditions. 

The PRESIDENT, with the German delegation's consent, proposed to suspend the 
discussion on that delegation's proposal, owing to the difficulty of drafting a text during 
the meeting. He invited the Commis:;ion to continue its examination of the United 
Kingdom proposal. 

Paragraph (c) (continuation). 
The PRESIDENT observed that the United Kingdom delegate had proposed to delete 

the last sentence of paragmph (c), in view of the new paragraJlh (d). 

The Commission decided to delete the lwtt sentence of paragraph (c), from the words: 
" On the other hand " 

Paragraph (e). 
The PRESIDENT read paragraph (e) of the United Kingdom proposals, as follows: 

" (e) .As re"ards the third element in the resolution of the General CommiHsiou 
(doeument ConED.fC.G.28(2)), the replies submitted by the Technical Committee to 
questions (1) and (2) of Chapte~ ~II of the 9uestionn.aire lead to t.he conclusion that 
artillery material of over 200-llllllimetre calibre, havmg an effective range of more 
than 25 kilometres is the most menacing to the civil population. 

"Pieces of over !55-millimetre calibre, having an effective range of more than 
20 kilometres, may also be a menace to the civil population, but in a less degree. It 
should be noted that these calculations apply only to normally constructed guns 
at present existing." 

He added that, in addition to the French proposal/ amendments had been submitted 
by the German, Italian and Japanese delegations: 

t See :lliuutes of the ninth meeting. 
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G""'a" Amendment. 

Sub11titute for paragraph (e): 
" As regards the third element in the re~olution of the Ge~eral Com~ssion 

document Conf.D.fC.G.28(2)), the replies subnnt.ted b.Y the Techmcal ComD?-Ittee to 
( t' ns (1) and (2) of Chapter III of the quest10nnaue lead to the conclusiOn that 
qutill~s 10

y material of over 105-millimetre calibre, having an effective range of more 
ar er · t th · il 1 t' than 15 kilometres is the most menacwg o e c1v popu a 10n. 

"It should be hoted that these figures apply only to normally-constructed gun11 
at present existing." 

Italian Amendment. 

Replace the words " pieces of over !55-millimetre calibre having an effective range 
of more than 20 kilometres, etc., by the following words : " Pieces of over 105-millimetre 
calibre having an effective range of more than 15 kilometres, etc. " 

JapanutJ Amendment. 

Replace the first sub-paragraph from the words " • • . lead to the conclusion 
that artillery material of over 200-millimetre calibre • . " by the following text : 

"It may be considered that artillery material having an effective range of 
approximately more than 55 kilometres is the most menacing to the civil population. " 

The PREsiDENT stressed the essential difference between the French and British 
proposals. The first was an endeavour to frame a unanimous reply to the Land Commission, 
while the second was designed to show exactly the position of the different delegations. 
The Commission would have to choose between those two methods. 

M. SATO (Japan) observed that the Japanese proposal substituted for the calibre 
limit of 200 millimetre& in paragraph (e) of the British proposal a range limit of 
55 kilometres. The Japanese delegation had always considered that it was desirable to fix 
the depth of the battlefield at 50 kilometres. Its object in now proposing 55 kilometres as 
the range limit was to follow logically its own arguments. Since, however, the experts' 
reply did not reveal unanimity of opinion as regards the depth of the battle zone, the 
Japanese delegation now thought it preferable to adopt the method suggested by the 
French delegation. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) pointed out that the United Kingdom 
delegation had simply submitted its proposal in a spirit of conciliation. If agreement 
could not be reached on that formula, it was obviously better not to waste time, but to 
drop the proposal and adopt the French formula. . 

The Commission decided to accept General Temperley's suggestion and to take as a 
basis for discussion paragraph (e) of the French proposal. 1 . 

The PREsiDENT thought that there was no need to allude in that paragraph to the 
experts' reply, and proposed that the first sub-paragraph be drafted as follows: 

" (e) As regards the third element of the resolution of the General Commission, 
certain ~elegations consider artillery material of over 200-millimetre calibre having 
an effective range of more than 25 kilometres as the most menacing to civilians. Other 
delegations attribute this character even to artillery of a calibre' of over 100 millimetres 
or with a range of over 15 kilometres. " ~ 

The experts' reply would, of course, be annexed, for purposes of information, to the 
Land Commission's reply. 

General BoNOJIU (Italy) proposed to substitute in the first sentence for the words 
"ha~g an effec.tive range of more than 25 kilometres" the words "or with a range of 
25 kilometres", w order to make the two sentences of the sub-paragraph uniform. 

M. AUBERT (France) explained that the difference in form between the first and second 
~ntences in the sub-paragraph reflected a divergence of view among the experts. In the 
first case, t~ere were two simultaneous conditions, whereas, in the second, there was simply 
an altemat1ve. 

General BONOJIU (Italy) said that he would not insist on his proposal but pointed 
out that there ~~s a likelihood .that guns might be constructed in the futu;e of a calibre 
of under 200 m1lhmetres but With a range of above 25 kilometres · such guns he said 
would obviously be menacing to civilians. ' ' ' 

1 ~ Minute. of the ninth mooting. 
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The PRESIDENT noted that the present draftin" corresponded to the terms of the 
experts' reply, as follows : " 

" Co.t;tsidering the minimum distance as 10 per cent of the range, and considering 
the effective range of normally constructed guns at present existing it is to be observed 
~d: ' 

."(a) Only guns of more than 105-millimetre calibre have a ran..,e of 
15 kilometres beyond the front line • " 

' 
" (b) Only ~ns of over !55-millimetre calibre have a ran..,e of 20 kilometres 

beyond the front line ; ., 

" (c) Only ~ns of over 200-millimctre calibre have a ran"e of 25 kilometres 
beyond the front line. " ., 

T~e .Pr~sident pointed out, in order to reassure General Bonomi, that to the Land 
· Commissions reply would be annexed the experts' reply, the last sentence of which read: 

" This. would also be necessary in order to ascertain what general restrictions 
should be Imposed to prevent abnormal ranges being obtained with any calibre. " 

M. AUBERT (France) proposed, in deference to General Bonomi's su..,(l'estion and in 
order that the two sentences in the first sub-paragraph might be unifor1~t to replace in 
the second sentence the words " or with a range " by the words " having ~ range ", 

General BONOMI (Italy) did not think that the new formula would reflect the views 
of certain delegations or indeed of the experts. 

M. VON WErzslcKEB (Germany) asked for the deletion of the word " even" in the 
second sentence of paragraph (e). 

This was agreed. 

The Commission adopted the following te.J:t for the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (e): 

"(e) .As regards the third element of the resolution of the General CommiKKion, 
certain delegations consider artillery material of over 200-millimetre calibre having 
a. useful range of more than 25 kilometres as the most menacing to the civilian 
population. Other delegations attribute this character to artillery of a calibre of over 
100 millimetres or with an effective range of over 15 kilometres. " 

M. VON WErzslCKER (Germany) would have preferred to delete in the last sub
paragraph of paragraph (e) an argument which appeared to put the interests of civilians 
after military requirements. 

If the text were retained, be would ask for a passage to be inserted between the two 
sub-paragraphs stating that certain delegations were of a different opinion. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) thought that the last few lines of paragraph (e) were 
inaccurate, in view of the fact that the effective range of guns - that was to say, the 
distance at which they could sight certain objectives accurately - differed appreciably 
from the maximum range. 

M . .AUBERT (France) stated, in reply to the German delegate, that, in his view, 
the interests of civilians were given an important place in paragraph (e), and, in reply 
to General Benitez, that the risks incurred by civilians varied according to the proportion 
between the military objectives and civilian establishments in the zone in question. The 
French proposal had simply been intended to indicate that, beyond 50 kilometres, there 
was more likelihood of gun-fire hitting civilian establishments than military objectives. 
The " corresponding " range was, in point of fact, the " effective " range. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) had no objection to paragraph (e) being retained. lie 
thought however, that a reference to a gun firing " effectively " at 50 kilometres meant 
that th~ range of the projectile was in this case sufficiently accurate to hit specific 
objectives~ The chief danger to civilians consisted in the fact that, when a gun was fired 
at maximum range, the extent of the zone in which the projectile fell was such that civilian 
establishments might be bit even involuntarily. 

The PRESIDENT noted the importance of General Benitez's observations. He enquired 
of M. von Weizsacker whether, after l\1 • .Aubert's statement, the German delegation 
wished to insist on a draft amendment giving priority to the protection of civilians. 

M. voN WEIZSlCKER (Germany) explained that he desired to have inserted in 
the French proposal a passage from the experts' reply stating that certain delegations 

LAXD W:II:IIISSIO:of t 
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. · named as it was impossible under existing conditions 
were in favour f!f ~dobptmg ~h~~~{u~?stance. ' He suggested the following text: 
to indicate a linut eyon 

.. h would not go farther than this figure, seeing that beyond t~at 
· • • ~ ey · ·ves of military importance (places for the assembling 

distance are s!tuated obJ~~~s ort railway stations, airports, armaments factories, 
of reserve\ :W~th moto~r~s th~ dfstance from the battle front, it is impossible, in 
et~.). for ~ IC 'tas resg to indicate a limit, and that it is therefore necessary that, 
~lasthi!lg circumtsheanpcreot' ection of the civil population should be regarded as more 
1n t 1s .zone, . , 
important than military reqwrements. 

M AuBERT (France) said that he would raise no obje~tio~ to the Ger!llan pr?pos~l, 
· d 1 rrat1·0 n must be given an opportunity of expressmg Its own particular views m as every e o., . . 

the text to be forwarded to the General ~ommiSSion. 

M. LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) accepted the German proposal. 

The PRESIDENT declared the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (e), as supplemented by 
the Ger111an proposal, adopted. 

The second sub-paragraph of paragraph (e) was adopted. 

Fixed ArtiUery. 

The PRESIDENT asked what procedure the Commission wi~h~d t? ad?pt in regard to 
fixed artillery the consideration of which had been held over. Did It wish simply tofor'!ard 
the text of it~ report to the General Commission, that the latter might note the question! 

1\I. AUBERT (France) thought that the Land Commission should simJ?lY send its own 
report to the General Commission, together with the text of the Commxttee of Experts' 
reply. 

This proposal was adopted. 

Paragraph (d) (continuation). 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission had suspended its examination of the . 
German amendment on the relativity of calibres. He announced that the Commission 
now had before it a French proposal designed to satisfy the views of the German delegation 
and more complete in form than the text sublnitted by the latter. It read as follows : 

"Paragraph 1. - (Unchanged.) 

" Paragraph 2. - The lilnit of calibre above which artillery need be regarded 
as possessing an essentially offensive character depends on the power (calibre and range) 
of the artillery capable of resisting it ; it also depends on the nature and the protection 
of the objectives on which it is to fire, and more generally on the whole of the activities 
brought to bear on the one side and on the other. This lilnit also depends on the 
strategic situation then existing, which situation generally varies according as the 
offensive is launched by a defender by way of counter-attack on an aggressor who 
has penetrated the defender's territory, or is undertaken by an aggressor with the 
intention of invading the territory of another State. Lastly, the lilnit.in question 
also varies according to the nature of the system to which artilleries of higher calibre 
may be subjected. " 

1\I. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, at first sight, 
the amendment appeared to him to be of a political character and to go beyond the Land 
Commission's competence. 

1\I. voN WEIZSACKER (Germany) stated that he could nqt express an immediate 
opinion. It seemed to him that the French amendment went rather beyond the Land 
Co~m~ssion's powers, since the Pr~si~ent himself had said that the latter's task was simply 
to mdu~~te to the General Comnuss1on certain categories of weapons which should form 
the subJect of special measures. He would give a definite reply later. 

1\1. AuBER;T (France) pointed out that the Comlnission could not pass over the fact 
!hat the questiOns pu.t .to it h~d been ~ske~ w~th the object of bringing about regulation. 
m the . fox;m of abolitiOn or mternatwnalisat1on. He did not think that the French 
delega~1on ~ amendment conta~ed .any new element or that the Land Comlnission by 
acceptmg It, would be e?'ceedmg Its terms of reference. ' 

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting. 
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THIRTEENTH 1\IEETING 

Held on Monday, May 23rd, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President: M. BUERO. 

17. SELECTION OP THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMlliSSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932 : 
CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY TO THE GENERAL C0111Ml8SION AS 
REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation). 

Paragraph (d) (continuation). 

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission would continue the consideration of the 
German proposal and the French amendment to that proposal submitted at the last 
meeting. The Italian delegation had subnlitted another amendment on the same point 
which read as follows: · 

" The limit of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentially offensive 
character is lower in proportion as the power (calibre and range) of the artillery of 
the side under attack, the strength of its defences, and the resources at its disposal 
in general are smaller. " 

He proposed that the basis of the discussion should be the German proposal which 
came first in date, and he recalled that the first paragraph in that proposal had been adopted 
at the previous meeting. 

General NYGREN (Sweden) recognised that the German proposal was based on sound 
reasons. Nevertheless, as he had pointed out at a recent meeting of the Air Commission, 
it would be wise not to lose sight of the object of the Commission's work- namely, 
qualitative limitation. With a view to that limitation, the members of the Commission 
must determine the limit above which certain arms might form the subject of special 
restrictions. 

That being so, it was, he thought, extremely difficult to take into account 
considerations of relativity or of the variable character of the different objectives. It 
would be better to take as a basis the special characteristics of the various weapons irrespective 
of the difference in value they might have for one country or another, since that would 
complicate the Commission's later work. He thought that neither the German nor the 
French nor the Italian proposal should be adopted. In view of the pertinency of the 
German delegation's remarks, reference might perhaps be made to them either in 
paragraph (a) of the resolution or in the report to the General Commission, so that the 
latter's attention would be drawn to the important question of relativity. 

M •. voN WEIZSlCKER (Germany) thought that General Nygren's proposal might 
perhaps simplify the Commission's work. He would prefer his delegation's proposal to be 
introduced in paragraph (a) of the resolution rather than in the report. 

Nevertheless it was, he considered, necessary for the Commission to make some 
reference not only to the relation between arms and objectives, but also to that between 
the arms' employed and certain other important factors. 

If the form which the German delegation had proposed for the reference to the 
question of relativity was not acceptable to the C~mmission! it might be possible to revert, 
as a compromise, to that suggested by the President, which read : 

" The calibre limit above which the artillery of a State is essentially offensive 
becomes lower in proportion as the power of the means of national defence at the disposal 
of the defender also becomes lower." 

This text was, he thought, sufficiently wide to allow of its acceptance by the 
Commission. 

The PREsiDENT noted that the remarks of the last two speakers showed that the 
Commission could perhaps agree to the passage under discussion being embodied in the 
resolution under paragraph (a) instead of under paragraph (d). The Italian and German 
proposals were very close to that which he had himself submitted at the last meeting. 
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t"on as to the place in which the text to be adopted 
M. AuBERT (France) made .a res:r;a lit would he felt be dangerous to decide on its 

by the Commission would b~ mser e · wn sin~e if th~ Commission decided to insert 
. position b~fore t~e formula ldtselfb wa!fonp~ed ~nani~ously, it might nullify the advantages 
it in a sectiOn which had alrea y een 
of the agreement obtained. 

· M Aubert • he also thought" that it would be 
The PRESIDENT wishe~ to re:~su::xt to be ins;rted before determining the place of 

wiser to agree on the :W~rding 0~ fue t decide whether it desired to mention the question 
insertion. The CommissiOn rufus sto it at all In the former case, it would then "have 
of relativity or to make no re erence · . . 
to agree on a text, and decide later the place of msert10n. . 

d th t G 1 Nygren's idea was that the first sub-paragraph 
The Preskident supl!ostei.neda th:npe~rnt in dispute being, not the affirmation of the 

should be ta en as roam a . , . . . 
principle of relativity, but 1ts deflllitiOn. 

M. AU1!ERT (France) said that he could not re~ar~ the fir~t sub-paragraph as ado~ted 
unless it was accompanied by the commentaries which, m the VIe~ of the French delegatiOn, 
completed it. 

M VON WEizslcKER (Germany) noting that, .even if he withdrew his proposal, the 
Comnrlssion would not achieve un~nimity, maintained his !equest that the passage 
concerning relativity should appear in the body of the resolutiOn. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether the French delegation could accept a text other than 
that which it had itself presented. 

M. AUBERT (France) replied that the French delegation could only agree eit~~r. to 
the total omission of any reference to the question of relatiyity or to a.c?mple.te def1rut10n 
comprising all the points it had i.tself sugg~sted. The quest10~ o.f relat1v1t.Y m1ght perhaps 
be referred to another CommissiOn, but, if the Land Comiruss10n took 1t up, M. Aubert 
considered that it must be treated exhaustively. 

The PRESIDENT thought that it would be possible to find a wording similar to that 
which the Commission had already employed, stating that certain delegations had expressed 
such and such an opinion on this matter, whereas others had expressed themselves differently. 

M. AU1!ERT (France) urged that it would be essential to accompany the affirmation 
of the existence of relativity with commentaries. 

The PRESIDENT still thought that it would be possible to find ·a compromise formula 
indicating the divergence of opinion in the Commission. 

General VAN TUYNEN (Netherlands) referred to his delegation's proposal,1 which had 
been withdrawn from the agenda on May 17th because the United Kingdom delegation's 
proposal had been taken as the basis of discussion. 

The Netherlands delegation's suggestion had been based on the idea that the Land 
Commission's task was to give concrete replies to the questions raised by the resolution 
of April 22nd. There were still certain outstanding difficulties which, he thought, 
prevented the Commission's replies from being given a concrete character. Furthermore, 
there was no clear dividing line between the task of the Land Commission and that of the 
General Commission, since questions such as that of relativity cropped up in discussions 
which were supposed to be purely technical in character. This question of relativity was 
open to a variety of views; in fact, all arms might have an offensive character. 

It had been argued that to abolish certain heavy artillery would be to confer a premium 
on the aggressor. It might be replied that competition in armaments conferred a premium 
on the country which was defending itself. If such considerations were to be advanced 
it was hardly possible to expect to attain the object set before the Conference which could 
only b~ reached by a long road marked by numerous milestones. The' Netherlands 
delegatiOn's proposal was intended to mark a first milestone, and the Commission knew 
·what was the significance of that proposal. 

Th? PRESIDEN'! reminded General van Tuynen that the Netherlands proposal had only 
been '!lt~drawn w1th. the consent of the ~etherlands delegation, at the time when the 
C?mmi~s1on had decided to take the Uruted Kingdom delegation's text as a basis of 
diSCUSSIOn. 

1 See llinutea of the &eventh and ninth meetings. 
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M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) made the following declaration: 

" The S~viet delegation contends that the Commission must remain within the 
fra~ework fixed. by the General Commission. On the basis of the mandate 
received on Apr~ 22nd, the. d_elegation declares itself resolutely opposed to any 
proposal concerrung the relativity of qualitative disarmamt>nt." 

In the event of the Commission's accepting the text propost>tl by the Prt>sidt•nt., 
M. Ventzoff asked that the following words might be added: · 

"Finally, other delegations were against any mt>ntion of rt>lntivity." 

The Soviet delegation should appear in this catt>gory. 

~he P~ESIDENT, while agreeing that every dt>legation had the right to have its views 
~entwned I~ the ~ext adopted by the Commission, wondered whether the Soviet proposal 
did n.ot conflict With the German proposal, and whether it would not be neeessary to revise 
th!' first sub-paragraph if the Soviet proposal were acceptt>d. 

He proposed to adjourn the meeting, to enablet he B ureartto preparll a te:rt of paraJrtrp11 (d). 

On resuming the meeting, the PRESIDENT read the following tt>xt fmmetl by the Bureau : 

" The lowest limit of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentially 
offensive character is, moreover, a relative one. 

" Certain delegations consider that the limit of ealibre above which the artillery 
of a State is of an essentially offensive character is lower in proportion as the means 
at the disposal of the defender are weaker. 

"Other delegations consider that the problem is more complex. In their opinion, 
the limit of calibre above which artillery need be regarded as poss{'ssing an essl'ntially 
offensive character depends on the power (calibre and range) of the artilh•ry capable 
of resisting it; it also depends on the nature and the protection of the objectives on 
which it is to fire, and more generally on the whole of the activities brought to bear 
on the one side and on the other. This limit also depends on the strategic situation 
then existing, which situation generally varies according as the offensive is launched 
by a defender by way of counter-attack on an aggressor who has penetrated the 
defender's territory, or is undertaken by an aggressor with the intention of invading 
the territory of another State. Lastly, the limit in question also varies according 
to the nature of the system to which artilleries of higher calibre may be subjected." 

He observed that the text took account of the question of relativity specially noted 
by the German delegation. 

lf. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) pointed out that relativity had from the beginning 
formed the basis of the Commission's discussion on guns and defences. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) noted that the main points of the French proposal appeare1l 
to be covered by the Bureau's text. 

M. AUBERT (France) expressed his gratification that a general agreement appeared 
to have been reached on the basis of the essential elements of the French proposal. None 
the leRs, it was well to be perfectly explicit and to stress the importance attached by the 
French delegation to the words " on the one side and on the other ". The point to bear 
in mind was that the questions of attack and defence could not be regarded as absolute. 

The PRESIDENT, observing that the text of the Bureau was designed to reflect the 
various tendencies in the Commission, said that he understoo1l that the Soviet delegation's 
views would be met by the insertion of a footnote to the first paragraph, to the effect that, 
in the opinion of the Soviet delegation, no reference was required to the question dealt with 
therein. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) replied that the President.'s 
suggestion gave the Soviet delegation entire satil!faction. 

The Bureau's text was adopted, with the footnote suggested by the President. 

The PRESIDENT enquired whether the Commission wi11hed to insert the new text in 
paragraph (a}, as suggested by General Nygren, or at the end of paragraph (d), in accordance 
with the German delegation's suggestion. 

M. AUBERT (France) though it preferable not to disturb the unanimity which existed 
as recrards the earlier part of the Land Commission's reply to the General Commission. 
A te;t on which there was not unanimity would fit in better after paragraph (cl). 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) a:,;reed. 

The Commission clecicled to insert the Bureau'11 text after paragraph (d). 
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F GHTING VEIDCLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 
18. APPLICATION TO .ARMOURED !APRIL 22ND 1932 : PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED. 

THE GENERAL COMliUSSION ON ' 

. II d that the question of tanks, armoured cars, etc., had been 
The PRESIDENT re_cda et. The Commission must now decide on the procedure to be 

held over for later consi era wn. 
adopted in thit matteri . I was under consideration, the Commission had held a general 

. W~en .arti ery rna e!"la and this had led to the appointment of a committee of experts 
discusswn m plen~~Y ses.swn, This committee had taken a proposal by the French delegation 
to drabw ~p a q;e~ I~nna:t!itted to the Commission a questionnaire, to which the latter, 
as a . asis an a "ttsue of experts had given replies. A.fter a fresh discussion on the basis 
meetmg as a commi e ' · h c · · h d I d d th t t of a proposal by the United Kingdom delegatiOn, t e omnnsswn a cone u e a par 

of its work. . . h d · ht b d t d · d t ta k The President thought that a sunilar ~et o .mig . eifa op. e t~n regar f o nr s. 
The Commission would avoid a long prelimmary discussiOn ! as 1~ e case o. ar I ery, 
a technical committee were instructed to draw up a. questwn:r;tat;e and rephes to the 
questionnaire. He proposed accordingly th~t a ~ommit~ee co~sistmg of a. few members 
should be set up to prepare a draft questwnnarre! which_ migh~ be considered by the 
Commission sitting a.s a committee of experts, but m public sesswn. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) thought that, whil~ a cm;nmittee had bee_n in~spensable 
in the case of artillery, which raised many questwns With regard to calibre, 1t was not 
necessary to have one for tanks. 

Mr. WILSON (United States of America) considered the President's proposal as to 
procedure admirable. He did not think that the Commission could discuss the question 
of tanks without frequently consulting technical experts, more especially upon questions 
of definition. He thought that it would save time if that method were adopted. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) also supported the President's proposal and 
agreed with Mr. Wilson. He thought that, after the Commission had drawn a precise 
distinction between, for instance, armoured cars and tanks, it would be necessary to consult 
experts. Nevertheless it was not, perhaps, absolutely essential to set up a committee 
to draft a questionnaire. The United Kingdom delegation, basing itself on the work of 
the artillery experts, had prepared a questionnaire which it was ready to submit to the 
Commission and which would perhaps make it unnecessary to set up a committee of experts. 

M. AUBERT (France) said that, following the precedent set for heavy artillery, the French 
delegation too had drawn up a draft questionnaire on tanks. The French text differed 
very little from the English one. 

Th_e PRESIDEI'!T thanked the '£!ni.ted Kingdom and French delegations assistance 
for theu and subwtted to the Commission the two following draft questionnaires prepared 
by those delegations : 

Draft Questionnaire proposed by the United Kingdom .Delegation: 

" 1. What is the definition -

"(a) of a tank! 
"(b) of an armoured carY 

"2. What are the special characteristics required in a tank for the penetration of : 

::(a) ~ perm~nent system of fortification of great or average strength! 
(b) Improvised entrenchments or field works T 

" Is there any type of tank unable to penetrate either (a) or (b)t 

"3. Is an armoured car capable of acting effectively against 2 (a) or (b) above! 

." 4. Are t~ere any characteristics of tanks or armoured cars which k th 
apecially menacmg to the civil population f rna e em 

" 5. To what extent and in what time can · 1 · 
into (a) tanks or (b) armoured cars 7 , commerCia vehiCles be converted 
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Draft Questionnaire proposed by the French Delegation. 

" 1: Is it t~chnically possible to make a distinction between the diffl'rent 
categones of mobile armoured appliances such as : 

"(a) armoured cars of all kinds· 
" (b) tanks of various catecrories ~ 
"() bil ... , c mo e armoured cupolas · 
"{d) armoured trains of all eategorit.>sT 

" 2: In the ~firmative, what are the technical eharartt.>ristirs of each of tht.>se 
categones of appliances! 

"3. What is the effectiveness of the various catt.>gories of mobile armourt.>d 
appliances on permanent fortifications! 

" 4. What is the effectiveness of 
appliances against field works! 

the various catl'gories of mobile armourt.>d 

" 5. What are the capacities of the various catt.>gorirs of mobile armoured 
appliances outside the battle zone! " 

·The Pres~d~nt asked the U~ited ~ingdom and French tlelt.>gates to l1e good enough 
to prepare a JOint text for cons1derat10n at the next meeting. 

FOURTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May 24th, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

19. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEIDCLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOI'TND 
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932: ADOPTION OF A QUESTIONNAIItE. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission had to consider the following drn.Ct 
questionnaire framed by the French and United Kingdom delegations : 

" 1. What are the general characteristics of : 

"(a) tanks; 
" (b) armoured cars of all kinds ; 
"(c) mobile armoured cupolas; 
" (d) armoured trains Y 

" 2. What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against 
permanent fortifications T 

~·Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breakingthrough the latter! 

" 3. What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against 
field works! 

" Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the latter T 

" '· Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make 
them specially menacing to the civil population T 

" 5. To what extent and in what time can any vehicle be converted into : 

"(a) a tank; 
"(b) an armoured car; 
" (c) an armoured train T " 

M. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) wished to submit an 
observation on the procedure to be adopted for examining the question of tanks. 

The tank was a recently invented weapon which had assumed great importance since 
the world war as a powerful aid in infantry operations and for use in independent offensive 
operations. 
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hs 2 3 4 and 5 of the draft questionnaire 
The Soviet delegatio!l fea~ed tha~ para~:!d th~t those paragraphs should be deleted 

would involve too long dis~us.swn,han 1l;~:ly to the General Commission's questions, as 
and that the Land ComllliSSIOn s ou r havin exhausted the programme laid down in 
regards tanks and arm~ured .cars, aft.~w of se!eral proposals which had been put forward, 
paragraph 1 of the quest10nn;rr~. I~ler especially as some ten delegations had, during 
that procedu~e wo~ld seelrm do e s~ounc~d in favour of the total abolition of tanks. 
the general discussion, a ea Y pro · 

· ) ed upon the Commission the necessity for sticking to 
General B~NiTEZ (Spam urg tanks ori inally of large dimensions, had gradually 

realities. Dunng t~e world wai,hich ~as tte type chiefly found at the present time. 
evolved to~a.rds ~ lif:ter ~~~the existing types from the standpoint of the three criteria 
The Co~misswnGs ou lexca mmi·ssion's resolution . it should not engage in theoretical 
named m the enera o , 
speculations as to the future. 

Th PRESIDENT with the assent of the Soviet and Spanish delegations, invited the 
Commis~ion to exa~ine the draft questionnaire paragraph by paragraph; 

Paragraph 1. 
Paragraph 1 was adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2. 
M. LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Repub~ics) thought th~t th~ characteristics 

referred to in paragraph 2 would be defined by the replies to the questiOns m paragraph 1. 
He asked that paragraph 2 be deleted. 

M. voN WEIZSlCKER (Germany) saw no objection .to deleting paragraph 2,. w_hic,h 
did not seem necessary from the standpoint of the replies to the General CommiSSIOn s 
questions. ' 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) thought that, even if the characteristics referred 
to in paragraph 2 were covered by paragraph 1, they should still be expressly mentioned. 
He did not see why a special paragraph should not be devoted to them. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) observed that, if the Commission decided to delete 
paragraph 2, for the reason indicated by the Soviet delegate, it would also wish 
to delete paragraph 3 and the paragraphs following. 

General LAIDONER (Estonia), Vice-President, pointed out that the Committee of 
Experts appointed to answer the questionnaire on artillery material had repeatedly come 
up against difficulties due to the fact that certain questions had not been put with sufficient 
precision. The clearer and more explicit the new questionnaire was, the easier it would be 
to reply to it. 

General NUYTEN (Belgium) thought that the question of efficacy against permanent 
fortifications should be examined, as in the case of artillery material. The Commission, 
he felt sure, would come to the conclusion that tanks could be used against permanent 
fortifications. 

The PRESIDENT noted that several delegations thought it preferable to mention 
expressly in the questionnaire the various elements which should make it possible to 
determine the more or less offensive character of tanks and armoured cars. The Commission 
mus~ ~~cide, t.hen, whet~er ~t ~shed to retain paragraph 2 as it stood, always with the 
possib~ty of mcorporatmg 1t m paragraph 1, in deference to the Soviet delegation's 
suggestiOn. 

M. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he would not 
insist upon his proposal. 

The Commission decided to retain paragraph 2. 

General DE N!.N!sY-1\Itou (Hungary) pointed out that, in the French text of the 
second ~entence of p~ra~aph 2 - " Existe-t-il des types de ces engins incapables de franchir 
et r~dtnr~ ce~ or~~nuahons 1 " - the . c.onjunction " et " should be replaced by the 
conJunctiOn ou , unless the two conditiOns were regarded as simultaneous. 

b ~AUBERT (France~ explained t~at. the United Kingdom and French·delegations had 
een eld up for some t1me by the difficulty of finding a satisfactory translation for the 
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express_io~," break t~ough" in the Eng~h text. He thought that the expression "franchir 
et redu"e. was a fau-ly accurate rendenng. He had no objection, however, to adopting 
the solut10n ~roposed by the Hungarian delegate. 

Tlte Commission agreed to replace the co·njunction " et " by the conjunction " ou ". 

.. . Genera~, ~UYTEN (Belgium) directed the Commission's attention to the word 
~capable m the second sentence of paragraph 2. That word had no doubt been 

deliber~tely chosen; _but at first sight it seemed that the Commission's iask was rather to 
deter~e what appliances were capable -rather than incapable - of breaking through 
the field-works of the defence. 

. Lord STANHOPE (U~ted Kingdom) thought that he could explain that point. It was 
qwt~ . true, as the SoVIet delegate had said, that certain delegations wished for the 
abo~tlon of all tanks. Other delegations thought, however, that a distinction should, if 
possible, be drawn between tanks of a specifically offensive character and those regarded 
as purely defensive, with a view to abolishing the first-named category and keeping the 
second. That was why paragraph 2 consisted of two sentences, the first bein'"' desirrned 
t li 

., ., 
o cover app ances capable of effective action against permanent fortifications and the 

second to cover appliances which were incapable of such action. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, suggested that the first sentence of paragraph 2 
covered all the various preoccupations to which expression had been given. The Commission, 
sitting as a Committee of Experts, was going to examine, for each category of appliances, what 
capacity they possessed against permanent fortifications ; that would show which 
appliances were "incapable". The second sentence of paragraph 2 having given rise to 
difficulties -in particular, a difficulty of translation - he proposed that it be deleted. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) thought that it would facilitate the Commission's 
task if the second sentence of paragraph 2 were retained, as the Commission could tlum state 
that appliances of this or that category were incapable of effective action against permanent 
fortifications. At the same time, he appreciated the logic of the objection put forward, and 
would not oppose the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 if the majority of the 
Commission so desired. 

M. AUBERT (France) pointed out that the Commission had been instructed to establish 
distinctions and to classify the capacity of the various weapons. It seemed to him that the 
second sentence of paragraph 21 alluding to appliances which were incapable of breaking 
through permanent fortifications, gave a useful supplementary indication. The CommiHsion 
must not be afraid of being precise. 

The PRESIDENT stated that the Rapporteur did not propose to insist on his proposal ; 
further he understood that the Belgian delegate had been satisfied by the United 
Kingddm delegate's explanation. He thought, then, that paragraph 2 should be retained, 
the conjunction " et " in the French text being replaced by the conjunction " ou ". 

Paragraph 2, as amended, was adoptfd. 

Paragraph 3. 
The PRESIDENT proposed that the word " enumlfrees " be inserted after the words " des 

diflt!rentes categories de materiel ci-dessus ". 

The foregoing amendment was adopted, and also the amendment, in the last sentence, 
replacing the conjunction " et " by the conjunction " ou ". 

General DE N!NASY·MEGAY (Hungary) wished to direct the Commission's attention, 
before it came to examine paragraph 4, to the importance of paragraph 5 of the French 
delegation's draft questionnaire 1

: 

" What are the capacities of the various categories of mobile armoured appliances 
outside the battle zone f " 

Some countries possessed no fortifications, and tanks could cross their frontiers and 
carry out a surprise attack. 

The Hungarian delegation proposed that the foregoing paragraph be inserted after 
paragraph 3 of the questionnaire. 

t See Minutes of the previous meeting. 
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(Germany) supported the proposal, which he considered very 11!. VON WEIZSACKER 
sound. 

General TARBUK (Austria) also supported the Hungarian delegate's proposal. 

111. AUBERT (France) explained that, in order to shorten the ~uest.ionnaire, the text 
of ara!!ra h 5 of the French delegation's draft had been dele.ted, smce 1t was hel~ t~ be 
ro!erel'bl paragraph 4 of the new draft: The French ~elega~wn would have no_ obJectiOn, 
however, if the United Kingdom delegatiOn n:~eed, to msertmg both formulas m the new 
questionnaire, in the interests of greater preclSlon. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that paragraph 5 of the original French draft 
questionnaire had been deleted on account of the difficult.Y ~f determi~ng the depth 
of the battefield. The new draft appeared to cover all the cntena named m the General 
Commission's resolution, and it would b~ better to keep paragraph 4. of tha~ draft and 
not revert to the very complicated questiOn of the depth of the zone m. quest10n. 

General DE N.!N!sY-MEGAY (Hungary) admitted the justice of the last remark. He 
thought however that the Commission should consider the possibility of the battlefield 
being le~s extensi~e than that of the world war. Tanks and, more particularly, armoured 
cars might carry out a flanking movement or attack the adversary in the rear. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) agreed with the Hungarian delegate that a. distinction 
must be made in the questionnaire between capacity against fortifications and capacity 
against national defence when no fortifications existed and tanks could carry out a. surprise 
attack. 

General NUYTEN (Belgium) recalled that, when discussing the question of artillery, 
the Commission had examined the effectiveness of such material against permanent 
fortifications and also against improvised fortifications on the battlefield ; it had not been 
necessary to consider its effectiveness against active means of defence. That, however, was 
not the case for tanks or armoured cars, which, owing to their great mobility, could carry 
out flank attacks and might prove very effective against national defence, on account, 
in particular, of the moral effect produced by their appearance, quite apart from their 
effectiveness against civilians. 

The Belgian delegation proposed, therefore, that paragraph 5 of the original French draft 
be inserted in the new questionnaire. . -

L.ord S~ANHOPE (United Kingdom) feared that, if the Commission adopted that course, 
the discussiOn would become interminable. If it considered all the possibilities of a. 
su;p~se attack, when no fortifications existed, it must necessarily apply the same 
cnte~on to all other arms, such as cavalry, or even infantry. The Commission could not 
exailll!le eve~ arm and every form of transport ; it must confine itself to studying the means 
of actiOn a.gamst national defence and against civilians. 

11~. VON WEIZS.lcKER (Germany) agreed that an endeavour must be made not to 
complicate the task of the Commission. National defence however included elements 
other than permanent or improvised fortifications, and he w'ished, acc~rdingly, to support 
the Hungarian delegate's proposal. 

11~. B~CRQUIN .<Belgium), Rapporteur, noted that the formula employed in the 
questwnnaue on artillery material, in pa~agra~h 2 of Part II,l was wider than that found in 
paragraph 3 of the draft now under consideration. He proposed the insertion of that wider· 
formula in paragraph 3, the first sentence of which would read : . 

" 3. What ~s the effectiveness of the various categories of the above aaainst 
entrenchments, field-works and other objectives of the battlefield f " "' 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) accepted that proposal. 

11!: ~UBF.RT (Franc~) sa~d that it had, at all events, the merit of being clear Th 
Cor~u~u.KsiOn must. confme Itself to the battlefield. Tactical manreuvr · e 
def~mtlon, be camed out outside the battlefield, the limits of which es. cou~d not, by 
defmed by those manmuvres as a. whole. were, m pomt of faet, 

---
- 1 s.,e lfinutea of the KiXtlt DWilting. 
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F~her, as the United Kingdom de~eg_ate had pointed out, a surprise action might 
be earned out by a~y arm. If t~e ~omnusswn were going to take account of that fact it 
would have to exanune all the exiStmg arms one by one. ' 

General DE N!N!SY·~H::GAY (Hungary) was prepared to acct>pt the Rapporteur's 
proposal, but asked that 1t might be completed by the wortls : " aud othcr <>lt>m<>nts of 
natwnal defence. ". 

Th.e PRESIDENT said that he,. n~turally, did not desire to oppose the last sug~r<>stion, 
but pomted out that the C~mmt.sswn had endeavoured hith<>rto to maintain 1\ cl'rtain 
symm~try between the ques~wnnaue under consideration and the qu<>stiommire on artillcry 
mater1al. If the vaguer notwn of national defence were int.rodu!•t•d, some confusion mi., .. ht 
arise. 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) said that he would he pr<>par<>d to acr<>pt the 
Rapporteur's pr~posal, on the understanding that any region in whil'i1 tnnks or armourt>d 
cars were o_peratmg should be regarded as forming part of the battlefil'id. 

He pomted _out, however, that, if the Rapporteur's pro110sal were adopted, it would 
be necessary to redraft the second sentence of paragraph 3, as the word " fil•hl-works " 
could not ~e _employed t,? describe all the objectives of the hattlefil•ld. lie suggt•st.t•tl r<>phwing 
the word field-works by the words ·• elements of national defence ". 

M. AUBERT (~ranee! '!as afraid that the attempt to introduce greatrr prl'eision might 
pla.ce.the experts m a diffiCulty. The words "elements of national drft•nt•e" oponetl up 
a linutless expanse, especially if the Commission did not confine itself to the zone of the 
battlefield. The introduction of the idea of mobility would necesNitate a detailed 
examination of all existing arms. 

The French delegate thought that the Commission should re11ist tho t<>ntlt•nry to allow 
its work to cover too many questions ; it should confine itself to examining tho o hj('(~tivt•s 
and the specific characteristics of the weapons. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought that his su~tgest.ion should satiHry 
l\1. Aubert's views, as it gave more precision to the questions put to the experts. Tho 
Hungarian delegate, however, wanted the Commission to JtO even further. The 
characteristics of tanks, however, from the standpoint of their action outHilie tho 
battlefield, appeared to be confused with their characteristics from the standpoint of 
danger to the civilian population. This was, for example, the case as regards an attack 
against the seat of Government. 

The Rapporteur proposed that paragraph 3 should refer merely to the battlefillld. 
·In paragraph 4 the problem could be considered from a more comprehensive standpoint. 

General DE N!N!sv-l\I:EGAY (Hungary) pointed out that armoured cars couhl rapidly 
traverse the battlefield and attack certain objectives of national defence, and that 11uch 
action could not be said to be directed against the civil population. 

The PRESIDENT thought that M. Bourquin's suggestion to adopt for the questionnaire 
the model followed for heavy artillery was very sound. Any ideas or reservations not taken 
fully into account in the questionnaire to be !ef~rred to the experts coulil be embodied in 
the Commission's reply to the General CommlSSlOn. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdor_n) hope~ that the Coll_lmission might reach alp"eement 
on the lines of 1\I. Bourquin's suggestwn, subJeCt to a draftmg amendment to elucidate the 
connection between the two clauses of paragraph 3. lie observed that the members of the 
Commission were inclined to go into the question of mobility, whereas the question referred 
to them concerned the offensiveness of certain weapons. 

The PREsiDENT noted the United Kingdom delegate's point and the stress laid by the 
Hungarian delegate on the question of the elements of defence situated outside the actual 
battlefield. He invited the Commission to accept a text for paragraph 3 framed as follows : 

" What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against 
entrenchments, field-works and other objectives of the battlefield f 

" Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the element 
of national defence referred to above! " 
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Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) expressed himself in agTeement with the text. 

General DE N !N!sv-1\!EGAY (Hungary) said that this text did not expres~ the idea be 
had in mind. He desired to see mentioned.m t.he tex~ both the elements of natwnal defence 
situated on the battlefield and those outs1de 1t .. ~wift tanks an~ armour~d cars could ~ct 
50 kilometres behind the battlefield on ammumtwn dumps, railway s.tatwns, etc:, whi.ch 
were not necessarily objectives of artillery, so that the terms employed m the que~twnnaire 
on artillery no longer applied .. He ~anted the e~perts to pronounce on the ?ffens1veness of 
such arms outside the battlefield, m a zone which only became a battlefield when the 
armoured cars reached it. 

The PRESIDENT assured the Hungarian delegate that his idea could still be introduced, 
either in the Committee of Experts' report or in the report to the General Commission, and 
pointed out that it would naturally assume some prominence, in view of the present 
discussion. The questionnaire under discussion was intended to indicate aline of conduct for 
the experts, and over-meticulous drafting might tend to limit the scope of their proceedings. 
He referred again to M. Bourquin's suggestion that the Hungarian delegate's point might be 
taken up in discussing paragTaph 4. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) accepted the text submitted by the President, 
which would, he thought, give full scope to the experts. He hoped that the latter might be 
able to supply the Commission with some information on the subject of the weapons which 
could be used against tanks. 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) accepted the President's text. He said that he shared 
the Hungarian delegate's scruples, since, wherever a tank was in action, a battlefield 
might be said to exist. 

111. AUBERT (France) suggested that the Hungarian delegate's views might be met by 
redrafting paragTaph 4 as follows : 

"Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make them 
specially menacing : · 

" (a) To the civil population; 
" (b) To military objectives outside the zone of the battlefield properly 

so-called f " 

. Lord STANHOPE (Un~t~d Kingdom) th?ught that that text would not cover the real 
1ssue :-:-namely, the mobility of motor vehwles and the use of motor transport in general 
for ~tar~ purposes. He s~ggested that an entirely separate paragTaph be inserted in the 
questwnnarre on the followmg lines : 

" What is the effect of the mobility of motor vehicles on national defence! " 

. Gener.al. DE N!N!s~-MEGAY (Hungary) pointed out that that last text corresponded to 
~ odwndiorlgmalsuggestwn. The French delegate, however, had found a satisfactory solution 

Y a ng a. paragraph (b) to paragraph 4. 

L~rd S~ANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that paragTaph 4 could not be said to cover the 
case, smce It .referred to armoured fighting vehicles. He maintained that the same results 
could be obtamed by means of commercial lorries or omnibuses conveying troops. 

Paragraph 3, in the amended form submitted by the President, was adopted. 

Paragraph 4. 

the a~~= ~:::a~~N~ enquired whether paragraph 4, the drafting of which had determined 
failed toptake certii;~r~~~s3in~~u;~c~~:Poi:e: e~ s~ang, .notwit~standing the fact that it 
United Kingdom delegate's views. · qurre ' m particular, whether it met the 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) replied that h d'd · . 
wo~ld get a correct answer to the real uestion 

8 
.e 1 n?t thm~ that the Commission 

veh.lcles in the text. He repeated his su~estion th~tj_sue .without mcluding non-fighting 

d
entU'ely separate paragraph, a separate question on tht mlgb~t be necess!l~Y to include an 

efence. ' e su Ject of mobil1ty and national 
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General DE N_!N~SY-MEGAY (Hungary) said that the French delegation's text for 
pa~a~raph 4 met his VIews. ~e agr~ed that it would be well if the experts could give their 
opnnon on non-armoured vehicles; 1t would be better however to embody the SUO'O'estion 
made by the United Kingdom delegation in a separ~te parag;aph. "" 

~ord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that he would have preferred a separate 
quest10~, so as to have a clear answer. If, however, the Commission preferred the French 
dele_gatJOn's text, h? ho~ed that the experts would give a definition of a fi~hting 
veh1cle ; a. motor vehicle w1th troops and machine-guns was as much a. fighting vehicle as a 
tank or an armoured car. 

Paragraph 4, aa amended by the French delegation, waa adopted. 

Paragraph 5. 

Paragraph 5 waa adopted without discussion. 

M. LOUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation 
was unable to approve the questionnaire, but that it would not oppose its adoption. The 
document appeared to him remarkably complicated, as was evident from the amount of 
discussion it had required. 

The questionnaire to be submitted to the Committee of Experts was adopted in the 
following form : 

"(1) What are the general characteristics of: 

" (a) Tanks; 
"(b) Armoured cars of all kinds; 
"(c) Mobile armoured cupolas; 
"(d) Armoured trains f 

" (2) What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against 
permanent fortifications! 

" Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the lattert 

"(3) What is the effectiveness of ~he .various categories. of the above against 
entrenchments field-works and other obJectives of the battlefield f ' . 

" Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the elements 
of national defence referred to aboveT 

"(4) Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make them 
specially menacing : 

"(a) To the civil population; . 
" (b) To military objectives outside the zone of the battlefield properly 

so-called! 

"(5) To what extent and in what time can any vehicle be converted into: 

"(a) A tank, 
" (b) An armoured car, 
"(c) An armoured train f" 
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FIFTEENTH MEETING 

lleld on Tuesday, May 31st, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

20. .APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLCUTION ADOPTFEEDXBPYERTTHSE 
GENERAL ColllliSSION ON APRIL 22ND 1 1932: REPLY OF THE 01\lMITTEE 0 • · 

The PRESIDENT opened the general discussion on .th~ r~ply of. the ~ommittee. of 
Experts (document Conf. D.fC.T.34) to the Land Comnnssio~ s quest10nna:rre con?errung 
tanks, armoured cars, etc. That reply would serv~ a;s a. basis for ~oncl~sions which ~he 
Land Commission would submit to the General Comnnss10n Ill conformity With.th.e r~solut10n 
of April 22nd ; the experts' document would be annexed to the Land Commissions report 
to the General Commission. 

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) stated that the United Kingdom delegation 
wished to add its name to those of the German and Finnish delegations as supporting Note 2 
to the reply to Question 2, as follows: 

"While the destruction and neutralisation of the fortified works and artillery of 
the defence are the task of the heavy and super-heavy artillery, it is for tanks to assist 
the infantry in attacking troops and other objectives distributed in front of the 
fortifications and between them. 

" This being so, as regards the attack of permanent fortifications also tanks take 
on a character menacing to national defence, which increases in proportion to their 
weight and capabilities." 

Baron VAN VooRST TOT VooRST (Netherlands) said that the Netherlands delegation 
also supported Note 2 to the reply to Question 2. 

General DE N.!NASY-MEGAY (Hungary) acceded on behalf of the Hungarian delegation 
to Note 2, as well as to Note 3 appended by the Netherlands delegation to the same reply, 
as follows : · 

"The Netherlands delegation is of opinion that the preparation of a complete 
system of artificial obstacles, as here described, against attack by tanks would, in a 
number of cases, be impossible in a line of permanent fortifications situated in cultivated 
country. In such cases, even a modern system of fortifications would, at the beginning 
of a war, be very vulnerable to attack by tanks. 

" Furthermore, the addition to a system of permanent fortifications of artificial 
obstacles to attack by tanks would involve supplementary expenditure which would 
often be very considerable;" 

~eneral NYGREN (Sweden) st!l'te~ that the Swedish delegation supported the note 
submitted by the German and Fmrush delegations (Note 2). 

General TARBUK (Austria) acceded on behalf of the Austrian delegation to Notes 2 and 3. 

General BONOMI (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation supported the views expressed 
by the German, Hungarian and United Kingdom delegations. 

Mr. W:ILSON (l_Jnited States of America) observed that the reply of the Committee of 
Experts failed to g1ve a .clear definition of tanks, having tied up the definition of tanks with 
t~a~ of ~rmoured cars m such a way that the General Commission would be unable to 
d1stmgu1sh between them and to adopt a separate regime, if it so desired for the two arms 
lie felt t?at the verr p~rpose which ~!1d led the Land Commission to req~est the Committe~ 
of Expm ts for eluc1dat10n was nullified by the assumption on the part of th t t h · 1 
body, of political considerations. ' a ec mea 

Instead ?f answerin.g a technical question, the experts had become involved in. olitical 
these~, and, m attemptmg to amalgamate tanks and armoured cars the h d b p ht 
techrucal report into discredit. ' Y a roug a. 

The man in the street would have no patience with th · · · 
echnicians to diatinguish between two objects which a chil·' . eldmtallbility of some forty 

' u cou e apart, probably by 
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!~~ir appearance and certa~Iy by their performam·e. The tank was fully armoured and 
car ~~nd capable of ~rans1t over the roughest ter~·t1i1~ and over obstacles. The armoured 

• e armed an~ light.Iy ar~oured, must confine 1tself to roads or very smooth going 
across country, an~ 1ts ch1ef _mili~~ry use was for seoutiug. In .Ameril'an experienee, the 
rrm~~red car was little used ~military operations, and tho United States .Army possessed 
ess an a score of such vehiCles, the remainder of those existinrr beina used for JIOliee 

purposes and for the transport of gold. 0 
., 

thin!!o:: t~nks and ar~~ll!ed cars were compa.rat.in>l.f new instruml'ltts of warfare. New 
b o • qwre~ new deflmt!ons, and the use of a word m a gt•nt•ral treaty or Us 1weept.anre 

.Y an mte~~a~10nal gat~ermg sueh as the Disarmamrnt Couferent•e would establish for all 
.trme a. definit10n on whiCh the future use of the word might bo based. 

The _Committee of Experts! instead of clarifying the General Commission's task, had 
a~owed Itself to confuse the ~ss'!e and_ endanger the very possihi!it.ies of qnnlit.nt.ive 
d1sa~mament .. Shoul~ the Comnnss10n deet~le to accept the experts' n•ply, with its t•onfession 
of failure to different!ate between types.whlch all the budgets of the world found it expedient 
to tell apart, the Umted States delegatwn would make a reservation defining the tlifforence 
betw:een the two types on the basis of their purpose and their performance . 

. Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) stated that tho United Kin~tlom dl'lecrntion hntl 
been ~u~h struck by th~ di'!ergence of opinion that existed, not only ns to"'the aetna! 
capabtlitles of armoured ftghtmg vehicles, but even as to their nomenelat.nre. Tanks lm1l 
only _emerged during the later st~gcs of the great war, when tht•y wt•re largely 
expenmental; they had evolved smce then, and differing CXllcrit•nct•s and difft•rin" 
problems made it difficult for the Commission to arrive at any a"rcement upon which 
particular type was most efficacious against national defences. 

0 

. The Committee of Experts had succeeded in reaching agrcenwnt on scnornl important 
pomts. It would be best, however, where wide diffen•nt•es existed on mnttt•rs of prindple, 
to draft a. report stating frankly the ,·iew of each group of dch•gatio1111. 'l'ho Lund 
Commission would greatly facilitate the wot'k of the General Commission if it rl'frainod 
from obscuring the real issue by trying to arrive at a common text in terms vague enough 
to cover up real differences of opinion. lie proposed shortly to submit, in the name of 
the United Kingdom delegation, a draft reply embodying its views ; such portions of that 
reply as differed from the views of important groups of other delegations could be embodied 
intact in the Commission's final report. 

The United Kingdom delegation had supported throughout the prineiple of limiting 
the power of the aggressor and was prepared to make its contribution in that n·Kpcct in 
the matter of armoured fighting vehicles. The danger of such vehides to national defence 
lay in their power to carry out a surprise atta(·k, with the intention of delivering a rapid 
knock-out blow. They possessed, in a. varying degree (according to their type!!), high 
speed, wide radius of action, capacity to cross and overcome ohKtacleK, heavy armour 
and ability to carry powerful weapons. Those qualities affected the weight, and weight 
was the determining factor by which, in the United Kingdom delegation's view, an 
armoured fighting vehicle must be judged; the heavier the tank, the more it might poKHeKs 
the qualities upon which its offensive power depended. That issue had been obl!cured 
in the Technical Committee by the assertion that even the lightel!t tanks had virtually 
the same capacity to cross obstacles on an organised battlefield, when such obKtacleK 
had been sufficiently damaged by shell-fire ; that would mean that all tanks, and even 
armoured cars, were approximately equal in offensive capacity, except that the bigger 
ones carried heavier armament. The heavy tank alone, however, could cross undamaged 
trenches without preliminary bombardment and thus effect the surpril!e attack neceKKary 
for a rapid knock-out blow. 

Surprise must not be imputed solely to armoured fighting vehicl_es ; it _was poKKible 
so to armour a commercial vehicle as to afford some measure of protectwn to Its oeeupantK 
and enable it while carrying troops armed with rifles and machine·bruns, to Jlierce far into 
an enemy co:Wtry. Surpris_e, formerl.J: the role of cavalry, had to Kome extcn.t paKsed. to 
the internal-combustion engme and might be successfully undertaken by vehtcles whiCh 
could not be described as armoured fighting vehicles. 

While therefore a ri!!id classification of armoured fighting vehicles might not be 
possible, e~perience had p;oved that the varying t~~es might be j:.,'l'ouped _in three main 
categories- namely, (a) heavy t~nks from a~out 2a tons upwards, heavlly ar~ed n:nd 
armoured with considerable capactty for crnshmg obstacles and a power of crossrng wtde 
trenches ~hich increased in proportion to their size; (b) medium tanks from about 20 to 10 
tons less heaTII.y armed and comparatively lightly armoured and with a considerably 
rest;icted capacity to cross trenches ; their range and speed rendered them of great value as 
a mobile reserre and in co1mter-attacks against troops which had pierced a defensive position 
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· . · h ·. ht b · luded armoured cars- constitu~ 
(c) light tanks below 10 tons- w!th wh•? m•g ~me · ned for reconnaissance. ·I' 
lightly armed and armoured scou~n~ v;~•.c~~s e~~~:t~~~!:eC:1fight tanks and armoured cars. 
difficult to draw an accurate tee mea :s me 1 wer to move across country, due ' 
The former might be said to possess_ a higher degree of p~ ecially designed for utilisation 
particularly to the use ?f tracks, whlle the latter were no sp . 
on an organised battlefield. 

The third criterion in the General Commission's resolution- t~e degree of menace to 
the civilian 0 ulation _depended primarily upon whether the actiOn of the w~apon was 
discriminati~g ~r indiscriminating in its effects, and that agai_n depended su~tan~1ally upon 
the intention of the individuals handling t_he w~apons. Pr~v1ded that the r es o war were 
adhered to, the United Kingdom delegatiO~ ~1d not c~ns1der that any type of armoured · 
fighting vehicle was a special menace to the mvil populatiOn. 

The United Kingdom delegate desired to preface the definite prol?osals o~ his delegation 
by two general observations. First, the question of armoured _fight•.ng vehwles co~ld ~ot 
be taken as standing by itself. Certain natio~s had large effect1ves ; if, ~y the substitutiOn 
of machines for man-power, certain other natwns had r~duced substantially ~he ;number ?f 
their effectives the abolition of all such vehicles must mvolve a corresponding mcrease m 
their forces i~ terms of man-power. That applied specially to nations with great 
responsibilities in colonial and mandated territories, where the lighter type of tank and 
armoured car had permitted of economies in man-power and in money. Secondly, modern 
armies were dependent for their mobility upon transport obtainable from commercial 
sources, and the dependence of armies upon mechanical and tracked vehicles became greater· 
as time went on. 

The United Kingdom delegation proposed that the Land Commission should recommend 
to the General Commission that the armoured fighting vehicles possessing the most definitely 
offensive characteristics were those from approximately 25 tons upwards. Below that 
tonnage (about 20 tons), their characteristics became markedly less offensive, and armies 
should be allowed to retain such weapons as a means of economising in man-power and 
expenditure. The United Kingdom delegation believed that the elimination from the 
battlefield of the future of the specially destructive type of weapon referred to would 
substantially strengthen the defences in relation to the attack and constitute a substantial 
contribution to the cause of disarmament. 

. ~n conclusion, Lord Stanhope proposed the following draft reply to the General Com
nussiOn: 

. " The Land Commission, having exanrlned the qualities and characteristics of the 
variOus ty~es of armol!red fighting vehicles in the light of the criteria. established by 
the ~esolu~10n of April 22nd, 193~, offers the following recommendations for the 
consideratiOn of the General Comm1ssion : · 

. ".1. Wi~h regard to tanka '!nd armoured cars.- Having regard to the first and second 
cr1tena, wh1ch may be considered together, the· Land Commission is of the opinion 
~hat t_he greatest danger of armoured fighting vehicles to the national defence lies 
m theu power to carry ~ut a surprise attack, with the intention of delivering a rapid 
knock-?ut blow. For th1s purl?o~e, they possess, in ~arying degree according to their 
respective types, the charactenstws of speed and radius of action capacity to cross or 
to ov~rcome obstacles, .armour and ability to carry weapons. 

1
These qualities each 

mater_1ally affect the weight of a vehicle, which is the principal standard by which the 
capacity of an a~moured fighting vehicle can therefore accurately be gauged. In other 
~ords, th~ heav1er the tank, the more it may possess those characteristics upon which 
1ts offensive power depends. 

th " ~bile it is not possible to ~ist~nguish by pre~ise technical definitions between 
fa~ ~anous classes tf armoured f1ghtmg vehicles, it may be said that those vehicles 
. ' or purposes o general classification, into three main categories : 

ar " (a) Heavy tanks of_ a weight f;om about 25 tons upwards. These are heavil 
po!:~s ~nr~:~-~ured vehicles of s!lfficient weight and solidity to give them greJ 
which increase: i~ ;~~t;~!~~o~n~ow;::~os~~~ratively wide trench-crossing capacity, 

Th::/!~e ~~~i~~;~nks of a weight betwee~ abou~ 20 tons and about 10 tons. 
considerably restrict~d a~~e~~:.~~o~~~:a::tlv~~y lighJly. ar;IDoured vehicles with 
Their special characteristics of range and pam J and linuted crushing power. 
a. mobile reserve and in counter-attack sp~e ren er the~ of great value as 
defensive position. agamst troops which have pierced a 
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"fc~ Light tanks (below 10 tons'in weight), with which may be·:included 
armou;e car~. These are lightly tarmed and armoured scoutin"' ... vehicles 
::~~~~~:yd~~~1g~~d for ~connaissanre. While it is difficult to draw:a~ accurate 

IS me Io~, w ch would be generally acceptable, between light tanks 
a~d ar:n:toured cars, It may be said that the former"possess a hiaher decrree of power 
~f :~::g a~s: ctohunt

1
ry and of crossing trenches, due part.icularly to the use 

. . . • w s e atter are not specially designed with a view to their 
ut~~at~n on an organised battlefield. Some armoured cars are in fact larcrely 
co Ibnle tfo mo:vement on roads, although others of a differe~t type 'may., be 
capa e o movmg across country. 

" ~he nature of defensiye organisations likely to be encountered on the modern 
~attlef1eld must also be co~sidered, as well as the frontit>r dt•fenrt>s, which vary greatly 
m s~r~ngth as between different States. Having regard to these as well as to the 
qualiti_es. of armoured fighting vehicles referred to aboYe, the Laud Commission is 
of op~on that the heaviest category- namely, tanks of a weight of from 
approXImately 20 to ~5 tons upwards- possess offensin qualities to a dt.>"ree which 
should. render them liable to qualitative disarmament within the meani~g of the 
resolutiOn of April 22nd . 

. ·: For the reaso~~:s st~ted, armoured fighting v~hicles of the lightt>r catt.>gorics are 
definitely less offensive m character. Moreover, It would in any case be usolcss to 
attempt to apply the restric~ion~ of qualitative di~arma~ent to the lighter types of 
tanks .or to ~r!lloured cars, m view of the ease wtth wlurh vehidos possossing the 
esse.ntial qualities of ta.nks and armoured cars ran be improvised in a very short spare 
of ti!fle by the conversiOn of commercial, agricultural or othl•r civil vehicles in general 
use m many countries. Indeed, it would be possible in a few hours so to armour a 
motor omnibus or other vehicle as to accord a considerable measure of protection to its 
occ~pants. Such a vehicle could transport infantry armed with rifles and machine-guns 
fa.r mto an enemy country, and be no less specifically offensive than a light tank or 
an armoured car. Yet it could by no means be described as either one or other of 
these vehicles. 

" As regards the third criterion in the resolution, the Land Commission considers 
that the degree of menace of any particular weapon to the civil population depends 
primarily upon whether the action of that weapon is discriminating or undiscriminating 
in its effect. The short range of their weapons and the fact that these will normally he 
employed only against visible targets render the action of armoured fighting vehicles 
essentially discriminating. Thus armoured fighting vehicles can be employed to attack 
military objectives, even outside the zone of the battlefield, with the minimum of 
accidental risk to the civil population. For this reason, notwithstanding the special 
faculty which armoured fighting vehicles admittedly possess, in common with other 
forms of mechanical transport, to effect surprise and to penotrate the territory of an 
opposing country, the Land Commission does not consider that these vehicles- can be 
held to constitute a special menace to the civil population or that they should be 
subject to qualitative disarmament upon that ground. 

"2. With regard to mobile armoured cupola.t and armoured traina. The offensive 
capacity of mobile armo~ed cupolas and of a!moured trains, a~d. the eflic~cy of these 
weapons against the natiOnal defence and their menace to the ctvil populatwn, depend 
entirely upon the range and the power of the artillery or other weapons with which 
they are armed. They do not therefore ~ppear to c?me within t~e scope of qualitative 
disarmament as defined by the resolutiOn of April 22nd, in VIrtue of any inherent 
characteristic which they possess. " 

M LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled that the Soviet 
delegation had disapproved of the adoption of a questionnaire as a basis for the experts' 
work, on the grounds that a resolution o!l the concret~ subject e~tn1st~d to ~he Land 
Commission by the General Commission d!d not necess1t!'te a de~a~led dJ~CUIIHJ_?n. The 
experts' reply only confirmed the Soviet VIew that no um.ty of op1ru~n CJ:IIIted m regard 
to tanks. Every chapter had been liberally amended by vanous delegatu~ns, and the whole 
document gave the impression that the authors had been endeavoun.ng to preve.nt ~he 
inclusion of armoured vehicles in the list of weapons to be made subJect to qualitative 
disarmament. 

The Soviet delegation had already propo~ed. the aboliti~n .of all tan_ks .. Everr new 
model of that weapon showed an impr_?yement _mits cha~actenst1c properties m partwul!'r, 
horse-power, weight, armament, mobility, rad1us of actiOn ~nd armour. A further pQint 
was the immense increase in the number of armoured ve~wles and the fa~t that ta~ks 
were now included in modern infantry units. Tanks co~stltutecl th~ es~entlally offensive 
feature of modern armies. The experts' reply, however, wstead of bnngmg out clearly the 

LA.'ID COJUUSSIO:V I 
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. · rmoured vehicles, was marked from begin~ng to end 
fiuhtin.,. and offensive pr~pertles of at d bt on their offensive character. Certam experts, 
by a to~e of reticence designed to cas f ~~armament in that sphere, had raised the alarm 
indeed, anxious to avert the dangerh? h 1:hey maintained might constitute a far greater 
in regard to agricu~tural tracto:s ~ 1:rying dimensions, w~ight, speed and armed capacity. 
menace than those little toy tan s 0 v f 6 kilometres an hour were the danger ! What 
Wheeled agricultural tract~rfs ;ba~leo~ld be done with the Skoda combined wheeled and 
was the latest Renault tan 11 t:e ~ther tanks compared with agricultural tractors! 
tracked tanks! ~hat wereta what the delegations were at Geneva to talk about! 
.Agriculture, not dtsarmamen , was . . 

· h d 1 t" had done useful propaganda in favour of the SoVIet Five-Year 
The Polis e ega ton d turned out by the Stalingrad works were a real conquest, 

PlantheT::v~:to dtcl~c~~r: !our! never have thought of comparing phenom~na of t_hat ord~r 
b~t . . ·g ort of armoured vehicles of every kmd that was gomg on m certam 
wtth t~e mbtendst~e tmp the Uru"on Most of the Soviet-manufactured agricultural tractors 
countries or ermg on · . t bl f 5 t were wheeled tractors of the "Internatwnal " 1.6 horse-power ype, capa ~ o . o 
6 kilometres an hour. Could they be compared with the latest types of tanks .m cer~am 
countriesf Could they be converted into really useful tanks! _Not th.at ~he SoVIet Umon, 
if its frontiers were violated, would hesitate to employ those. mdustr!ali~plements: The 
Soviet delegation protested energetically against the system whtch consisted m the avOidance 
of the main issue. The question under discussion was tanks and not tractors, and the 
General Commission had asked the Land Commission whether tanks wer~ ?r w~re not 
offensive weapons. The Soviet delegation insisted th.at the Land Co~miSSI,?n, I~stea~ 
of repeating the Committee of Experts' vague concluswns, should say_ .Yes ~r No 
to that very simple question. It desired to have put to the vote a resolutwn whiCh would 
constitute a direct reply to the General Commission. That resolution was as follows : 

" Having taken cognisance of the replies given. by the Committee of Experts, 
the Land Commission affirms that all armoured vehicles (tanks, armoured cars and 
armoured trains) are weapons specifically offensive and threatening to the national 
defence." · 

The PRESIDENT said that the vote on the Soviet proposal would be held over until the 
conclusion of the general discussion. 

General GALET (Belgium) stated that he had two observations to offer on the experts' 
reply. The first concerned the definition given in answer to the first question. The Belgian 
delegation had itself submitted a simple definition of tanks and armoured cars, the former 
weapon being, in its view, by far the more important. It supported the observations of the 
United States delegate, feeling, as it did, that the experts' reply must inevitably tend 
to complicate the General Commission's task. The experts would have done better to 
keep to the main terms of the definition, without going into all the possible secondary 
uses to which tanks and armoured cars might be put. 

The second observation concerned surprise attacks. The questionnaire had envisaged 
the action of tanks and other armoured vehicles against permanent fortifications, field works 
and objectives beyond the zone of the battlefield properly so-called. But one point -
already emphasised by the United Kingdom delegation - had not been brought out 
sufficiently clearly - namely, the question of surprise attacks immediately after the 
declaration of war, when no battlefield existed and the forces were not yet in position . 
.At that stage, the use of armoured vehicles was a great menace, especially to small countries, 
whose defences might be completely annihilated. The Belgian delegation endorsed the 
view expressed by the United Kingdom delegation and proposed that the Land Commission 
make a specific statement on the subject of surprise attacks, in the form of an amendment 
to the draft reply to the General Commission proposed by the United Kingdom delegation, 
as follows : 

"Insert in the second paragraph, after the first sentence ending 'knock-out blow': 

" 'In particular, they give to a surprise attack at the outset of an aggressive 
war, ~herever ther~ are no permanent manned fortification, nor organised 
battlefteld, an effectiveness, a depth of penetration and considerably increased 
chances of success. ' 

.. The beginning of the next sentence should read : 

" 'For the purpose of a surprise attack, they possess ' " 

.. ~eneral BENITEz (Spain), commenting on the United States delegate's very strong 
cntic1s~ of the.ex_Perts' reply, observed that the Committee had made a praiseworthy effort 
to obtam unamm1ty. The experts were capable of distinguishing between a tank and an 
~:?ured car, but had tried to ~o !urther and ~o ~stablish a definite line of demarcation. 

e1r efforts had revealed the difficulty of achievmg unanimity on any but a somewhat 
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colourless text. One example- noted by the So¥iet delt•g-ate- would illust.rate his point : 
from !he results. achieved by tanks in the last war, those weapons would seem to be 
esse.ntially o_f~ens~ve ; but the fact remained that they were not capable of effective action 
a~am~t f~rtificatwns. That illustration alone showed how difficult it was to define the 
s1tuatwn m a few words. 

· M. AUB~T (France) said that his delegation was anxious that all possibl~ consideration 
should be !pVen to the_ report of the experts, whose competence it appreciated. It eould 
not ac~ordingly ~ss.ocu~te itself with the critid$ms formulated by the United States 
delegatwn. The distmchon between tanks and armoured motor-cars wns not, in its opinion, 
so easy as the United States delegate hati argued. Both tanks and motor-cars eould be 
armoured and travel across eountry, and it was not possible to make a dist.in1•t.ion betweNI 
them on the basis of weight. Only the use made of tlwm might difft'r. 

In France, armoured motor-cars were regarded as the real reconnaissance arm of the 
future, and as being bound to replace cavalry . 

. The divergence of views to which Lord Stanhope had drnwn attention would be 
acce~tuate~ still further if an attempt were made to define the limits b<>tween light tanks, 
medmm-_we1ght tanks and heavy tanks. There <>ould be no technical r<>ason for saying that a 
twenty-five-ton tank was a defensive weapon, but that a thirty-ton tank was " spccifil-1~11y 
offensive". Such a distinction would be purely arbitrary. 

With regard to the use of armoured vehicles for surprise attacks, the remat·ks whil'h 
applied to attack held good for surprise tactics as well. Just as troops on the dl'fcnsive lmtl 
to make use of the counter-attack and consequently needed the arms required for the attack, 
so the defender, no less than the aggressor, was obliged to attempt surprises. 

A tactical surprise must not be confused with the initial strategical surpriHe ennit'tl out 
by an aggressor. Tanks were weapons of tactical surpriMe. They could not carry out a 
strategical surprise any more than any other machine for the speedy conveyance and 
concentration of troops or fighting material. 

Further, armoured vehicles were unquestionably a sign of progress, bt>ri\Use they 
economised personnel and rendered the combatants less vulnern.ble. 

When so much was heard of the humanisation of war, when there was so strong an 
opposition to the organisation of peace by concerted action against aggression, it WILS 
paradoxical to attempt to restrict the use of a weapon which might make it possible to 
economise human life in battle. France certainly would not hesitate to concentrate on 
measures which were really capable of ensuring pl•ace rather than sel'k arbitrarily to fin«l 
" specifically offensive " characteristies in machine-guns and armourt•d ficltl-guns which 
were moved from place to place with their armour, whereas the snme wenponH, if not 
armoured, would be "specifically defensive ". 

111. Aubert read the French delegation's draft reply to the General Commission : 

"The following recommendations, based upon the conclusions (document 
D./C.T.34) contained in the replies of the Committee of Experts to the quesUonnaire 
addressed to it by the Land Commission (document D.JC.T.33), 1 are submitted to 
the General Commission for consideration : 

"A. No armoured fighting vehicle of the nature of those contemplated for armies 
in the field is capable of assaulting a modern fortified work of even medium strength. 
Only tanks specially designed for this purpose and of a minimum weight of 70 tons 
could be effective against permnnent fortifications. The same applif~H to armoured 
trains carrying artillery capable of similar effective action- i.e., of a calibre exceeding 
250 mm. 

"B. Apart from tanks and armoured trains possessing the above defined 
characteristics, there is no technical reason for stating that armoured fighting vehicles 
are more specifically offensive, more efficacious against national defence or more 
threatening to civilians than any other means of warfare. 

" 1. As regards efficaciousness against national defence, armoured fighting 
vehicles are used not only by an aggressor desiring to invade the territory of another 
State and penetrating more or less f~r int? that territoiJ: aceorrling to th~ mohility, 
speed and radius of action of the satd vehwle11, but also Ill counter-offensive opera· 
tions conducted by a defender on the front, flanks or rear of an ag~rrcssor who has 
penetrated into his territory and entrenched himself there. The characteristics. as 
regards armament, armour, mobility, t~e power ?f cr?ssi?g obstacles and the radms 
of action of these vehicles, most of which are pnmanly mtended to accompany the 
infantry and to save it from losses, correspond to the prevalent conditions in both 
cases. 

" The use of armoured vehicles, particularly tanks in the course of a defensive 
action, is, moreover, tending to become more and more important : 

" (a) In order to support a counter-attack when it is difficult to provide 
artillery support owing to ignorance of the exact position of the assailant and the 
point of departure of the infantry making the counter-attack ; 

a See Minutes of the fourteenth meeting. 
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.. b Because the anti-tank weapons which are being perfected c n eas~y, 
. ( ) · d T b arranged so as to provide a complete and effective 
m an orgamsc pos! wn, e. . h d"ff" It for them to accompany an 
system of defence whereas It IS muc more I wu bl t th d 
offensive so that troops which are attackin~ are ~ore vulne~a e ? . e armoure 
vehicles ~f the defenders than troops established m a defensive positiOn are to the 
tanks of the attackers ; 

" (c) In the defence of a permanent system of fort~cation, to ae~ as mo~ile 
fortresses capable, thanks to prepared routes, of advanc~ng to any pomts which 
are particularly threatened or of stopping any breach whwh may be made by the 
assailant in the defensive arrangements. 

· " The fact that the last-mentioned use is strictly defensive, requ~ing . h~avily 
d nd armoured tanks which are consequently very heavy and can With diffwulty 

~~m~o:ed away from the 'area prepared for the~r action,_ suffices. to show that any 
discrimination between armoured vehicles accordmg to ~eigh~, d~s~gned t~ prove that 
the heaviest tanks are most offensive, would not be tec~rucally J~stified .. I~ IS, moreover, 
impossible to make distinctions based upon the _questwn ~f weig~t, as I~ IS w_ell known 
that very light tanks have been able to exerCI~e effective actwn agamst Imp?rtant 
battlefield constructions. ·On the other hand, if tanks are expose.d to the actiO~ of 

· anti-tank weapons or enemy tanks, it may be necessary for t_heu ~wn protectwn, 
whether passive (armoured) or active (armament), that the!r we1ght sho~ld be 
considerably increased if they are to be usefully employed on the field of battle, Without 
reference to the offensive or defensive character of such employment. 

"Finally, armoured cars, which are more and. more desig~ed so as to ~e ~ble to 
move across country and which, from the standpomt. of techruc_al characteris~ICs, a~e 
tending to become assimilated to tanks, are useful m reconnaissance operatwns, m 
delaying an aggressor and in maintaining order in overseas territories where it is necessary 
to economise the use of effectives. 

"Armoured fighting vehicles of less than 70 tons in weight and with armaments 
of a calibre inferior to 250 mm. cannot therefore be regarded as being offensive rather 
than defensive in purpose, and cannot be included among the weapons most menacing 
to national defence. 

"Moreover, it would in any case be useless to endeavour to apply the restrictions 
of qualitative disarmament to the above-mentioned armoured fighting vehicles, 
owing to the ease with which vehicles possessing their characteristics can be improvised 
in a very short period by the transformation of commercial vehicles, especially if such 
transformation has been contemplated when the said vehicles were constructed. If the 
armoured fighting vehicles under consideration were to be subjected to measures of 
qualitative disarmament, it would confer an advantage upon States possessing a 
powerful metallurgical industry and incite them to encourage the construction, by 
their private industries, of tractors and lorries possessing characteristics which would 
be represented as corresponding to technical progress for non-military purposes, but 
which, in fact, would enable them to be effectively and speedily transformed into 
fighting machines. 

" 2. As regards the characteristic of being threatening to civilians, armoured 
vehicles, with the exception of armoured trains, as to which the reply must depend 
upon the artillery which they carry, should be regarded as among the weapons least 
menacing to civilian populations. The small range of their guns and the fact that they 
are normally only employed against visible military objectives enable them to 
concentrate entirely on the objective, with the least risk of accident for the neighbouring 
civilian population. " 

~eneral NYo.REN (Sweden) agreed that the most powerful tanks were the most 
specifically offensive, but thought that, owing to their great value in the attack all tanks 
should be regarded as specifically offensive and particularly threatening to nation~! defence. 
The unchallengeable fact that these arms could also serve for the national defence in a. 
counter-attack was not a. strong enough argument for their maintenance. 

H«: reco~nised that certain civil vehicles could be converted, within a comparatively 
shor~ ~1me, mto tanks and armoured cars, particularly if at the time of manufacture 
proVIsion had b~e.n made for ~onversion. Such vehicles, however, were, generally speaking, 
less useful for military operatwns than real tanks. The possibility of conversion therefore 
should not pr~ve!lt the abolition of tanks properly so-called, which the Swedish' delegatio~ 
had proposed m 1ts memorandum (document Conf. D.llO) • 

. The Swedish. deleg3:tion considered, on the other hand, that armoured motor-cars 
eq_u_Ipped o~ly _with ordmary wheels, had only a very limited value for an attack upo~ 
m1htary ObJec~Ives no~ _in the imm~diate vicinity of a road, and that they should not be 
regarded aa bemg specifically offensive or threatening to national defence. 
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"t General BdURHAt . RD
1
T-BUXAcKI (Poland) said that, in principlt>, the Polish dele"ation was 

qw e p~epare o me ude tanks and armoured motor-cars amon.,. the arms which could be 
dealt With un~er the resolution of April 2!!nd. It thought, howev:r, that this problem could 
n_o~ be .consi~ered _apart from anotht-r - namely, the possibility of usin"' certain 
~I~ v~hiclehs, m particular agricultural tractors, as tanks and of utilising in time of war the 
ac ones w ere such tractors were made for the manufacture of armoured cars. 
. The P~Iish delegate, who. had come to Gt-neYa as his country's reprt>sentative with a 
smce~e desire to co-operate m the organisation of peace, was not rt>ferring, wht>n he 
mentiOned tractors, to low-powered tractors, but only to those equipped with an t>ngine of 
50 to 60. horse-power or more, mounted on tracks and capable of conversion into 
comparatively effective fighting -vehicles. 

The question of conversio~ would be less important if the supply of tr1wtors and the 
degre~ of development of the mdustry manufacturing them wt-re nppredably the sanw in 
t_he different co~ntries. Unfortunately, that was not t.he case. In some countrit>s wlll'r(l, 
h~~ Poland, their production had not been t>ncouragcll, whether for economic or sndal or 
militar~ !eason~, the . supply was insignificant. In otht>rs, among them some of 
Poland s Immediate neighbours, the position was t-ntirt>ly diffl•rPnt. In one of tht>m the 
a:nnual output of t~actors, which had bt>Pn 44,500 units in 1930·31, rcprcsl•ntcll sonwt~hing 
like three or four times that number at the present time. 

There could ~e no doubt as to the possibilities inherent in that position in the £•aso uf 
war, and the Polish delegate had already referred to that matter in the Committ.t•e of 
Experts. 

Further, t~e ~act must not be overlooked that t_he countries in question hnll a large 
number of speCialists who were accustomed to handling these machines. 
. The Polish delegate did not offer these observations in any spirit of criticism, but purely 
m order to show the Cominission that the question of tanks differed in aspl•ct in the difft•rt•nt 
countries. He considered that, if qualitative disarmament were to be applied to tanks, tho 
Cominission should also take steps to prevent the conversion of tractors and tractor fnctorit•s 
in war-time. 

In conclusion, while some of the neighbours of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
were importing tanks, a larger quantity of those machines had been seen during the revi11w 
of the troops at Moscow on May 1st than was possessed by all the countries adjacent to the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

Colonel DE CARVALHO (Brazil) said that, in the Committee of Experts, be bad StiLted 
that a separate definition would have to be found for each of the two classes of 
armoured vehicles. That procedure would facilitate the decisions to be taken by the Land 
Cominission and the General Cominission for the purposes of qualitative reduction. 

He had proposed that the definition suggested by the Belgian delegate should be 
taken as a basis of discussion. That proposal had not been adopted, and the Commission 
was now faced with difficulties which could, in Colonel de Carvalho's opinion, have hcen 
avoided. 

The Brazilian delegation accordingly associated itself with the remarks of the United 
States and Belgian delegates. 

M. VON WErzslcKER (Germany) said that the members of the Commission would 
remember that the German delegation had never been very strongly in favour of submitting 
the question of armoured vebicies to the Committee of Experts. lie hoped that the fact 
that his delegation had taken part in the Committee's work had not been construed as 
meaning that Germany had dropped its proposal for the total abolition of tanks. The 
results of the experts' work were not very satisfactory and were not calculated to expedite 
the Cominission's task. M. von "\Veizsiicker associated himself with the criticisms expressed 
by the United States delegate and M. Lounatcharski. 

In the Treaty of Versailles, tanks, a~moured cars, etc., were mentioned, ~ut w~re 
not specially defined. He did not see why It h~d been necessary. to devote a long discu~swn 
to finding a definition which had not been considered necessary m the Treaty of Versailles. 

He drew attention to certain passages in the experts' report. The experts had said 
that very li.,.ht tanks might be effective against strongly organised battlefields. The 
experience of the last war had shown that tanks were a particularly offensive weapon. 
Why was that fact contested now! 

Certain dele.,.ations had stated that tanks, on an organised battlefield, and certain 
armoured cars i; the case of improvised or disconnected field-works, might be particularly 
effective again'st a defence which did not possess sufficient anti-tank weapons or tanks. 

The experts' report further stated that even light tanks could cross trenches and make 
breaches in the barbed-wire defences on the battlefield. If that were so, tanks could operate 
a"'ainst national defence objectives outside the battlefield, in the strict sense of the term, 
a~d become a danger to the civilian population. The German delegation considered 
that the civilian population could not be protected against tanks, and that these 
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t 1 within the first two criteria but within the third as 
weapons accordingly came no on Y 
well. 

· th · n of agri·cultural tractors into tanks was feasible given the necessary 
.Agam e conversw d h · 1 1 th th t f material, personnel and time, but the value of such converte ve IC es was ess an a o 

ordinary tanks. 
The German delegation considered that ta_nks possessed the characterist~cs mentioned 

in the General Commission's question. It fade~ to ~nderstand why me-';1-tiO~ had been 
d f th '" humanisation " of war in connectiOn with tanks. The soldiers m the tank 

!:fg:t 0perh~ps benefit by such "humanisation ", but that did not apply to the enemy 
forces. 

In view of the divergencies of opinion, the German delegate considered that the only 
solution would be to say that all tanks were specifically offensive, and he maintained his 
delegation's proposal. He supported the Soviet delegation's remarks and, in particular, the 
Hungarian delegation's proposal. 1 

General BoNOMI (Italy) said that his delegation could not accept either the proposal 
made by the United Kingdom delegation or the conclusion of the French delegate as to the 
use of armoured cars in the defensive. He had twice already made a reservation on that 
point and he renewed it now. 

The Italian delegation pointed out that, if, by the use of armoured vehicles, it was 
possible to econoinise personnel, they offered, by that very fact, the possibility of increasing 
an army's striking force without adding to its effectives. 

The Italian delegation reiterated the statements contained in its memorandum 1 and 
in its proposal of May 7th, 1932 8 - viz., that it considered it desirable "to include, among 
the arms that were most specifically aggressive and most effective against national defence 
or against the civilian population, tanks and armoured motor-cars of all kinds ". It desired 
to complete those statements by the addition of the following words : " even when such 
vehicles are procured by the conversion of other vehicles ". 

While it could accept the Soviet delegation's proposal, the Italian delegation supported 
the Hungarian proposal.1 

General N.h.AsY-MEGAY (Hungary) recalled the lesson of the last war- that there 
was no possible defence against a successful surprise attack. Offensive strategy based 
on s~rise wa~ considerably strengthened by armoured vehicles, and the Hungarian 
delegatiOn considered that tanks, armoured motor-cars and all similar machines capable 
of bei~g used for fighting purposes were particularly powerful weapons for a surprise 
offensive. 

The extraordinary fighting efficiency of these weapons enabled the aggressor to squash 
at one blow any attempt at defence on the part of the adversary. . 

O~ber arms -for instance, infantry transported in motor-cars, or cavalry-also took 
part, m surpri~e O_Peration_s, but _their fighting value could not compare with that 
of armoured fightmg vehicles, smce, although infantry could be relatively quickly 

1 See below. 
I Document Conf.D.I06. 
1 The document which the Italian delegation submitted on May 7th, 1932, read as follows : 
. ":With reft;rence to the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, the Italian delegation considers 
Jt d~•rable.to mclude, among the weapons which are most specifically offensive and are most eff · 
agru~~t natiOnal defence or against civilians, tanka and armed and armoured cars of all kinds. Icacious 

These weapons, which have great mobility and great power to attack and crusq ob t 1 
paricu

1
Jarly suited for offensive purposes, for taking by surprise and destroying defences (b~:be~s~~~: 

en ang ementa, trenches, breastworks, etc.) constructed by the defender. · 

th 
"b~a tthefwl orld hi~ar showed, these weapons were only employed against defences and in all ca•As WI"th 

e o Jec o aunc ng au attack. ' ~ 

"Armoured and arm.ed cars of all kinds are suited for surprise actions which are art· 1 
by an. aggr~'?r· In v1ew of their wide ran~e of action and their m~bilit th P leu arly employed 
offensive raulsmto the interior of a com\try, and are thus particularly th t Y:• tey ~~:'!'also be used for 
ly, they fulfil the first and third conditionslo.id down in the above m t~ea edruug lo c.tvil•ans. Consequent-" · en tone reso ut10n. 

O.n the other .hand, tanks are particularly suited to shock actions nd f · . . . 
the obJect of openmg the way for attacking troops and making 0 dit.a orf crushing oppo81twn With 
them II:" against the defending troops. Consequently they fulfilc th f~onts asd avourable as. poSBible for 
resolutiOn. . ' e Irs an second conditions of the 

."In the Italian delegation' 1 opinion, if the use of these c t . · . 
abolished, the offensive would be robbed of much of the p b tili~ortes of armaments 10 warfare were 
be made more effective. ro a Y of BUCC688, and the defence could 

."lloreover, tanka are particularly costly weapons and . . 
aboh~ton wo~d conaiderab~y decrease military expenditure~re constantly bemg Improved, so that their 

Accordmgly, the I tali an delegation taking the ab · · 
tanka and armed and armoured care of all kinds." ove cr•tena as a basis, proposes the abolition of 
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transported in motor-cars, the. fact that it could not then use its own arms, and was fa.r more 
yuln~rabl? tha_n armoured vehicle~ to attack by any other a~m, placed it in a definitely 
mfenor Situation as compared With the armoured vehicles. .Again, c1walry could not 
mo~e as fast, and the trooper and his horse were far more vulnerable than armoured fio-htincr 
vehwles to atta:ck by any other arm. It was therefore plain that armoured fi<>htincr v;hiclt•~ 
were an essential part of any surprise operation. 0 0 

. In the Hungarian d~leg3:tion's ~pinion, an exhaustive knowledge of the strat('gio 
Importance of armoured fightmg vehicles was sufficient in itself for such ,.eludes to bo 
deemed to be covered by the General Commission's resolution of .April 22nd. 

No~withstan~ng these facts, the Hungarian delegation was prt>paretl to take part in 
a. te~hrucal ~nqwry by the Land Commission regarding the importance of armoured 
fightmg vehicles . 

. The f~st question was : Which armoured fighting vehil'ies wt>ro tho most efft•t•t.ive 
agams~ natiOnal defence! The Hungarian dt•lcgation, basing its ''iew on tho opinion of the 
CoJ?nuttee of Experts, bel~ that all tanks, and those categories of armom·l'll motor-t•arll 
whwh were capable of effective action against battlefield entrenclmH•nts were to be r('o-arlloll 
as the most effective against national defence. ' "' 

In the matter of the armoured fighting vehiclt•s which were tho most thrt•nt('nin" t.o 
the. ci~ilian po~ulation, the Hungarian del('gation again basNl its view on the exp!'l·ts' rt•J•Iy; 
while It recogrused that the experts had also stated that the fire of tanks and 1umour!'tl 
motor-cars was extremely precise, with a consequent redul't.ion in the riNk to the !'ivilian 
population, it considered that the power of armoured vehicles, direcUy they appeart•tl to 
create a new battlefield so rapidly that the civilian population was incapablo of sN,king 
refuge in time- that fact alone answered entirely to the critcrion of a threat to the dviliau 
population and hence that all very mobile tanks and armoured motor-cars and 11imilar 
machines might be regarded as among the arms most threatening to the civilian population. 

Those arms could therefore be regarded, not only as most efficacious again11t national 
defence, but also as most threatening to civilians. 

The imminent danger of such arms, which was due mainly to their extraordinary 
suitability for surprise attack, obliged the countril•s threatened to maintain their frontier 
defences -even in time of peace- at a level sufficiently high for them to be in a po11iUon 
to repel an attack immediately and without previous mobilisation. 

The very existence of those arms might force countries to adopt measures of security 
which would figure among the heaviest items of expenditure on national defence. 

The fact that, at a later stage of the war, those arms might al11o be of great UKO to tho 
defenders could not, in the Hungarian delegation's view, nullify and could, indeed, hardly 
attenuate the immense danger which they represented. 

The Hungarian delegation submitted the following draft resolution for adoption by 
the Land Commission : 

" Whereas the conduct of offensive war, based largely on the art of Hurprising the 
enemy, constitutes a considerable threat to national defence and to the civilian 
population ; 

" Whereas the conduct of such war is greatly facilitate1l by the armoured weapons 
enumerated below : 

" The Land Commission considers that tanks, armoured cars, or any other similltr 
appliances answer to the three characteristics laid down in the ~eneral <-;ommiK~ion's 
resolution of .April22nd, and that, consequently, they should be mserted JU the iiHt of 
arms which are most specifically offensive, which are most efficacious against national 
defence and which are the most threatening to civilians." 

The PRESIDENT thought that, to obviate any misunderstanding, it would be desirable 
to point out that the report by the Committee of Experts was intended to be UHed by tho 
Commission only in so far as the la~ter found it helpf~l. If the ~ajority of the members 
were not satisfied with its conclusiOns, the CommissiOn was entirely free to adopt and 
submit other conclusions to the General Commission. This explanation had appeared 
necessary because certain delegations. seemed to think ~hat the experts' repo~t wa~ ~inding 
on the delegations, whereas, in fact, It was only submitted to the General Comnnss10n for 
its information. 

M . .AUBERT (France) desired to reply to the German delegate's remark, with refere1_1ce 
to the experts' report, that the tanks employed during the la11t war ha1l been an offe01nve 
weapon. France could not agr~e that an arm whi~h she had used. for the defence of her 
territory against an enemy which had entrenched Itself on her soil could be regarded as 
having an offensive character. 

General LAIDONER (Estonia) said that if the experts' report, against which certain 
criticisms bad been made, indicated certain divergencies of opinion, he had been obliged to 
notice that there were eYen wider divergencies in the Land Commission. 
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"d th t the Land Commission's task was purely 
M. voN W:EIZsl.CKER (G~rmany) ~ai t: it should be discussed from that point of 

technical, and that the questwdn submthitted litical field the German delegate would have 
view alone. If speakers entere on e po ' 
other observations tG offer. 

· · b f to be taken as purely technical. 
M. AUBERT (France) said that his 0 serva 10nt '1as h d advanced to the effect that 

It was intended as an illustration of the argumen e a 
tanks were a weapon for the purposes of counter-attack. : 

SIXTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, June 1st, 1932, ·at 10 a.m. 

President: M. BUERO. 

21. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES OFCTHE RESOLUTION ADOPTRED BYY 
THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND1 1932 : ONSIDERATION OF THE EPL 
TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the divergence of views which had appear~d in the 
Committee of Experts 1 had been confirmed in the Land Commission, and that It seemed 
useless to try to reconcile the theses of the ~~rent delegations. He sug~ested that, on the 
conclusion of the general debate, the Comnnsswn should ask M. Bourqum, as Rapporteur, 
to prepare a report describing the situ~t~on. . . 

The delegations appeared to be divided mto some five groups, an<1: t~e Bureau had 
prepared a classification which would be subn;Iit~ed to the Land Co~miSSI~>n later. ?'he 
Rapporteur might be asked to state that unarumity had been found Impossible and nnght 
then proceed to enumerate the main trends of opinion: some delegations were in favour 
of the abolition of tanks; a second group made a distinction between tanks and armoured 
cars; a third group wished to classify tanks; a fourth was in favour of maintaining all 
armoured cars, and a fifth had put forward a suggestion that a distinction be established 
according to whether the vehicles moved on four wheels or otherwise. 

A report on those lines would help the General Commission to take a decision as to 
which were the most offensive weapons. The Land Commission, however, must provide a 
definition of the terms " armoured car " and " tank ", in order that the General Commission 
might have a clear basis for its decision. 

General VAN TUINEN (Netherlands) stated that the Netherlands delegation on the 
Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference had always been in favour of the 
abolition of tanks; that point had been stressed by the Netherlands delegate in a speech on 
April 9th, 1927,1 containing the following passage: 

" In conclusion, I desire to support the suggestion submitted by the delegate for 
Sweden, that, if the direct limitation of all categories of armaments suggested in the 
German proposal is unacceptable, limitation should be applied to heavy guns and 
tanks. The latter, I might point out, constitute an essentially offensive form of 
armament. They constitute the real weapon of aggression, the real weapon of attack. 
By reason of their dimensions, their armour-plating and their suitability for mass 
attack, tanks form, as it were, the fighting squadron of the land army, and big tank 
units will ~onstitute one of the chief means employed by the aggressor to break down 
enemy resistance. Since the war, competition in tank armaments has increased. Several 
States the nature of whose country would permit of the use of tanks are taking steps to 
procure them, and to increase their number or improve their quality. Other States 
are thus obliged to do the same. This is quite logical, for in future the tank alone will 
be a ~atch. for the enemy tank. Every effort is being made to prevent chemical and 
bacterwlogical warfare. It is surely essential to prevent, or at all events to limit tank 
warfa~e, wh~ch. is ~ertainly easier to supervise than chemical warfare. One might ask 
why, if _the limit~twn of capital ships was brought about at Washington, it should not 
be poss1b~e to brmg about the reduction of armoured land-ships and even to prohibit 
them entuely." ' 

~ D':"'ument Conf.~./C.T.3~. 
lhnu'-'a of the third aesa1on of the Preparatory Commission, page 219. 
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. In the Committee of Expe_rts, the Netherlands delegation had supported the text 
v:hwh ~ad b':en .ado~ted c_oncernmg the possibility of action against objectiv(ls of the battle
field! _smce, m It~ VIew, ~t. appeared from the text that even seven-ton .tanks possessed 
spe<;~Ica~y offensive qualities. That applied also to the action of t1lnks against pernmnent 
fortifi<:atiOns i hence the Netherlands delegation's note to the answer to question 2 in the 
Committee of Experts' reply.t . 

When one <:a_me ~o consi~er the possible action of tanks- even six or seven ton tanks -
p_ermanent fortificatiOns whiCh could not_, throughout their whole length, be provided in 
time ?f peace With a<:ces.sory defences agamst such weapons would be particuhuly exposed, 
especially at ~he _begmrung of a. war. On that point, the Net ht>rlands dt•lt•gnte supported 
General Galet s VIew .. Be accordmgly endorsed General Nygren's suggE>stion for the abolit.ion 
of all tanks and special armoured cars capable of being used on the battlt•fit•ld. 

. ~he Nether~ands delegati~n thought that such weapons, answering as they did to the 
c~Itena named m the resolutiOn of April 22nd, should be made subjet't to qualitative 
disarmament. It had therefore submitted the following propoHI\l : 

" Tanks a';ld armoured cars, provided with special applianct>s to l'!Ulhle thl'ir use 
on the b~t~lefield, should be considered as having the most spl•cifieally offensive 
characteriStics and the greatest effectiveness against national dt•f{lnce." 

M. LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) &tilted thllt, in the interests 
of simplification, the Soviet delegation desired to support the llungnrhln proposl\lsuhmitt.<>d 
at the close of the last meeting and to withdraw its own. 

Referring to the Polish delegate's last speech, he m1\intained, while agreeing that 
the development of industry undoubtedly increased a country's war potential, that the 
importance attached to agricultural tractors as a potential weapon had been greatly 
exaggerated. 

APTULAHAT Bey (Turkey) observed that the Turkish delegation had alr{lauy submitted to 
the Conference a proposal advocating the abolition of tanks and armoured cnrs. ThoMe 
weapons, it considered, possessed the three offensive characteriMtics named by the General 
Commission. Tanks, in particular, possessed great mobility and a wiue range of aetion 
and were capable of attacking and destroying defensive works. The weapon in question 
was continually being perfected and constituted a great menace in the hands of an o.ggreHsor, 
especially in surprise attacks; it might also be a menace to the civil population if employed 
for incursions into the enemy's territory. 

The Turkish delegation associated itself with the Italian delegation's obHervationH,1 

the object of which was to include armoured cars among the weapons moHt speeifically 
offensive and most threatening to civilians. It assimilated mobile armoured cupolas and 
armoured trains to tanks and armoured cars. 

The discussions on the subject, both in the Committee of Experts and in the Land 
Commission itself, confirmed the soundness of the Turkish thesis. 

General TARBUK (Austria) observed that the Austrian delegation had already submitted 
its observations when defending the proposals embodied in doeument Conf.D.102 of 
April 26th, and that it had repeated those observations on May 11th.1 

He recalled that, on l\Iay 20th, 1932, his delegation had submitted the following propoHal, 
to which he wished to add certain considerations : 

"The Land Commission states that, apart from its proposals regarding artillery, 
all tanks armoured cars armoured trains and all methods of ehemical and 
bacteriolo~cal warfare mu~t be classed in the cate~o~ of wea~ons 'wh_oHe eharacter 
is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious agamst natiOnal defence 
or most threatening to civilians'." 

In the world war, after the stabilisation of the fronts, in the various theatres of 
military operations, all the belligerents had endeavoured to adapt t~emHelves to the new 
war of " positions " -i.e. of general defence. Numerous offensives had shown the 
impossibility of breaking d~wn the enemy's resistance ~ith the weapons ~vailable. at t_he 
beginning of the war, and new weapons. !'ere accordmgly crea~ed, design~ pnm~nly 
to increase the offensive power. In addit10n to the strengthenmg of mobil~ and. fixed 
heavy artillery, bombing planes and tanks were constructed, the latter bemg, m the 

1 Document Conf.D./C.T.34. 
• See Minutes of the previous meeting. 
• See Minutes of the _eighth meeting of the Land Commission. 
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f · p r excellence apart from the element 
Austria~ delegation's vie1w,ffthetwehiap~n.~ ~~fue:::r T:e same con'sideration explained the 
of surpnse and the mora e ec w c I P 
use of armoured cars and poison gases. 

While armoured cars and armoured trains had existed before the war, tanks had 
actually been created during that period. 

Defnitions of tanks armoured cars and armoured trains weregi!enin theexpe.rts' repir. 
thosie wea ons without exception, were pr~hibited as. offensive weapo~s m certam 

~~ies employ~d si~ply for the defence of the n~twnal frontiers, and such armies possessed 
neither tanks, armoured cars, nor armoured trams. ~ 

The abolition of specifically offensive .w~~pons -we~ pons mo~t efficacious. against 
national defence and most threatening to civilians, and without. whwh an o~fensive _on a 
big scale was impossible- constituted the most urgent requuement of mternatwnal 
~uri~ . · 

In conclusion the Austrian delegation supported the proposals of the Hungarxan and 
Netherlands deleg~tions, which were on the same lines as its own. 

l\f. PURSCHEL (Denmark) stated that, as regards tanks and armoured cars, he supported 
the view of the Swedish delegation. 

The Danish delegation had been somewhat concerned at the turn which the discussions 
in the Technical Commissions had taken, and which had undoubtedly aroused all over the 
world profound scepticism as to the results of ~he Confere~c~ as a whole. That st~tement 
implied no reproach as regards the Tech~Ical Commissw~s them~elves, which _had 
endeavoured, with highly laudable zeal, to go mto all the techrucal details of the questions 
submitted to them. The Commissions had, however, ended by admitting that the terms 
"offensive" and "defensive" were relative -a fact which was undeniable, but which, if 
over-emphasised, would undoubtedly be fat~l to the work of the Conference. 

What was the object of the Conference! That was clear from its title : the 
reduction and limitation of armaments. That object was, however, secondary and was 
of no value in itself, except from a financial standpoint. What really conferred any value 
on the reduction and limitation of armaments and what really constituted the purpose 
of the Conference was the lessening of the danger of war and of the prospects of war. How 
could a reduction of armaments contribute towards that result! First, by the abolition 
of weapons and means of combat capable of rapidly crushing an adversary. History 
contained examples of bombardments carried out with the assistance of the fleet. 
Historians of future wars would have to concern themselves with the aerial bombardment 
of big cities, employed as the means best calculated to break down a people's power 
of moral resistance. 

Undoubtedly, the possibility of the League· and of public opinion exercising any 
influence in the direction of pacification and mediation would increase in direct proportion 
to the time at their disposal. A reduction of the possibility of sudden aggression would 
in the Danish delegation's view, afford a not inconsiderable guarantee of peace. ' 

The Commission must not lose sight of the object which had presented itself more or 
less clea~ly in the ~inds of. all the speakers during the general debate, when the declarations 
?f the big Powers m particular had aroused the highest hopes. It would find then that 
It would be easier. to decide which ~eapons should be abolished. The Danish delegate 
propose~ to refer simply to heavy artillery, but parallels could, he said, be drawn for tanks 
and various other weapons and means of combat. 

. T? consider the beginning of the great war: what would the situation have been 
~"m~bile heav~ artillery ~ad not e_xisted, a weapon which was later employed also by those 
fi,htlng on their own territory- ':e:, for purposes which might be described as defensive t 
Undoubtedly, the permanent ~ortified defences of certain small countries, for example, 
wou~d haye offere~ a much higher degree of resistance, and certain marches depending 
~m t e ~wif~ ~eductiOn of those defensive works could not have been carried out. From this 
~t:was JUstifiable to draw _the conclusion that, at the moment when war broke out -and 
. Is was the moment whiCh was of the greatest interest since 1t was of preponderating 
Imp?brt

1
antce fro

1 
m a psychological standpoint- it was mobile heavy artillery that made it 

pos8I e o re1 uce the permanent defensive work th t f t any intention to disturb th th b 8 i a ac or was calculated to encourage 
calculated to fru e pea~e, ~a sence of those weapons, on the other hand, being 
a~gressor invade~t~~~e t~~c~ an mtentwn. True, ~ war broke out notwithstanding, ancl the 
find itself without any he~!;r~ ~~1fhe cou~tJ ~h.IC~ he. was attacking, that country might 
That defect, however would si~I ery, as m ee if It .wished to carry out a counter-attack. 
the price was infinite;imal compaprelyd wh~tvhettho beb~dmt ~tte~; it was the price of success, and 

I e 0 JeC In VIeW. 
The decision now called for wa t t h . 1 that ~he limit fixed should be low.s ~nca ~c h n~~ one, _but a political ~me. It was essential 

effective, military experts could . e I a een fixed, and proVIded the control was 
defens!ve works sufficiently pow~~~~:f tcons~[~ctt p~r~anent fortifications and improvised 
temptmg objectives! The lower the lim~ ~hi 1

8 an t e a~gressor and to constitute less 
' e ess armaments would cost. 
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f N ~~e D:nish delegate desired to submit one further observation While the Lea..,.ue 
0 

. a Ions ad given t~e smaller States- partieularly when grouped t~gether for l'Once~~ed 
~chon- an opportumty greater, no doubt, than ever before of infhH'Ill'ing dt'dsious of 
~f:;rtance to the fat_e of !he world and.. of modt'rn l'ivilisation, those dt'l'isions none the lt•ss 

ys ?ep~nde~ pnmanly on the big Powers. That stntenwnt, if it wt•re dt>sired to 
summar!se It, might perhaps be expressed inn bril'f formuhl: the powt•r was in the hands 
of the b1g Powers; power implied honour, and honour implit•tl rt•sponsibility. · 

G~neral BR~ND (India) stated that the dl'legation of In1li<l rouhlnot support the draft 
~esolutwn. subllllt~ed by the Hungarian delegation, sinre it tlisagrN•d with that rt•solution 
m thr_ee VItal particulars. First, it did not ronsidt•r that it fully or n<'l'Urnlt•ly nnswt•rt•ll tlw 
questwns put to. the Land Commission by the Gt'nernl Commission; st'roiully, it t•onshlNt•tl 
t~at the res?lutwn was ba~ed on a purely loeal and S)ll't"ial point of vit•w ; nUll, t hirtlly 

1 
it 

disagreed With the conclusiOns formed as regards the dvil population. 

As regards the _questions put by the Gent•ral Commission, Uw I,auul l'mnmission had 
been asked to _e;xanune land armaments with a view to st•lt'l'l ing tlwso Wt'IIJH•ns whit-h Wl'l"O 
the most speCifically offensive, the most t'ffieac·ious nguinst, national tldt'nt·t• 111111 tilt' most 
threatening to civilians. It was, in the view of the tlt•IPgat.ioll of llltlia, Ilt'itlwr lwlpful11or 
correct to say that all tanks and armourt•d <·ars wt•re tlw most oft"t>nsin•, t•tt•., wlwn it wnK 
kno:wn that the offensive quality varit•d enormously with t lw sizt> ntH I IYJw. It must. ht• 
obvwus to the Land Commission that a vehil"le heavily nrnwd ntHI 11rmourt>11, whh·h t•ouhl 
surmount almost any obstade, was a more offt'UMive wt•apou than n lightly nrmt•tl ntHI 
armoured vehicle which eould go nrross rountry only with tliffit·ulty, n111l that n uwth•mt.,•ly 
armed and a moderately armoured cross-country vt>hiele waH mon1 t•ffil"lll"iouK n.gninHt 
national defence than a light one whieh was roufiuetl to roat!K. In Hlwrt., it Hl'l'lllt>ll to t.lto 
delegation of India to be absolutely ineorrect to say that nil ltrlliOIII"l'll vt>hil"I1•H w1•re the 
most offensive when it was known that some were nwr11 off<'IIHivo than otlll'rH, anti, 1111 
the United States delegate had pointed out, that some were only of ttHe fur polit"ll wnrk. 

As regards the second objection- that the Hungarian reHoluf.ion Willi lmHt•d on a hwul 
and special point of view- the delegate for India noted that tho Oetu•r11l CommiHHion'a 
resolution to which the Land Commission was endeavouring to find a r1•ply WIIH hnHI'Il on n. 
previous resolution, which said that the General CommiHsion dt•daretl t.l111t tlw proviHionH of 
Article 8 of the Covenant were to he applied, that armanwnt11 wt•ro to he rl'd Ul"l'tl to tho 
lowest possible limit consistent with national saft>ty, 1tn1l that ut•l•ount hat! to ho taken 
of the geographical situation and special circumstances of each Htate. That faet muKt uut 
be forgotten. 

Hitherto, the delegations had been viewing the problem from their own point of view 
and most speakers had visualised a European picture. The Pt•rHian th•Jpgate hat! given a 
glimpse of a more Eastern picture, and it wa11 neeeHHary that the dell'galion of lndi:' Klwultl 
express its point of view, which was based on conditions in some rPKpcda not unlike tlwHe 
referred to by the Persian delegate. 

India had two main problems to consider in conrwction with tho maintenance of order 
within her own frontiers: a frontier problem- i.e., defence againKt trilws living within her 
own frontiers- and the maintenance of order in the interior of the p1minHula. 

To consider first the frontier problem. There exiHted within the fronUcr a belt of 
unadministered, mountainous tribal territory several hundred miles long anti sorne Kixty 
miles across. The tribes inhabiting that belt were numerous; they wt•re warlike, (moHtly) 
skilful and well armed. They liked war, or rather rai<ling, thl'y w1·re not intcreHtl~d in 
disarmament conferences, and their rifles were their most clu·riHiwd JlOHHI'HHiiJltH. By 1lcgrc1~H 
roads which had a dvili!!ing influen1·e, were being c·onHtrueted through that belt, but the 
work 'was difficult and expenHive and progress was slow. For the maintenance of order in 
that area armoured cars and light tanks were esKential, and were UKCd for reeonnaiKKance 
in place ~f cavalry patrols, for communication and liaiKon, for CKI:orts and HometimeH for 
rapid reinforcement. · 

As regards the rest of the peninsula, it must be rememhered that the country waH as 
larue as Europe without the l:nion of Soviet Sociali~t RepublieH, that it had a population 
of S50 millions consisting of as many races as there were in Europe, and that across the 
racial differences ran a great religious distinction which was the cause of constant strife 
between the communities from one end of the peninsula to the other. To maintain order 
in that vast country, troops were constantly employed to support the police, but the army 
was small for the task and was scattered ; mobility was essential and armoured cars were of 
immense value in those police duties. Their role was much the same as on the frontier, 
though rapid reinforcement of the police or of the troops should come first in order of 
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. . . work next in order - and then, in_ the case of 
importance - w1th haJson ~nd( ~~~t nfortunately occurred from time to time and had 
disturbances. on a greater sea e ": JC u and cavalr work. Far from being a. t~reat to 
occurred qmte r~cently), reconnaJssan~eally prevent~d different sections from killing each 
the civil populatiOn, arm~ure\ca{rs ~~ u in stopping communal strife. India bad of recent 
other, and bad been foun ~os ~ ec IVens to reduce effectives and expenditure, and any 
years ~een compelled, for fmali~chJatltreaksso w~uld involve a considerable increase in effectives 
reductiOn of armoured cars or g an . 
and expenditure. 

hird b. t' t d by the delegate of India to the Hungarian resolution was that, 
. The t o Jec wn no e d t th 'vii population tb ds the alle ed threat of tanks and armoure cars o e CI , e 

::a~!~a:nt was not !ruy incorrect, but was at variance with the very carefu~y wo~ded report 
on the subject drawn up by the Committee of E:rperts. In all the earl! ~Iscusswn.s on the 
subject, the weapons which were criticised as bemg !l menace to the Civil populati.on were 
bombing-aeroplanes, submarines and long-range artillery .. Tanks bad n~ver b~en mcluded 
in that category, and the speaker knew of no example m. war o.f their bavmg been so 
considered. Neither tanks nor armoured car.s could be consid~red m the same categor~ as 
aeroplanes or heavy artillery, for the followmg re~sons :. Q~Ite apart from t.he possible 
indiscriminate use of the weapon, and with the best IJ?-tentwns m the world, an airman or an 
artilleryman might miss his target, and at great heights and long ranges very frequently 
be must miss it. In the case of tanks and armoured cars it was not the inaccuracy of the 
weapon or its long range that bad to be considered, nor was it the weapon itself that might 
be a menace but rather the personnel and the discipline of the personnel. If the discipline 
were bad, th~ case was analogous· to that of a cavalry division or force of infantry conveyed 
in lorries whose discipline was bad, but in the case of tanks and armoured cars the numbers 
concerned were probably less. 

For the various reasons put forward, the delegation of India was definitely opposed to 
the Hungarian delegation's resolution. On the other hand, it supported the resolution of the 
United Kingdom delegation, because that resolution, in its view, answered the question 
asked, in that it differentiated between the armoured vehicles which were the most specifically 
offensive and those which were less so -its conclusions were sufficiently broad to apply to 
situations and circumstances outside the limitations of Europe - and the problem dealing 
with the menace to the civil population was accurately and clearly stated; while, finally, it 
made a definite and genuine contribution towards the cause of disarmament. 

General KALEYS (Latvia) stated that the part played by armoured cars and armoured 
trains was not clearly brought out by the Commission's discussions. 

The efficacy of such armaments varied from country to country. Latvia, a small 
country unsuspected of aggressive designs, had no armaments industry. Indeed her 
armaments were not sufficient to meet the needs of her national defence. Should she be 
for~ed into war, she ~ould have to resort to improvised weapons, as had been the case 
durmg the war for her mdependence. For such a country as Latvia with her slender resources 
and with the possibility of vast stretches. of front very variabie in character armoured 
cars and trains would constitute useful armaments · they could however only b~ employed 
for national defence. ' ' ' 

It. had been ~tated that all defensive armaments could become offensive, since tactics 
necessitated contmual changes from the defensive to the offensive in the form of counter
att~cks, et~. Nevertheless, neither for offence nor for surprise attack had armoured cars and 
t~al!ls the Importa~ce that had been attributed to them. The part they could play was 
li:-Jted to the openmg sta~es of an a~tack, and was smaller than the Commission seemed to 
t mk. These arms were hnked to lines of communications - roads and railways They 
c~uld not ?Perate at any great distance from the troops to which they were attach.ed and 
t ey ~o~st1tuted no threat to civilians, as they were rather for reconnaissance patr~l or 
even a1son purposes. Further, they did not usually carry heavy guns. ' ' 

In conclusion, he would point out that these we 
decisively in battle; the Latvian delegation considered tafieomnspcuorulld dnefver,, alone, be used 

e y e ensive. 

Colonel MARTOLA (Finland) supported General K 1 I · · · 
nor armoured trains could be considered as wea 

0 
a eys. nhis VIew, neither armoured cars 

most dangerous to civilians. Armoured cars wliic~si':ost t:r~atening to national defence or 
could only operate along roads, and which ~ere arme:oo ·tt country and marshy districts 
ma~nly used for reconnaissance purposes. The wer WI sm~ll-calibre guns only, were 
mamtenance of order. It was true that theyy e nlece.ssary_ In many countries for the 

were re atively easy to improvise. 
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. As the exp_erts had pointed out, the use of armoured trains wns dependent upon the 
~xistence of railways_. They could only be used by the dt>fl•ntling :State and could not 
li enture far fro~ thetr ba~e, as the slightest obst<wle could llUt tlwm out of al'tion. For 
these reasons, his delegatiOn supported Genernl Kaleys' statl'!nents. 

Colonel To::IIBERG (Estonia) ~lso agreed with the Latvian delt•gatiou on the subject 
of armoured cars and armoured trams. Such arms were a nwnns of dt•fl•m•e for small eountrit•s 
unable ~o _construct expensive fortifications to protet·t the key·Jloints of tlwir 
c?mmumcatwns. They could scarcely be used for offt•nct>, since a handful of nwn or a fl'w 
ktlogrammes of explosives. were sufficient to put an armoun•tl train out of action. Tlwy 
could_ be used to _the full m defence only; it was in any cnse impossible to use tht>m for 
surprise attack, smce roads and railways were guardetl. 

The Estonian delegation therefore consi1lered that tanks nntl nrmoured cars could 
not be regarded as one of the most specifically offt•nsin~ nw1ms of warfare. 

. C?l?nel _Ru.zt (Persia) reminded the Commis~ion that he hatl alrt•ntly statt•tl why, in 
his opmwn, It was Impossible to con~ider armoun•d t·ars m1 offt•nxive wt>nponx. In l't•rxin, 
such cars were used for purposes of liaison between the different polit-e posts anti bOtlit•s 
of troops responsible for the maintenance of order; This would be the l'nse until sut'.lt time 
as Persia was equipped with an adequate railway system. 

· The Committee of Experts had acknowledged that this view wns souml, rot•.ngniHing 
that certain of the machines in question were not intended for use on the bnttlefil•hl. 

The Hungarian delegate had stated that the draft rt.>solution submittotl by his dt•lt•gntion 
had been drawn up in the spirit of the Committee of Expt•rts' rt>port, mul this tlmft rl'Holut.ion 
covered tanks and armoured cars of an aggressive nnture an1l not lt•Hs powm·ful or lt~HS 

·heavily armoured machines not constructed for use on the fil'ltl of lmttltl, 
Hence the Persian delegation was prepared to vote for either the 1Iung1~rian dmft 

resolution or the Netherlands proposal. 

Lieutenant-Colonel CRERAR (Canada) stated that the Caruulian dt•lt•gation supported the 
draft reply proposed by the United J{ingrlom dt>l<•gation at the laMt 1111'1'1 ing ; it aiHo ugr1•nd 
with the text proposed by the Italian ddPgation 1 to tho cfft•ct that the mm~Hure of 
effectiveness of an armoured fighting vehicle was depPIHltmt upon "offenHive power 
(armament and weight), protective efficacy (armour), spPed, ra11ius of aetion and l'ap1wit.y 
to move over ground". As each of these factors was largely UI'Jll'IHlt•nt on" weight", weight 
was a logical basis for determining the effectiveneHs of tanks in tlwir poHHihlo opPration 
against field entrenchments and other elements of national dderu·e. 

If the Land Commission was not prPpared to suggest to the Cerwral CommiHHion that 
the factor of weight could usefully be applied as a mt•asure of qualitative diHarmanwnt, tlw 
only alternative conclusion must be to ask that all tanks should he prohihitl'd or that 
none should be. 

The discussions had shown clearly that the dividing-line between commercial all-traek, 
semi-track and wheeled vehicles and the military pattern tank or armoured car could not he 
clearly defined or recognised. As mechanical tram port bPcume more Jll'rflwt, this diHtindion 
would become even more difficult to draw. The Land CommiHHion would tlwrcfore he 
obliged to suggest that neither tanks nor armoured cars should be aholiHhcd, whieh would be 
regrettable. 

For these reasons, the Canadian delegation supporte1l the United· Kingdom propoHal, 
which expressed in some detail a useful and sound principle- namely, that the weight of a 
tank was a measure of its offensive capacity. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) stated that, subject to the reservation already formulated 
and bearing in mind the Committee of Experts' views, the HpaniHh dcll!gation con11idcred: 

(1) That light tanks constructed for co-operation with infantry in all ph~~e11 of 
battle and over any kind of ground should be cla11sed among the most specifiCally 
offensive weapons ; 

(2) That they were efficacious against national defence if the country attacked had 
no fortifications ; 

(3) That they were not threatening to the civil population; 

( 4) That the most powerful tanks, such as those Cjuoted in the experts' reply, 
should be considered as specifically offensive and efficacious against national defence ; 

1 Document Conl.D.JC.T.jC.E. 52. 
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· machine-guns, such as accompanied cavalry, 
(5) That armoured cars cfarrt6mfhree heads given in the General Commission's 

should not come under any o e 
resolution ; . 

b'l t t if armoured cupolas were understood as such, were fixed 
(6) That mo 1 e urre s, . . t" . 

elements forming part of the permanent fortifiCa Ions ' 

Th t . · f the number of trains necessary for the transport of even a single 
. . (7) a 1!1 VIew 0 s carried b an armoured train were never of large calibre, 

diVIsiOn- ~eemg that t~e g~nthe railwaJ line and that it was a very expensive weapon 
thai~ tc~~~~a~! ~~~~~undoetd ~~:tit was scarcely ~orth considering such trains as offensive 

armaments; 
(8) That motor vehicles adaptable in varying degrees of perfection to military 

ends formed part of the potential war strength of each country. 

Th s · II delegation considered that the question of the prohibition or non
prohibi~onp:~~~he armaments in question was within the competence of the General 
Commission. 

M. SATO (Japan) stated that his delegation thought : 

(I) That tanks and armoured cars should ~ot be c?nsidered thre:ttening to civilians 
unless employed in a way contrary to the rules of mternatwnallaw relatmg to war. 

(2) Since the offensiveness of mobile cup?las an~ armoured trains depende~ upon the 
arms which they carried the Japanese delegatiOn considered that these vehiCles di~ not come 
into any of the three. ~ategories mentioned in the General Commission's ~esoluti~n .. It 
therefore held that these vehicles should not be included among the arms to which qualitative 
limitation should be applied. 

(3) From the purely military point of view, the Japanese delegation agreed, with the 
French delegation on the subject of the efficacy of tanks and armoured cars against 
national defence. Nevertheless, it considered that it would be well further to study the 
question of the minimum weight of such tanks and armoured cars. 

(4) The Japanese delegation could not endorse the arguments raised in support of the 
total abolition of armoured vehicles, since it considered that these arguments were based 
on a confusion between the character of the material and its strategic use, or on 
considerations relating to the possibility of their illegal use, in violation of international law. 

General FERRAZ (Portugal) drew the Commission's attention to the declarations made by 
his delegation during the plenary meetings of the Conference. His delegation was ready to 
support any proposal likely to lead to a reasonable reduction in the offensiveness of all · 
armoured vehicles the characteristics of which rendered them specifically threatening to 
national defence and civil populations. The Portuguese delegation further considered that 
special measures should be taken to prohibit the improvisation of tanks of any kind 
whatsoever. 

M. STEFFENS (Norway) said that his delegation considered that all tanks and 
ar~oured cars were ess~ntially offensive weapons. and among those most efficacious against 
natiOnal defei_~ce. In VIe_w of the fact that surprise attack constituted a grave danger for 
small countries possessmg few means of defence - as the Belgian and Hungarian 
delegates had already explained - and since such attack could place these countries 
in a. particularly disa?vantageou~ position until such time as the organs of the League of 
Nati?ns could come mto operatiOn, the Norwegian delegation was ready to support the 
Belgian a.me!ldment. 1 It cou~d not, however, support the British proposal, in which only 
tanks wmghmg over twenty-five tons were considered specifically offensive. · 

. Th_e Norwegia.n deleg.at.ion could have supported the Netherlands proposal ·submitted 
earlier m th~ meetmg, which had been accepted by the Swedish delegation if that proposal 
had ~ot ouutted armoured cars not equipped with caterpillars. The Nor~egian delegation 
considered . that 1m~oure~ cars were very effective offensive weapons a ainst sur rise 
att~ck. His. delegati?n. did not consider armoured trains essentially offe I? · fh · 
radms of actiOn was limited by the existence of railway lines. nsive, smce eir 

The Norwegian delegation considered that the Hun ari d 1 " · , 1 
the most nearly in accordance with its point of view d g an e e.,atwn .s ~roposal w~s 
spite of doubts as to the offensive character of armo~~ed ~~~f!s~hus vote m Its favour, m 

1 See Minut... of the fifteenth meeting. 
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General VATEFF (Bulgaria) said the Bul,...arian dt•!t'"'ation ft•lt that in '"iew of the 
reasons which _had led to their construction in the worltl w1~r, tlwir spt•t•ial f;aturt•s nntl tlwir 
met~~d of actwn and u~e, tanks were exelusively offt•nsive wt•apons. Mon•over, tlwir gn•at 
mobility favoured surprise attaek, particularly at the bt•ginning of the war . 

. The Bulgarian delegation was of opinion that tanks were most. effit'nt'ious against 
natwnal defence,_ because they eould destroy temporary eonstrul'lions, and bt•t•nuse they 
could, by crushmg obstaeles, open passages for the attMking troops and, with tlwir 
arma~ent, could protect the advance of these troops. The ht>IWit•r the tank, the more 
offensive and dangerous it was against national defent•e. 

Tanks were more or less threatenina to civilians at•rortlino- to the stren~'th of tlwir 
armament and the belligerents' respect for internal ionnl treat'it•s. " 

The Bu!garian_ delegati?n considered that armoun•d t•nrs, whil'lt wt>re vt>ry mobile 
and had a W_Ide radius of actwn, w_ere particularly suitable for offt•nsive twtion. 1'lwy eouhl 
make surpnse a~tacks and constitute a threat to dvilinns hy invntling the t.l•rritory of 
the country, Fmally, the Bulgarian delt>"'ation eonsitlt•red that m·mom·t•d ears Wt'rtl not 
very efficacious against defence organisations. 

. ~ieut.-General OMA~ (~fghanistan) said that the .Afghan dt•lt•gnt.ion, in ronformit.y 
With Its proposaJl and With Its statement made previouH!y, waR of opinion that t.nnks 1111tl 
ar~oured cars were the most spedfieally offensive weapons, the most t>ffit•al'ious ngailtKt 
natiOnal defence, and the most threatening to civilians. It llll'rdore npprovt•d nut! 
supported the Hungarian 1 and Netherlands draft resolutions. 

General DiliUTREsco (Roumania) pointed out that, in its rrport., the Conunit.t.t•e of 
Experts bad unanimously agreed that it was poKMible rapitlly and l'aNily to t•nnVtlrt 
agricultural tractors or other vehicles into tanks or armoured ears. 

The value of these vehicles converted for military purpost•s might be greatt•r than that 
of old model tanks or armoured cars, and their use en masse by tho armies of the l'ount.rit•s 
in which a large number was available was certainly dangerous ant! Vt•ry effi<·1wious ngainKt 
national defence. 

The Roumanian delegation was therefore of opinion that, in provitling for the limit.utinn, 
reduction or prohibition of tanks or armoured ears, it shoultl he borne in mint! t.hat 
agricultural tractors or other vehicles could easily nrul rapidly he convm'tetl into tanks 
or armoured cars. 

The Roumanian delegation did not intend, in making this remark, in any way to suggt•Kt 
that the development of the agricultural industry shoultl he hanl(wretl. It mt•rPly tlt•Kirt•tl 
to draw attention to the importance of bearing this faet in mind, ns in the case of civil 
aviation. 

The Roumanian delegation proposed that a special committee should be set up, at a 
suitable moment, to study this question, as had been done in the case of civil aviation. 

Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland) simply desired to state that the Swiss delegation intended 
to support the Netherlands proposal. 

The Swiss delegate thought that armoured cars which could circulate only on roads 
should not be considered as more spedfically offensive than a lorry for the transport of 
troops armed with machine-guns or guns. 

The Swiss deleooation could not accept the IIungarian proposal, nor did it C!Onsi•lcr 
that armoured vehi~les were particularly dangerous to civilians. It did not feel that the 
danaer of surprise attack should be attributed to armoured t·ars, since a strategic HUrJJrise 
atta~k depended not only upon tanks but also u~~~~ infantry. Obviously, ~n infantry 
battalion with machine-guns was as dangerous to cJv1hans as an armoured vclucle . 

.Apparently, the Hungarian delegation had ~or;tsidered_ the danger to. civilians in a 
somewhat different light from the General CommJsswn, whJCh understood 1t to cover the 
risks run by the population outside the field of battle. Surprise OJ?erations wt;~uld inevitably 
create a new battlefield, but the same would apply to other mater1al as well as to armoured 
vehicles. 

Colonel Ziiblin felt that the question of tractors was rather within the General 
Commission's competence. It would be useful, howewr, if the Land Commission could 
bring it to the notice of t~e General C?mmi~sion, in .?r~er t~at the l_atte~ might bear it in 
mind in discussina limitatiOn or reductiOn. Colonel Zublin sa1d that, Ill th1s sense, he could 
support the Rom;;anian proposal to set np a committee to con11ider tractors. 

1 Document Conf.D. 116. 
• See Minutes of the fifteenth meeting. 
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. rt d the President's proposal, and thought it impossible to 
The Sw1ss deleg~te s;ppo t~e various views that had been put forward. He felt that, 

draw general con:lu~~0~.s ~?0~ between tanks and armoured cars, the Commission should 
with. re~ard to t e . IS tmhc tl armoured cars could move only on roads, whereas other tanks 
confwe 1tself to saymg a 
could move across country. 

Dr Ruzz. Gunhzu (Argentine) stated that the Argentine. d.elegation mainta.in~d its 
previou-s statements and would support any proposal to p~ohibtt tanks and assmulated 
weapons. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) noted that Mr. Wilson had .criticised the Committee 
of Experts somewhat severely because it had been unable to define tanks and armoured 
cars. 

He pointed out that the United Kingdom delegation had submitted a proposal to 
the Committee of Experts, which .that Committee ha~ not accepted. In resp~nse to ~he 
President's appeal, he again subnntted a proposal whiCh ~o~ld perhaps mee~, ~ not With 
unanimous approval, at least with the approval of the maJonty of the Commtsston. 

Colonel Ziiblin had suggested an extremely simple definition, but one which was 
perhaps inadequate for the ability of armoured cars to move across country depended 
on the country they bad to traverse. In the vast, flat plains of the United States and Canada, 
it was as easy to move across country by car as to take the road. 

Lord Stanhope read the United Kingdom .delegation's draft definition to replace 
the third paragraph of its original proposal submitted at the beginning of the previous 
meeting. 

That amended text read as follows : 

" The Committee of Experts did not find it possible to arrive at precise definitions 
of the various types of armoured fighting vehicles. It is recognised that it is difficult 
to make such definitions applicable to all cases owing to the fact that there is no clear 
technical distinction between light tanks and armoured cars. Generally speaking, 
however, it may be said that : 

" A tank is a fully armoured, armed self-propelled vehicle designed to cross 
broken ground, usually by means of tracks, and to overcome obstacles encountered 
on the battlefield. It is primarily intended for employment actually on the 
battlefield. 

"Armoured cars are armoured wheeled fighting vehicles primarily for 
employment on roads, with the possible addition of limited cross-country capacity 
conferred by multi-wheels, four-wheel drive or semi-track device. Their chief 
chara~teristics are. great range and speed on roads, but they have practically no 
capaCity for crossmg trenches. Like the light tank, their role is reconnaissance 
and they are useless for attack against any form of organised defensive position' 
" ~moured fighting vehicles might be further classified under three mai~ 

categortes." 

. ~e added that the United Kingdom delegation could accept the Belgian delegation's 
add1t10n to the second paragraph, 1 as it improved the text. 

d 
Mr. WIL~O:V. (Unite~ States ?f America) paid a tribute to the President's efforts to 

raw up a def1rutwn makmg the discussions more clear. 

b Het~lso. thank~d the. Unite~ King~om delegation for making similar efforts He would 
e wan mg m gratttude if he did not tmmediatel sa th t h · · 

Kingdom proposal and the Belgian proposal with ~eg!rd t! s~:~~~{t:~~~pted the United 

General WHANG (China) pointed out o · th · 
the abolition of tanks and armoured cars ~~e agat~ at hts country was in favour of 
General Coml\lission, the Chinese delegati~n s~tph a ;tdewthto the ado_Ption of a reply to the 

pore e Hungartan proposal. . 

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS (Lithuania) said that L' h . 
not o.nly possessed no permanent fortifications but ~ Jarua wa.s .one. of the countries which 
frontiers were all open and were exposed t . . a no fortif1cat10ns of any kind Her 
it had heard with regard to the dan ° surrtse mvasion. Bearing in mind the state~ents 
Lithuanian delegation supported the Hu;er ~ surprise attack by armoured vehicles the 
other siinilar appliances " did not incl d gartan proposal, on condition that the words l. any 

u e armoured trai~s, for the Lithuanian delegation 

1 
!lee Minute. of the fifteenth meeting. 
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did not consider these trains as offensive appliances since their radius of action was limited 
by the existence of railways. ' 

l\I. Al.>Z!F..RT (Fran~e) asked that,_ without prejullke to the draft prt>viou~ly submittt>d 
by the F~ench delegat~on, the_ followmg declaration, the object of whit•h was to facilitate 
a companson of the diverse Views, should be insertt•d iu the rt•port. 

"1. "While in many respects tanks possess fighting qualities supt>rior to thosl.' of otlwr 
means of combat, tht>y are ne,·ertht'less not capable of bt•in" u~t>tll'ffit•adously inlit'lll'lllh•ntly 
of other weapons, particularly of the infantry. "' ' 

"2. ~anks and armoured curs are t>sscntial fal'lors in the dt•ft•two fort•t>s of t'Ntnin 
countries whose geographical situation exposes tlwm to immt•tlinte invasion, whoso hunum 
reso_urc~s are limited, who, further, are rcsponsible for maintaining ordt•r in vast on•rsl'l~ 
terntones, and whose security dl'pends to a great extt>nt upon nmtN·ials Nmblincr them to 
economise their effectives. "' 

"~· Tank~ and a.r':lloured ears are among the wt•npons lt•nst thrt•ntt•ning to t'ivilh~nH, 
as, owmg to their prectswn of action, tlu.•y must be direl'tt•d at military objeetivt•s. 

"4. Tanks and armoured cars are tlwrt•fore not (a) the most spt•l'ifieally offt•nsive; 
(b) the most efficacious against national defence ; (c) the most thrt•ntoning to civilians. 

" 5. In all eases the weight above which tanks rould be t•onsidt>retl as answt•ring to the 
criteria (paragraph 4 (a) and (b) abovt>) should be not less than the wl!ight nt•<•t>SHI~ry to 
ensure adequate protection against aJlplh~n<•t•s spt•dally con~tructt•d to dt•stroy tlwm. 

" 6. The reduction and limitation of the wl'ight of tanks atul armourt•d l'nrs do not. 
come within the Commission's present terms of reft>rt>uce, as they involve queHtions of 
principle which must first be discussed by the General CommisKion." 

l\I. Aubert pointed out that Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 were hast>cl on the stnt!'lnPnts of the 
United States, United Kingdom and Japancse dt'legations in tlw Naval CommiHsion rc•lat.inA 
to capital ships, and that No. 5 was similar to a statNJwnt nuult• in the Naval CummisHion 
by the French dell'gation (see pages 5 and 7 of the Naval Commission'11 rt'lHirt)'. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) stated that he supported the Hounmuian 
proposal, particularly as interpreted by the Swiss delt•gation. lle asked that the following 
declaration be inserted in the rl'port : 

" The Polish delegation points out that, shoultl the Gmu>ral Commission dedclo t.o 
apply certain measures of qualitative disarmament to tanks, it would he absolutely 
essential to take simultaneous al'tion with a view to preventing : 

" 1. The conversion of agricultural and other tractors into tanks ; 
" 2. The utilisation of tractor factories for the manufacture of tank11. " 

General KossiTCH (Yugoslavia) also supported the Uoumanian propos1~l with regard 
to the conversion of agricultural tractors. He did not think it nec~eHHary, however, to set 
up a special committee. It would suffice, in his opinion, to make suggestions to the General 
Commission, as Colonel Ziibli,n had said. 

Lieutenant-Colonel NEli.ECEK (Czechoslovakia.) asHociated himself with the declaration 
made by the Polish delegate. 

The PRESIDENT asked the Czechoslovak delegate whether he fully co~eurred in the 
Roumanian proposal, and whether he had any opinion ~o ~xpreHK c~u th~ uJea to reg~rd 
armoured fighting vehicles as answering to the three cntena contamed m the resolutiOn 
of April 22nd. 

Lieutenant-Colonel NE,IECEK (Czechoslovakia) replied that he aeceJJted the propoHal 
of the Polish and Roumanian delegations as regard11 the tranHformation of a~,o'ficultural 
tractors. 

So far as the offensive character of tanks wa11 concerned,~ he did not desire)o make any 
special declaration, seeing that the Czec~oslova~ army c~icl not at present JlOHsess any tanks 
with the exception of a few such machmes for mstructwn purposes. 

• See document Conf. D.JC.!oi.30. 
LA!'iiiJ COHHISSION I 
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. · h dis~ussion stated that twenty-six delegations had 
Tbe PRESIDENT,_ s~mmariSI!Ig t e tion nec~ssary for preparing the report. Two 

made declaration_s g~vmg the mform~ure ro osed by the President for the report to be 
delegations were m favour. of. the pAroc~ dele~atlon had raised any objection, the President 
sent to the General CommissiOn. s n . al 

d th t th Commission accepted his propos · 
conclude a e . be submitted to the Commission, would therefore 

The report, which would s~ortly oints of view expressed by the delegations .. The 
contain a statement o~ the vanous t P get into touch with the various delegations in order 
Rapporteur proposed, if nec~~sary, o . 
to ascertain their exact positiOn. db d" "d d 

p · d t ted that the various statements with regard to tanks coul e 1v1 e 
The resi en no . h extent to which they recommended that tanks should be 

into four classes, accordrng to t e . g to the three criteria of the General Commission's 
classifi~ amo!lg the arms l a~::r~efore the Commission. The latter w.as not required to 
resolutw_nt : t~Is wass ttohet:! frmitation or abolition of these weapons: that was within the 
express 1 s views a . . . 
competence of the General CommiSSIOn. . 

The President proposed that the Commission should c~nsider.at the next me.etmg the 
definition of tanks and armoured cars proposed by the Umted Kmgdom delegatiOn. 

Agreed. 

SEVENTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, June 2nd, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President: M. BUERO 

22. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEIDCLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY 
THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932: CONSIDERATION OF THE REPLY 
TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION (continuation). 

The PRESIDENT reverted to his suggestion of the previous day that the Commission 
should endeavour to define tanks and armoured cars, as certain delegations considered 
such a differentiation necessary. In this connection he recalled that, at the close of the 
previous meeting, the United Kingdom delegation had proposed an amendment to 
paragraph 3 of its original draft reply to the General Commission, submitted at t.he fifteenth 
meeting. The proposed amendment had been supported by the United States delegation, · 
and the President proposed that his colleagues should now express their opinion regarding it. 
If the majority of the Commission approved this new definition, it might be incorporated in 
the report. 

General GALET (Belgium) accepted the proposal that the definition of tanks and 
armoured cars submitted by the United Kingdom delegation be inserted in the report to 
the General Commission. That definition was identical in substance with a proposal already 
made by the Belgian delegation in the Committee of Experts. 

·General TARBUK (Austria) proposed that the definition of armoured cars be completed 
by the insertion of the words " self-propelled " before "fighting vehicles ". 

General DE N.!N!sv-MF.GAY (Hungary) said that the Hungarian delegation supported 
the United Kingdom definition and was in favour of inserting it in the Commission's report. 
He suggested, however, that the words " Like the light tank " in the last paragraph but one 
be deleted. · 

M. VON WEIZSlcKER (Germany) observed that the differentiation between tanks 
and armoured cars was not of capital importance to countries wishing to abolish both 
weapons. T~e German delegation accepted the United Kingdom definition, subject 
to tbe Austrian amend~ent, and also supported the Hungarian delegation's suggestion 
to delete the words " Like the light tank ". 
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r General NY?REN ~S.":t>den) observed that the important point wns not to adopt this 
o that country s ~ef1rutwn, but to make surt>, wht•n t>mploying a trdmic1~l t•xpressiou, 
that all the delegatwns meant the same thin"" ,. 

In ~he Swedish delt>gation's view, the simplest and the clenrest <h•finition would be 
to d~scribe tanks as any fighting vehicle so t>quipped as to be able to move across untwen 
terratn, and armoured cars as any other armoured vehide providt•d only with four ordinary 
wheels. 

Th~ ~wedish delega~ion ft>lt that the Unitt>d Kingdom proposal would make it rntwh 
more difficult to estabhsh an exact distin<'tion b<>tw<>t>n two typt•s of nhide · it was 
prepared, howev~r, t~ accept the l!nited Kingdom drfinition, if the Conuuissi01~ was in 
favour. o_f ~dop~mg It.. The prenous day's discussion had dt•nrly demonstrntt•tl tho 
Commisswn s mistake m not defining the terms " tank " and " armom·Nl cnr " at tho 
outset. A group of armoured vehicles evidently <'Xist.t>d whieh, in the opinion of ct•rtain 
delegations, were tanks and in that of other dt•leg-ntions armourt•d cars. 

It was impossible to agree on a joint text or evt>n to <'ompnre difft•rt>nt. tl'xts if t.lw 
terms employ~d were. n?t interpr~ted in th.e same way. The Land Conuuission mi,.ht, 
however, obtam unarumity by saymg that, m this or that t<>xt or dot•umt•nt. or rt•ply, the 
terms " tank " and " armoured car " had be<>n used in a spodfio Sl'llso. 

Baron VAN VooRsT TOT VooRST (Neth<>rlands) stated that the Nrtherlands tleh•,.ation 
accepted the United Kingdom definition. It thought, however, ns rt•gnl'tlll ltrllllllll'lld 
cars, that there was some inconsistency between its tt>rms and the rt'ft•rt•nt•.e in the Expt•rt.s' 
reply to the capacity of armoured cars to cross tren<'hes. lie woultl suggt•Kt anwntling 
the United Kingdom proposal to read " only a very limited capnl'it.y for rroMsing trl'lll'lws " 
instead of "practica,lly no caparity for crossing trenehes ". 

Referring to the definition of a tank, be suggeMted adding, aftt>r the word "trtwks "1 
the words "enabling it to cross intact trenches of at least 1.50 metre in width ". 

Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland) stated that the SwiKs delrgation was pn•pan•tl to 1111pport 
the United Kingdom delegation's text. The Netherlands delt'gate's ohKt•rvutions t•ont•t•rning 
that text were perhaps rather too detailed, and the United Kingtlom dt>lt•gntiou's HI'I'Oild 
document might be held to cancel its previous text. The Land CommiKKiou had nut 
been asked to state all the technical possibilities of tanks and armoured carK, and it WIUI 

sufficient to describe their main characteristics. Tanks were intentled primarily for use 
on the battlefield and armoured cars for use on roads. Doth tlwKe pointM were dearly 
brought out in the United Kingdom document. 

Colonel DE CARVALHO (Brazil) said that the Brazilian del!'gation Hupportetl the 
definition proposed by the delegation of the United Kingdom ; it recognistld, Jlllvcrtht•l,•ss, 
that it was impossible to find formulas which were stri<·tly applicable to every custl, hut it 
was essential to define at least the most characteri11tic tankR, as had hem1 tione in the BriUsh 
amendment. The Brazilian delegation also agreed that thi11 definition should be inHtlrted 
in the report. 

General BENiTEz (Spain) stated that the Spanish delegation aecepted the text propoHctl 
by the United Kin"'dom delegation, subject to the tleh•tion of the phrase " J,iktl the light 
tank ". That refer:nce seemed out of place, espedally 11.11 the tank was desigrwd to cross 
rough ground and to overcome obstacles on the battlefield. 

Colonel DE CARVALHO (Brazil) stated that, in accordanee with the definition the 
Commission was about to adopt, a tank was a fully armoured, self-propdle,J vehicle, dcsigrwd 
to cross broken ground, usually by means of tracks. It was primarily intended for 
employment on the battlefield In the opinion of several delcgationH, suc:h implcrnent11 
were capable of effective action against entrenchments, which they could generally cross 
and destroy and were particularly useful for opening up infantry attacks. They were, in 
consequenc~ a means for reinforcing offen11ive action, and thus possessed the first two 
characteristi~s mentioned in the General Commission's resolution of AJlril 22nd. 

The Brazilian delegation agreed that tanks could also be used for the purposes of a 
counter-offensive by the defender on the front or the flank or in the rear of an aggressor 
which havina invaded the national territory, had entrenched itself- a point very rightly 
brouabt out in the French draft reply. In Yiew, howe\·er, of the fact that the use of 1111ch 
weap~ns considerably increased the offensiYe power of the attacker and that they were 
intended for purposes of attack while serving also for the defence, the Brazilian delegation 
was of opinion that all tanks, irrespective of weight, were specifically offenHive and 
efficacious against national defence. 
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In the Brazilian delegation's view, tanks could not b: incl~de~ ft1!~:1:ategory of 
weapons threatening to civilians, since they were employe on e .a · . , 

As re ards armoured cars which, according to the United Kmgdom delegatiOn s 
definition g were armoured, whe~led, fighting vehicles :primarily ~or employm~nt on roads, 
with 3 li~ited cross-country capacity but only a medmm capacity f?r. crossm~ tre.nches, 
the Brazilian delegation was of opinion that they were not specifiCall~ o ensive ~r 
threatenin to national defence, as they could be stopped more or less easily on road~ if 
they penet~ated far into the territory, while in the open they possessed n~ great capaCI~Y 
for crossin trenches. Further, such weapons were necessary for police purposes. m 
peace-time,~specially in countries of great terri.torial ext~nt and wit~ a scattered populatiOn 
in which the maintenance of public order might requue the rapid transfer of forces to 
a considerable distance. 
. The Brazilian delegation was of opinion that armoure~ ca~s co.uld not constitute 
weapons threatening to civilians, unless they were employed m v10lat10n of the rules of 
international law. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation would be 
glad to rectify an omission and to accept the Austrian proposal to insert the words " self
propelled" in the definition of armoured cars. It was also glad to accept the Netherlands 
proposal to amend" practically no capacity for crossing trenches "to " only a slight capacity 
for crossing trenches". It was not prepared, however, to accept the further amendments that 
had been proposed. The Hungarian delegate had suggested omitting the reference to the 

_ light tank in the paragraph concerning armoured cars, but the light tank, in the view of 
the United Kingdom delegation, did possess the power of reconnaissance, and it was 
essential that that point should be mentioned. If the Land Commission decided to embody 
the British text in its report to the General Commission, the Hungarian delegation might 

· perhaps wish to submit a reservation. 

Referring next to the Netherlands proposal that mention should be made of the capacity 
of tanks to cross trenches up to 1.50 metre, the British delegate observed that it was 
inadvisable to make the definition too concrete- as it would be if definite figures were 
inserted; it might, indeed, be misleading, since tanks were still changing. The first paragraph 
stated that the Committee of Experts had not found it possible to arrive at precise definitions 
of the various types of armoured vehicles, and that statement might serve to define the 
scope of the remainder of the document. The British delegation did not claim that its text 
offered a complete technical description, but hoped that the Commission might be able to 
accept it without too much further amendment. 

Colonel TOMBERG (Estonia) stated that the Estonian delegation accepted the United 
Kingdom definition of armoured fighting vehicles, subject to the amendments approved 
by Lord Stanhope. · 

. Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) suggested that the Commission might agree to 
adopt a proposal of Mr. Wilson to separate tanks and armoured cars entirely. The British 
delegate accordingly proposed adding, at the end of the second paragraph of its proposal 
the wo~d~ "~ut tanks. of a lighter pattern are also employed for reconnaissance ", while 
the omissiOn m the third paragraph of the words " Like the light tank " would make the 
words following- " their role, etc. " -apply exclusively to armoured cars. 

. . M .. AUBERT (France) said. that the French delegation would be prepared to adopt the 
d1stmct10n between tanks and armoured cars if it thought that that would mean a 
difference in the treatment of those two weapons. It felt however that without 
unduly forcing technical facts, it was not really possible to e'stablish a' distin~tion • the 
e~perts had said so, and, according to the United Kingdom document, there was no vhtual 
difference between the two types of vehicle. The only difference that could be established 
was between the use of those vehicles, and it behoved the Commission to be careful for if 
one of the two categori.f's were prohibited, a premium would be put on the othe~, and 
armou~ed cars could rapidly be converted, by means of a semi-track device for use on the 
battlefield. There was no guarantee against their being so used, and unless the Commission 
adopted for armoured <'ars a restrictive definition, saying that such vehicles could not 
leave the road, there sel'med no object in endeavouring to establish a distinction as it 
would not really st~rve the purpose in view. ' 

. Gene~al DE NANASY-MEGAY (Hungary) observed that his amendment which the 
Umted Kmgdom delegation had accepted, was simply designed to rectify the t~xt. 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) said that th G · 
=~e;~~!J~Yu~~~d ~~~t~~~ delegation and accepted :he 1~~~~~ t~~l:~,:m~~hee:!~X:~~e~~= 
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Baron VAN yooxs~ TOT VoORST (:Netht'rlands) withdrew his St't•ond proposal; he 
thanked the Umted Kingdom dt'lt'gate for his t'Xplanation antl for acct'pting the first 
proposal he had made. 

. . Th~ PR~siD.ENT thought that it would be possible for the Rapporteur to establish a 
distmct1on, m h1s report, betwet'n tanks and armoured <'ars. He su•Y"'t>sted that the first 
paragraph of the United Kingdom definition might stand, and that it"~tight be atlded Umt 
the experts had not been able to agree more fully, but that certain delt•gt\tions had real.'hed 
an agreement. That would assist the General Comlnission in arriving at a l'ondusion. 

Lo~d STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that he t'ntirt'ly agrt'Nl with the President's 
suggestiOns. He felt that aU the delt'gat.ions would wish to thank the l'residl•nt, whoNe 
personal efforts and pertinacity had enablt'd the Commission to ret\l'h au agreement. 

~ General GALET (Belgium) stated that the Belgian delt•gatiou al't't>pt.l'll the Uuitetl 
Kingdom definition of armoured fighting vehicles. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, rt'vt'rting to the qut>st.ion of tanks and armnurt'll 
cars, requested those delegations which had Bl'l'etled vt'rlmlly to any formula thnt lm1l hl't'n 
proposed, subject to reservations or amt>ndmt-nts, to forward stu·h rl':wrvaUonK ot' 
amendments in writing, in order to avoid any possibility of mistake. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) stated that the Spanish delt>gation lmd only at•ccptNl t.be 
definition of tanks and armoured cars included in the British propost\1. As rcgtmls tho 
remainder of the document, it adhered to its declarations of the Jlrevious day, 

The Spanish delegation requested the Prt'sident to have the following !ledarnt.inn 
inserted in the Minutes : 

. " The Spanish delegation is of opinion that both light and heavy artillery should 
be included among the most specifically offensive weapons, for reasons of even grcatl'r 
force than apply in the case of tanks, since the said artillery, which is better • arnwd 1 

than tanks, is capable, owing to its mobility, of accompanying the inft1ntry and co· 
operating at any stage oflthe:battle. It is, moreover, intended for that purpoMe, 

" The aforesaid artillery does not constitute a weapon most efficacious a~ninMt 
national defence, if the country attacked possesses fortifications. 

" Nor is it most threatening to civilians, if employed at a useful range, since the 
accuracy of rits fire enables it to be directed exclusively against selected millt.ary 
objectives. " 

23. FoRTIFICATIONS : DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE AND DRAFT REPLY SUBMITTED BY TilE 
GERMAN DELEGATION. 

The PRESIDENT stated that the German dele~ation had submitted the following 
questionnaire concerning fortifications and draft reply : 

"Draft Questionnaire. 

" (1) What are the chara~teristics of fortifications, fortified town11 and fortlfiml 
works (with special reference to the maximum size of their orguniHat!onH) which muHt 
be considered as offensive and which constitute a threat to the natwnal defence of 
the neighbouring State f 

"With regard to this question, the following must be taken into c:onHilh:ration : 

" (a) The possibility of accommodating troops and material for the purpoHea 
of an attack ; 

" (b) The range and efficacy of their artillery ; 
"(c) Distance from the frontier. 

" (2) What are the characteristic features of ~ortifica~ions, fort~fied to~na. and 
fortified works (with special [reference to the ma:umum Btze of theu orgamsatJonH) 
which constitute a threat to the civilian population of the neighbouring country! 

"With regard to this question, the following must be taken into consideration : 

• (a) The moral effect on the population of the neighbouring country in 
peace-time ; 

"(b) The range and efficacy of t~eir arti!lery, ~t~ special reference to 
populous territories and to dense populations and. to theuvJtal centres and centres 
of communication ; 

"(c) Distance from the frontier. 
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.. (3) What is the influence of the characteristics mentioned under 1 and 2, when: 

"(a) The opponent has no p~~ma~ent fortifications, fortified towns and 
fortified works or has only weak fortif1cat10ns, etc. ; 

" (b) The opponent can rely only on prepared or improvised field fortifications 
for the defence ! " 

"Draft Reply. 
" I. The Land Commission considers the' extreme limi~ 'o_f the organis.ations of a. 

fortress to be the points at which the most advanced orgarusatwns of any kmd capabl~ 
of firing are situated. 

"(a) Any fortress owing to its considerable possibilities for lodging and 
protecting troops enables men and material to be held in reserve. It follo_ws 
that in addition' to its defensive importance, it must be regarded as havmg 
orce~sive possibilities, which are the more important in proportion as the frontier 
is near. 

" (b) If the range of th~ artill~ry in the .fort~·ess is. su~ficient for eff~ctive fire 
across the frontier of the ne1ghbounng State 1t will preJUdiCe that States defence. 
The effect against that defence is naturally increased in the case of guns of large 
calibre. 

" (c) If a fortress is so close to the frontier that the troops assembled there can 
rapidly cross the frontier of the neighbouri~g State by ~tarti~g from the- extre!De 
limit of the fortress, and if the range of the artdlery enables 1t to frre across the front1er, 
the fortress must be regarded as specifically offensive and threatening to national 
rlefence. 

"2. (a) The qualities referred to under (1) are sufficient to be a considerable 
menace to the population of the neighbouring State. The mere idea of a sudden and 
unforeseen a.ttack by the troops of the aggressor and the fear that the national defence 
may be paralysed produces an unfavoura.ble moral effect upon the civilian population. 

" (b) This menace is all the greater when, owing to the range and effectiveness 
of the fortress's artillery, the life of the civilian population of the neighbouring State, 
Us residential and business places and its centres of communication, are threatened 
and when the frontier territory in question is densely populated or industrial. 

" (c) .As regards the distance of a fortress from the frontier, the remarks contained 
under 1 (c) also apply as regards the threat to civilians. 

"3. (a) When there are no permanent fortifications or even weak fortifications 
on the frontier territory of the neighbouring Sta.te the qualities referred to under (1) and 
(2) are all the more important in proportion as a surprise attack from a fortress close 
to the frontier, meeting with no prepared resistance, might penetrate deeply into the 
country ; it would thus be not only most efficacious against national defence but also 
particularly threatening to civilians. 

"(b) The same remarks apply where the other party has only prepared or 
improvised field fortifications, since the defensive power of such fortifications is much 
less ~~ll:n that of per~anent fortifications ; the former, owing, in particular, to the 
possJbihty of a surprise attack by a fortress close to the frontier, must be distant 
from the frontier and cannot be completed, occupied and put in a state of defence 
within the time necessary. 

" Co~cl~sion. - It follows from the above that fortresses possessing such 
cha~acteristJCs are of an offensive nature, that they are specially efficacious against 
natiOnal defence and particularly threatening to civilians. " 

M. yoN WE~~slc~ER (Germa~y) stated that, by way of introduction to the questionnaire 
concermng fortifiCatiOns, he desired to refer to the observations by which the German 
delegation had prefaced its proposals to the Conference. 1 

_Those proposals, it had explained, were not exhaustive, but were intended to render 
possible an effective reduction and limitation of armaments extending to all important 
~actors of armaments. T.hey included, .in part~cular, measures of fundamental importance 
!n regard to the preventiOn of aggressiOn. With that object, the German delegation had 
mcluded a paragraph relating to fortifications, framed as follows : • 

. " The c~mstl'u~tio_n and mainte~ance of fortresses, field works and works which 
owmg to their ~roximity_ to the frontier, constitute a direct menace to the neighbourin ' 
country .a~d might possibly obstruct measures taken for the prevention of war sh llg 
be prohibited." • a 

1 Dooument ('onf.D.7D. 
1 ltkwo, " C. FortificatiofiA ", paragraph 8. 
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. In its resolution of April 22~~· the General Commission had asked the Land Commission 
wh~ch weapons we~e most .s~e.cifica~y offensive, most efficacious against national defence 
an most thre.atenmg to .c~vili.ans; 1ts further decision of April 26th coYered t.he German 
pro:posal relat~g to. fortif1cat10n~. The G.erman. delegation desir~.>d to state, in order to 
avo!d all posSible Dl1sunderstanding, that 1t had m mind those fortresses whil'h, owing to 
theu nearness to. the fr?ntier, constituted a menace to the n~.>ighbouring country. The 
G~neral C~nvent~on to 1mpr?ve the. Me.ans o~ preventing War (Sept.emb~.>r 26th, 1931) 
lal~ down m Article 3 that, .m certrun ~ven cueumstances, lines should be find beyond 
~hiCh the forces of the p~1es to the dispute might not pass. Some limit was necNtstuy 
if a fo~ress was to be ~onside~d of a solely defensive charaeter, otherwise the stipulation 
of Article 3 would be moperat1ve .. The German delegation, in its draft qut>st.iommire and 
dr~ft reply, had endeavoured to dueet the Commission's attention to various impm"t.t\nt 
pomts, and hoped that by so doing it had <lone something to furtht>r the aims of the 
Conference. He suggested that the Commission should proceed immediately to consider 
the two texts before it. 

. Lord STAI'!HOPE (Unite~ Kingdom) obsl'rved that the question of fortifil•ntions was not 
of very g_reat lJ?-terest to h1s country owing to the part.icular geographi<•t\ I ronfiguration 
of th~ Uruted Kmgdom. He had expected the German delt•gate to quote bi~:~torh·nl inllh\ures 
pr?vmg t~at the exi~tence of fortifications close to the frontit•r constitutt>d a dnngl'r to t.he 
ne1ghbourmg countnes. Fortresses, he said, did not come into play excl'pt in caHe of attt\rk 
being essentially non-mobile. The German proposal, moreover, concerned not so much th~ 
fortresses themselves as their garrisons and armaments. Again, fortr~.>sscs were not the 
only military works capable of sheltering troops, which might be hilldeu In barracks or in 
woods, or indeed anywhere. As regards armaments, the CommisHion hall alrN\tly ~.>xpt·esKed 
its views on the_ different calibres of artillery pieces. The United Kingdom dell•gate thought, 
then, that it was unnecessary to revert to the question of garrisons and artillery. 'l'he 
German delegation would perhaps agree to withdraw its questionnaire, sinl'e the t>XtLmhmt.ion 
of that document would take up a great deal of the Land Commission's time and would not 
be of any very real value to the General Commission. 

M. AUBERT (France) endorsed Lord Stanhope's remarks. The fundamtmtu.l l•lt'll 
underlying the German delegation's draft reply was that the existence of a fortreHR doHe to 
the frontier constituted a presumption of aggression. That Mea was CJUite corr11ct If, lwhhul 

-the fortress, there existed an absolutely empty stretch of country, but, generally speaking, 
fortifications were designed to cover regions which were thickly populated. The situation 
of fortresses was thus determined by the existence near the frontier of vital centres which it 
was important to protect. They must then be situated close to the frontier. 

Secondly, it would appear from the German delegation's questionniLire that the actual 
characteristics of fortresses constituted a presumption of aggression, in that they poHHilKHCd 
a garrison, arms, munitions, etc. There were, however, a thousand ways of bringing troops 
and arms up to the frontier for purposes of aggression. Indeed, it was prl•fcrnhlo, if it 
were desired to protect them, not to shut them up in a fortres11, but to hide them ln wood11 
or to make use of other natural places of shelter. If the exiKtence of fortifieat.ion11 
constituted a presumption of aggression, the term aggressive might juKt as well he applillll 
to a policy of building roads, motor roads and bridges close to the fronthlr, Artillery might 
just as well be kept in fortresses as in barracks; its range was quite independent of the 
existence of a fortress close to the frontier. 

As regards the German delegation's argument concerning the Convention to improve 
the Means of preventing War, the French delegate thought that the applieation of its 
provisions depended on the good faith of the signatory States. 

In conclusion, M. Aubert did not think that any useful purpoHe wou)l} be served by 
maintaining that the existence of co.ncrete fortr~sses was p~oof of. a 11piri~ of a~~eKKion. 
It was much more important to consider the feelings that m1ght exiHt on e1ther sule of the 
frontier, and the L~ague's duty was to see that, in case of conflict, IIUch feelings were not 
allowed to lead to lffeparable consequences. 

. The PRESIDENT thought he might add to the BritiHh dele~at~'s re~arks that the 
German dele~Zation might rest assured that, should the Land Commuu11on deeule to pmstpone 
the discussio~ of the question of fortifications, that question could be brought up again when 
the General Commission came to discuss the problem of demilitarised zones. 

M. von WEizslCKER (Germany) reserved his reply to the two speeches which bad 
just been made but enquired whether the Land Commission proposed to remove from its 
agenda a question which had been definitely included in it. If that were the case, he 
would ask that a vote be taken. 

As regards the possibility of reverting. t_o t~e question of fortifications in connection 
with the examination of the problem of dewlitansed zones, the German delegate stated that, 
had he intended to discuss the question of auch zones and their effects, the questionnaire 
would have been much more comprehensive. 
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The PRESIDENT enquired whether the British delegation wished the Land Commission 
to take a vote on the previous question. Lord Stanhope's proposa! was to the effect that.no 
discussion be held on the question of fortifications for reasons which the French delegatiOn 
supported. 

1\I. AUBERT (France), while still endorsing the British delegate's views, sald that he 
would be prepared to discuss the question if the German delegation so desired. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) observed that his suggestions referred only to the 
qu('stionnaire submitted by the German delegation He repeated that the problem of 
fortifications was not of immediate interest to the United Kingdom. 

The PRESIDENT thought that he would be interpreting the feeling of the Commission 
if he proposed that no decision be taken yet and that the question be referred to a later 
meeting, unless the German delegation insisted on an immediate discussion. 

M. VON WEIZSACKER (Germany) stated that his delegation did not insist on an 
immediate discussion. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) observed that one of his reasons for suggesting that 
the Commission should not examine the German questionnaire was that it must avoid 
all possible delay if it wanted its report to the General Commission to be ready in due time. 
If the question of fortifications were to be discussed, the British delegation would prefer the 
debate to be held there and then, or at latest on the following day. · · . 

The PRESIDENT replied that he hoped to be able to settle the question of procedure 
after consulting the German delegate privately. If, as a result of their conversation, it 
became necessary - though this he did not anticipate - for the Commission to discuss 
the problem of fortifications, a!meeting would be held before the following Monday. 

Lord STANHOPE expressed his satisfaction with this arrangement .. 

EIGHTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Monday, June 6th, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President : M. BUERO. 

24. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE 
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMliiiSSION ON APRIL 22ND, . 1932. 
EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT REPOR~ TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION . 

. The PR;ESIDENT invited M. Bourquin, Rapporteur, to address the Commission on the 
subJect. of his draft report to the General Commission under the terms of that Comm' · ' 
resolut10n of April 22nd, 1932. ISSion s 

M. Bo~RQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained the structure of his draft re . t h · h 
!Lfter recall~ng the General Commission's resolution of April22nd and the Land C por '.w. IC,' 
mt~rpretatlOn of that resolution, set forth the Land Commission's conclusio ?mmiSSidonts 
artlllery and ar~oured fighting vehicles. ns 1D regar o 

F~r the artillery, the Land Commission had unanimous! d t d · 
embodted all the essential features of the differe t . Y a 0 P e a common text which 
nec('ssary for the Rapporteur to quote the te~t ";~:pst:?rbesstehd. Lit had thus ~nl;y been 
May 23rd. Y e and CommtssiOn on 

When he came to deal with the question of ar d h" 1 
text existed and a whole series of opinions had had~ou~e te ~~ es,. however, no unanimous 
main currents. It had seemed advisable for the o e c assftfted m order to bring out the 

' purposes o the General Commission to , 
1 

Document Conf.D.fC.T.41S. Addenda: Documents Conf.D.fC.T.45(aJ and (b). 
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differentiate between tanks arm d d · 
state separately the 1 '· ourl"h ears, armour!" trams and armoured eupolas, and to 

cone usions rl.'ae l'd for l'aeh of those catl.'~oril's. 

the ::e.ondly, it ha~ been necessary to l.'xplain soml.'what fully the considl'rations on which 
as the n!~~econclusiO~s were based: It was not possible mt>rely to state the conclusions, 
wouldybe to t!~~ nn~m~~ms and ads. In eonst>qut>nce the General Commission, whose duty it 
h · a eclSlon re~a.r mg thl'~, woulll need to know the ar~nml'nts on whieh 

~ elh W~r~ bas~d. r~Irther,. e~rtai~ dell'~ahons had Sl'llt in full writtl'U statl'IIH'nts, SO that, 
m e m e~es s 0 lm~artiality, It had bt>en jndj!l'd adYisnble to state in the rl'llOrt the 
arguments ormulated m support of the opinions expressed by othl•r dt'll"gnt.ions. 

Thir_dly, i~ classifyi~g the main groups of opinion, the RapportNtr had 1·efrninl'd 
~0cf. s~y~~~ wb~ch deleg~hons were repr~sl'ntt>d in those ~oups, since the I.and Commist~ion 

a m en 10n~ Y absta.med from adoptmg the vote as part of its prol•ednre. To s1wcify 
the St~tes w~ch were m favour of any partit•ular thl'sis would have lwl'n tnntamount to 
re~ordmg tbetr ~otes, and, as ~orne States had not exprt•sst•tl their vit>ws on l'l'rtnin impu1t 11nt. 
pomts~ t? n:-enti~n those wb1eh had done so woultl have givt'll a fnlst'l vil•W of the {,and 
~ommission s atti~ude ; the names of delegations had only bl'en ml'ntionNl in excl'ptional 
mstances, for speCial reasons. 

· ~h~ Rapporteur e~pla~ned that certain omissions which he hatl onrlooked, owing to 
the linn ted ~u!le at his diRJ!O~al, had n?w been made gootl in document Con f. D./I'. T. 
45 (a.), consistmg of an addition, and in document ('onf. D./C.T. 45 (b) amt>ndin~t the 
order of a couple of paragraphs. 

The PRESIDENT expressed the CommiRsion's sinct>re thnnkM to the Rnppol'l.t•ur for the 
impartiality, competence and preeision which cham(~tl'riHI'd his rt>port.. 

1\:1. LouNATCHARSKl (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) made the following statemt>nt: 

"The present report, instead of giving direct answers to the qut>st.ions put by the 
Genera~ Commission, merely enumerates the opinions of the various jn'oups of 

· delegatiOns, as formulated by the experts when questions concerning artillery and 
armoured vehicles were under consideration. 

" The Land Commission had instructions to determine what <'alibres of artillery 
and what classes of armoured vehicle answered to the three ('.riteria laid down by tho 
General Commission on April 22nd. The Land Commis11ion wa11 to answt>r th(•Ao 
questions ; it was to say whether these classes of armament sboulll be tmhject to 
qualitative reduction, and, if so, to what extent. 

" Instead of answering the questions, the Land Commi11sion, by repenting the 
opinion expressed by the Committee of Experts in an interminable aeries of technical 
arguments, is still further complicating the task of the General CommiHHion. J,and 
armaments, especially armoured vehicles and heavy artillery, offer suffident material 
to be submitted to the General Commission for its deciHion in re~tard to qualitative 
disarmament. The Land Commission's voluminous report is full of arguments about the 
relative value of different calibres of artillery, the impos11ibility of making an absolute 
distinction between a tank and a motor vehicle, and the efficaey of artillery an1l 
tanka against permanent fortifications ; but all this is merely preparing the ground 
for bringing the whole principle of qualitative diHarmament into question. l'uhlic 
opinion is beginning to realise this, and numerous protests are now being hPard from 
every side against this tendency, which is visible in all the Commissions. 

"The Soviet delegation quite realises that thi11 total absence of positive results 
is not due to any bad work on the part of the expert11. The experts are only exprPssing 
the ideas and wishes of their respective delegations. Be that as it may, the Roviet 
delegation cannot associate itself with this refusal to give any specific reply·to the 

· questions put, and is therefore unable to pronounce in favour of the report. 

. " While making this general reservation, the Soviet delegation propose11 to 
continue to uphold its own view in the General Commission, maintaining that the 
following~elasses of arms should.be subject to qualitative disarmament: all gun11 and 
howitzers of calibre exceeding about 100 mm. firing 11hells weighing more than 
16 kg. and having a range exceeding 15 km., and~all"armoured vehicles- tanks, 
cars and trains." 

Lieutenant-Colonel SERRANO (Bolivia) observed that the Land Commission's report was 
an historical document and that every country must bear some measure of responsibility 
for the proposals and arguments set forth in it. The Land Commission's views must be 
accurately portrayed before being placed before the General Commission, and if a true 
picture were to be given, some things must be made to stand out more distinctly than· others; 
accordingly, each section of the report should, he thought, bear the names oftbe delegations 
whose views it represented. The Hungarian proposal, for example, concerning tanks 
had been supported by some twenty•states. · 
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M BouRQUIN (Belgium) Rapporteur, assumed that the Soviet delegate's criticism 
was d~ected against the corhmission rathe~ t_ha~ against the Rapporteur, whose report 
was simply intended to reflect the Commission s work. 

He repeated his reasons for not thinking it desirable to specify the na:me~ OJ th~ 
dele ations who had supported the various groups of opinion : some coul_ltnes a no 
stat~d their precise attitude, and any record of names would thus have been mcomp_lete. 

The PRESIDENT, endorsing the Rapporteur's view, explained that _he_ had himself bee,n 
to some extent responsible for the procedure adopted by the _C~mnnsswn. ~he lat~er s 
work was in a sense a preparation for that of the General Comnnssion ; there still remamed 
a long work of negotiation, and it had sc~me<l to him I?referabl~ ~ot to record_ th~ for!llal 
vote of any delegation, so as not to bind It to any particular opmwn fr~m _which ~t mi~ht 
find it difficult to depart. He hoped that the Bolivian delegate would not msist on his pomt. 

Lieutenant-Colonel SERRANO (Bolivia) stated that he did not insist. 

The PRESIDENT invited the Commission to examine the draft report paragraph by 
paragraph. 

Paragraph 1. 

Paragraph 1 was adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 2. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) pointed out that the Land Commission had never taken 
a decision to the effect that the first two criteria named in the resolution of April 22nd 
might be held to form one single criterion. The Rapporteur had suggested at a previous 
meeting I that " they might examine each weapon under each of the three heads specified 
in the General Commission's resolution, or they might take the series of weapons mentioned 
in the experts' replies and decide if those weapons should be included under one or more 
of those heads ". He would prefer to amend the opening phrase of the second sub-paragraph 
of paragraph 2 which now read : " It was of opinion- without desiring to attribute to its 
interpretation a more general bearing- that for land materials • . . " to read as follows: 
" It was of opinion that generally . • . etc." 

Ill. BouRQillN (Belgium), Rapporteur, observed that, although no formal decision 
had been taken, the Commission had taken a virtual decision in the light of M. van 
Lanschot's and Mr. Wilson's statements at the meeting in question. He saw no objection 
to the proposed amendment, however, and suggested also deleting the words : " . . • 
without desiring to attribute to its interpretation a more general bearing • • • ". 

The PRESIDENT read the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2 as amended to read : 

" It was of opinion that generally for land materials the weapons which are 
' most efficacious against national defence' should be considered as being those whose 
character is 'the most specifically offensive', and that the first two criteria named 
in the resolution of April 22nd might thus be held to form one single criterion." 

Paragraph 2 as amended was adopted. 

Paragraphs 3 and 4. 

Paragraphs 3 and 4 were adopted without discussion. 

Paragraph 5. 

M .. VON WEIZSACKER. (Germany), reverting to a previous statement of the German 
delegat~on, asked forth~ m~ertion, after the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (c) of the 
exp.,rts report (embodied m paragraph 5 of the draft reply under consideration) of a 
sub-paragraph to the effect that the German delegation included under the terms "~bout 
100 mm. " guns of a calibre of 77 mm. and over. 

b ~1.- BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, enquired whether the German delegation would 

h
edwiihng for that statement to appear as a footnote, as the text of the experts' report 
a already been adopted. 

M. ·VON WEIZSlCKER (Germany) agreed to the Rapporteur's suggestion. 

1 See llinute& of tho 10venth meeting (May lOth, 1932). 
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Paragraph 5 waB adopted, with the addition of the following foohaole : 
. " The German delegation includea under the terms 'about 100 mm. 1 guns of a 

calibre of 77 mm. and over." 

Paragrap1t8 6, 7 and 8. 

Paragraph8 6, 7 and 8 were adopted witlaout discuBsion. 

Paragraph 9. 

Lord ST~NHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed an amendment in the definit.ion of tanks : 
" tanks of a light t~e " to read " the lighter types of tanks ". lle pointed out as regards 
armoured cars, that lD the latter part of the definition which had alrea1ly beeh approved 
by the .c~mmission &:nd which in the draft report read " ••• but they have only a 
very li!llited capaCity for crossing trenches. Like the li..-:ht tanks their rc.te is 
rec~~na1ssance and they are useless for attack against any form of organised defensive 
pos1~1on" ~hould re~d : " but they have only a slight capacity for crossing trenches. 
Their role 18 reconnaissance and they are useless for attack a .. ainst any form of organised 
defensive position." ., 

Paragraph 9, IJ8 amended, WM adopted. 

Paragraph 10. 

Par;agraph 10 WIU adopted without di8cussion. 

New Paragraph. 

Following a suggestion of l\1. AuBERT (France), a new paragraph was inserted after 
paragraph 10, as follows : 

" Certain delegaiions consider that if a distinction was sought between tanks and 
armoured cars it should be sought rather in the direction of a difference of use than in 
that of a difference of definite technical characteristics. These delegations point out 
that in such circumstances, in the absence of effective means of control, it will always 
be possible to use these weapons for purposes different from those for which they were 
theoretically designed. In the opinion of these delegations, the only category of 
armoured vehicles of combat in regard to which a sufficiently definite technical 
distinction could be established would be that of armoured motor-cars which have not 
more than four wheels, only two of them being driving wheels, to the excluHion of 
caterpillars, and which are obliged to keep to roads." 

Paragraph 11 (New Paragraph 12).1 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed that paragraph 11 which now read as 
follows: 

" The general characteristics described by the Committee of Experts as rcg1~rds 
mobile armoured cupolas and armoured trains encountered no objection " 

should be modified as follows : 

" The replies of the Committee of Experts relating to the characteristics of mobile 
armoured cupolas and armoured trains received general endorsement from the 
Commission." 

Paragraph 11, u amended, WM adopted. 

Paragraph 12 (New Paragraph 13). 
Paragraph 12 WM adopted without discus11ion. 

Paragraph 13 (New Paragraph 14). 

M. LouNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) pointed out that the " One 
group of delegations " referred to in the first sub-paragraph had numbered some twenty 
delegations. He thought that fact should be brought out. 

General BONOMI (Italy) endorsed M. Lounatcharski's observations, which, he said, 
represented the Italian delegation's views. 

General TE:MPERLEY (United Kingdom) observed that, if account were taken of the 
Soviet delegate's suggestion to differentiate more clearly between the views of the various 
groups of delegations in connection with tanks, a similar differentiation should also be made 
in connection with artillery: some fourteen delegations had been in favour of a 150 mm. 

• The numbers in paren~~ correspond with thoae in the final ted of the report (dooumen~ Conf. D. 122). 
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calibre limit. If the 11ize of the groups were qualified in the one case, it must be qualified 
in the other. 

General VAN TUINEN (Netherlands) ·supported G~neral Temp~rl~y's observations as 
giving a very accurate picture of what had happened m the CommissiOn. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, suggested th.at t~e first. s~b-paragra:r,h of 
paragraph 13 should read : " A large number of delegatiOnS IS. of Opimon, · · • etc. 
Paragraph 15 could then read: "A second large group of delegatwns 

The proposals of the Rapporteur were adopted. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed a slight amendment in tlie English text. 
He also proposed the removal, in the sec?nd. sentence of the ~econd sub-paragraph ?,f 
paragraph 13, of the brackets, and the substitutiOn, fo~ the ,:rords ·by means of cars, etc. , · 
of the words " by means of motor vehicles of all kinds . . · 

Lord Stanhope's proposals were adopted. 

The PRERIDF.NT observed that the following additions proposed by the Rapporteur 
aftl'r the distribution of the draft report referred to paragraph 13. . • 

(a) To be inserted between the second and third sub-paragraphs of paragraph 13: 

" Several of them point out that even modern fortifications are exposed to the 
attack of tanks because, while it is always possible to protect fortified works sufficiently 
to resist those attacks by the use of natural or artificial obstacles, it should be noted, 
on the one band, that the action of tanks may strengthen considerably infantry 
atta<·ks against troops and objectives placed at intervals either in front of or between 
those works, and, on the other hand, that the establishment, which is always very 
costly, of a complete system of artificial obstacles for the protection of forts is 
impossible in peace-time in certain districts, such as those under cultivation. 

" Certain delegations point out, moreover . " 

(b) To be inserted at the end of paragraph 13: 1 

" It bas been pointed out within the same group of delegates that, whatever 
the utility that tanks might sometimes offer for defensive purposes,• the menace 
which they constitute to the defence within the bands of the aggressor outweigh the 
advantages which they might confer on the defence, and that in any case such a 
menace was sufficiently serious to be regarded as decisive." · 
Tl1ese two additions were adopted. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) noted that several delegations had supported 
the United Kingdom opinion that tanks could only cross trenches if the latter had already 
been partly destroyed by artillery fire.8 He proposed that a sentence on the subject 
be included in paragraph 13. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that paragraph 13 set forth the views 
of delegations which considered that all tanks should be included among weapons which were 
most specifically offensive. The present text, which had been taken from a note submitted 
by the German delegation, reproduced that view exactly. The opinion to which Lord 
Stanhope had referred, however, represented the views of another group of delegations, 
and the.Rapporteur feared that, if it were introduced in the paragraph describing the views 
of t~e first .group, the v~ry difficulty which he had wished to avoid might arise-namely, 
an Impresswn of a ser1es of replies and counter-replies. That explained the second 
addition which the President had just read. The sentence suggested by the United Kingdom 
delegate might perhaps be inserted as a footnote to show that the Committee of Experts 
was not unanimous on the point. 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) expressed his agreement with that suggestion. 

Paragrap/1 13, with the above addition-a and amendments, was adopted. 

Paragraph 14 (New Paragraph 15). 

Paragraph 14 was adopted witholtt d·isc1lssion. 

d 
•
2
T
4 

he
1 

a
1
<ldition of the above sub. paragraph to paragraph 13 neeessitatea the suppression of paragr h 23 an o t te draft report. ap s 

1 The Italian dele~ation, reiterating a reservation which it had alreadv ut forwa d · · . 
t<lxt relatmg ~ artillery material. exr,resse<l the opinion that any dedsi~n to rh In connedl?n With the 
purpo..,. of natiOnal defence was outsi< e the Land CommiS!Iion's competence as t e arms reqwred for the 

• .• See footnot<l 2 to the rnply of the Committee of Experts (Q t' (3).) · . · 
\ eludlll! (document Conf. 0.122, Appentlix 2). 066 100 concermng Armoured F1ghting 
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Paragraph 15 (Sew Paragraph~l6). 

. Paragraph 15 was adopted, subject to the amendment already adOJltl'!l in t•onuet'lion 
With paragraph 13- namely, to replace the words "A second group of tlrll'""lltions " by 
"A second large group of delegations ". ... 

Paragrapla 16 (S t10 Paragrapla 17 ). 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed the insertion, at the end of the soutenre 
of the following : ' 

. " They hold, however, that this power of surprise is not t•onfinml to tnnks, but 
18 shared by armoured cars and even by commercial motor ,·ebil'll'S l'om·crtllll to 
military uses." 

Paragrapla 16, witla the ab01Je amendment, was adopted. 

Paragrapla 17 (New Paragraph 18). 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the srutl•nt•e just IIIHI'I"h•ll nt 
the end of paragraph 16 made it necessary to repb\ce the words " 'l'hnt l'xplnin11, tlwy 
add, why tanks possess " at the beginning of paragraph 17 by tht' words: 

" For the purposes mentioned above, t.anks, they add, JUl~HI'Ks ". 

Paragraph 17, as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 18 (New Paragraph 19 ). 

General BoNO:MI (Italy) thought that paragraph 18, whil'lt !limply gave the opinion 
of the United Kingdom delegation, might appear in the form of 1\ footuntt•, u11 hutl botJn 
decided in the case of the German delegation's observation rtJlating to parugraph r.. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that parngraph 18 dill not, strictly 
speaking, represent the opinion of the United Kingdom dl'lt•gation alone. 'l'hnt Jmrngraph 
was required in order to explain the conclusions arrived at by the dt•ll•gations bl'longing to 
the second group and to explain more particularly the figures "20 to 21) tons upwartiH " in 
paragraph 19 of the draft. The Rapporteur hnd UHed the £1xpreHMion " whid1 the Uuit.t•d 
Kingdom more particularly defines as follows: • . • ", as it was not <Illite certain 
whether the various delegations in the second group accepted all the argunwut.a 1wt forth 
in paragraph 18. The conclusions derived from thoHe arguments had, however, btllln 
adopted by all the delegations in question. 

On the proposal of General BONOMI (Italy), the Jlhrase quoted hy the Unpporteur 
was amended to read as follows : 

" • • • which some delegations define as follows : .. 
Paragraph 18 as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 19 (New Paragrapla 20). 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed the insertion in the second aub·paragra}Jh 1 
after the words "tanks of a lower weight ", of the words "are definitely less offensive in 
character and • • • " 

Lord Stanhope's proposal was adopted. 

General BONOMI (Italy) thought that the limit of 20 to 25 tons upward&'mentioned in:the 
. first sub-paragraph of paragraph 19 was not sufficiently precise and not in harmony with the 

preceding paragraph, in which the figures" 25 tons "and" 20 tons "referred res}Jectively to 
heavy tanka and medium tanks. 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that he had simply reproduced the 
texts submitted by delegations. He did not claim that the limit of 20 to 25 tons was very 
precise or that it was quite ~ harmony with paragraph 181 but he was not e!ltitled to alter 
the figures given by delegatiOns. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) thought that the General Commission might be perplexed by the 
lack of harmony between paragraphs 18 and 19 ; he did not, however, insist on that point. 

He proposed the addition, at the end of paragraph 19, of the words "in time of peace". 

General B&L"iD (India) thought that the addition would serve no useful purpose, as 
public order had to be maintained in time of war just as in time of peace. 
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RSKI (Union 0 ( Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that, in the Soviet 
1\I .. LoUN~TCHAh uestion of police measures should not be dealt with in the report, 

delegatiOn's tew, ~seo~tside the Commission's terms of reference. The Soviet delegation 
as th:! ~::d~on e~pressed the same view in the Prepara~ory Commission and ~ the 
~~~miftee on ~hemical and Bacteriological Arms. It accordingly proposed .th~ de~et10n of 
the last sentence of paragraph 19. If that were not agreed to by the Comm1ss1on, 1t would 
ask that its protest be noted in the report. 

1\I. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought that the last-named s?lution should be 
adopted for certain delegations bad referred to the use of tanks for police purposes, and 
the repdrt should duly note that point. Similar res~rvation.s,. moreove~, had already _be~n 
included in the report, such as the Italia~ delegatiOn's opm10~ that 1t w~s not w1thm 
the Land Commission's competence to specify the weapons reqUired for national defence. 

General BoNOMI (Italy) endorsed the Soviet delegation's reservation and withdrew his 
own proposal relating to the amendment of the last part of paragraph 19. 

It was agreed to add as a footnote to this paragraph the reservations . made by the 
Soviet and Italian delegations. 

Paragraph 19, as amended, was adopted. 

Paragraph 20 (New Paragraph 21). 

Paragraph 20 was adopted, subject to various drafting amenclments. 

Paragraph 21. 
General BENiTEZ (Spain) stated that the Spanish delegation's opinion might have 

been given simply in the form of a note. It was not quite accurately interpreted in the 
present text, and be proposed accordingly that the following text be substituted : 

" The Spanish delegation is of opinion: (1) that light tanks, designed to eo-operate 
with the infantry at any stage of the battle and on any terrain, should be regarded as 
specifically offensive weapons and, when no fortification exists, as particularly 
efficacious against national defence; (2) that heavy tanks fulfil these two conditions 
unreservedly; (3) that no tank is threatening to civilians." 

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained that paragraph 21 bad been inserted 
in the report as the result of an interpretation of the statement made by the Spanish 
delegate and appearing in the Minutes of .the sixteenth meeting. The paragraph might 
accordingly be deleted entirely. 

General BENiTEZ (Spain) agreed to the deletion of paragraph 21 and withdrew the 
text he bad proposed. 

Paragraph 21 was deleted. 

Paragraph 22 (New Paragraph 22). 

General BoNOMI (Italy) proposed that the contents of paragraph 22 appear in the 
form of a footnote, since the paragraph in question represented the opinion of a single 
delegation. · 

M. AUBERT (France) observed that the Italian delegation bad concluded, from the fact 
~hat the Commission bad decided to insert the German observation relating to paragraph 5 
~n the form of a footnote, that any opinion expressed by a single delegation must appear 
m that form. The French delegate did not think, however, that there was any analogy 
between the ~w? cases. Paragraph 5 embodied a text which had been adopted by the 
~hole Con;tmlSSion, and the German delegation had simply wished to explain its 
mterl?reta~wn of t~at text. . The part of the report now under discussion, however, 
described m successwn the var1ous opinions which had been expressed, and as paragraph 22 
concerned one of those -.the French delegation's opinion - the French delegate was 
opp?se~ ~o ~he procedure proposed by General Bonomi, for which he thought there was 
no JUstifica.twn. 

~· ~OURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, repeated that he had made a point of not 
n;tentwrung the delegations by name save in certain exceptional cases when 8 ecial 
cucumsta.nces ren~ered . it necessary. As the French delegate had maintainel the 
paragraph under d1scusswn concerned one of the theses put forward one of the v~rious 
systems between which the General Commission would have to decide' It was ne 
th~t. the thesis in ques~ion should be s~t forth in the report and, sine~ it represen~e~s~~y 
op1ruon of one delegatwn, that delegatwn had had to be mentioned expressly by ~arne~ 

General BONOMI (Italy) said that, if he remembered ri btl th · 
supported the French thesis; he IIU"'gested that it mi ht be g . y, o er delegatwns had 
adopted for parll!,•·raph 18 and to :ay " certain deleiationt•?.SS!ble to employ the formula 
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He. did not wish to insist on his proposal, but pointed out that otherwise the French 
delegatiOn would be the only one expressly mentioned by name in the whole rE"port. 

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Bureau should ascertain whE"thE"r cert.ain delc,.ations 
support:ed t!?e French delegation's thesis. If that wE're the case, the formuh\ "~l'rt.aiu 
delegatiOns would be adopted; otherwise the Fren<'h delegation's name wouht renmin. 

The President's proposal was adopttd. 

Subject to the foregoing f'eservation, paragrapla 22 was adopted. 

Paragraphs 23 and 24. 

The PRESIDENT recalled that the Commission had agreed to the Rapporteur's proposal 
to replace paragraphs 23 and 24 by a text to be inserted at the end of p•uogrnph 13. 

M .. LomU.TCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that the Sovillt 
delegatiOn supported the Italian delegation's reservation, which appeared in the form of a 
note to the second addition proposed by the Uapportl'ur; it lu\d supportt>d t.he snme 
reservation which the Italian delegation had put forward in connet•tiou wit.h the text 
relating to artillery material. 

Paragraphs 25 to 28 (New Paragraph 23 to 26). 

Paragraphs 25 to 28 were adopted, subject to "arious drafting ame11dme-~1ts with the objel\t 
of bringing the French and English texts into line. 

Paragraph 29 (New Paragraph 27 ). 
Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed the insertion of the words " colonial or 

mandated " between the words " vast " and " territories " at the end of paragraph 29. 

M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that the last sentence of parngraph 29 
met the situation of certain countries such a11 Persia, to which the addition propoH!\fL by 
Lord Stanhope did not apply. 

Lord STANHOPE (Unite~ Kingdom) withdrew his proposal. 

Paragraph 29 was adopted without any change. 

Paragraphs 30 and 31 (New Paragraphs 28 and 29). 
Paragraphs 30 and 31 were adopted without o1Jservations. 

Paragraph 32 to 36 (New Paragraphs 30 to 34). 

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed that the last five paragraphs be preceded 
by a sub-heading such as " Miscellaneous ". 

The sub-heading " General Remarkl " was adopted. 

Paragraphs 32 to 36 were adopted. 

General Reservation by the Soviet Delegation. 

M. LOUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) asked that the general 
reservation which he had made at the beginning of the meeting should be annexed to the 
report. 

The PRESIDENT proposed that the reservation should be inserted as a footnote to 
the chapter "Introduction", on the sole responsibility of the Soviet delegation. 

The Presidcnt'B proposal was adopted. 

The draft report as a whole was adopted. 1 

25. FoRTIFICATIONS : ADOPTION OF A TEXT TO BE INSERTED IN THE REPORT 
TO THE GENERAL COllllii!SlON, 

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission still had to examine the que11tion of 
fortifications. He recalled that, following on the communication from the German 
delegation,• he had requested the deleg::'tions to send i? an~ obKe.~ations on the subject to the 
Bureau. Eight delegations had subnutted observatiOns m wntmg. 

The President now proposed, after having consulted the German delegation, that 
the Rapporteur should draw up .a. text, which would fo~m_ the third part of the r~p?rt 
to the General Commission, descnbmg the facts and explammg that the Land Commi~HIOn 

• For the final terl of the report, see document Conf. D.l22. 
• See Minutes of the eeventeenth meeting. 
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b .1 !'sed thnt it would be difficult for it to arrive at practical conclusions in regard 
au rt>a 1 

· •• • d t th G l C · · to fortifications and that it had <~eci~letl simply to forwar. o . e en~ra 
1 

ommission 
the German delPg!ltion's commumcatwn and the observatiOns m questiOn. 

:M. voN WEizslCKER (Germany) thought that ;that was~ the imost practical solution 
and thanked the Commission for its action in the matter. He asked that two supplementary 
passages might be added by way of explanation. 

The first of those passages, endorsing the interpret~ti?n of the General Comrn!-ss.ion': 
questions which appears in the report of the Naval Comrmss10n to the General Comrmsswn, 
was as follows : 

" The German delegation took as a starting-point for ~ts. discussions ~he following 
interpretation of the questions raised by the ~eneral Comrmss10n : Suppo~mg one S~ate 
either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggressiOn or (b) undertakes offensive operatiOns 
against another State, what are the weapons which, by reason. of their specific charact.er, 
and without prejudice to their defensive purposes, are most likely to enable that policy 
or those operations to be brought rapidly to a successful conclusion ! " 

The second passage was as follows : 

" The German delegation desires to direct the Commission's attention to the 
following passage in the report 3 of Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference : · 

" ' The category of organis~tions which can only be used for territorial defence 
cannot be said to include : 

"' (1) Organisations the principal purpose of whichisobviouslytoenable · 
long-range artillery or air attack to be brought to bear on the communications 
of a neighbouring country or its exposed points near the frontier, and which 
are not indisputably justified by the necessity of protecting specially exposed 
points in the country concerned ; 

" ' (2) Naval or air bases the principal object of which is not to defend the 
territory or vital communications of the State to which they belong, but 

" ' (a) Either to cover the assembling of supplies, materials for repairs, 
etc., in order to extend the striking range of the naval or air forces ; . . 

" ' (b) Or to command for the benefit of a single country certain 
routes used by international sea-borne trade.' " 

. M. BouRQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, read the following text, which he proposed 
addmg at the end of the report under the heading "Fortifications ". : 

" The German delegation submitted a note expressing its point of view on this 
question to the Land Commission. · · 

. " Certain other delegations also submitted, in writing, their observations on 
this proposal. . . 

"T~e Commissi?n, realising that it would be extremely difficult for it to arrive 
at practical conclusiOns for the time being on this point decided to forward to the 
General Commission the above-mentioned documents !or' purposes of information." 

. !If. VON WEizslcKER (Germany) asked that the words "for purposes of information" 
m1ght be replaced by the words "for any necessary action". · 

The text, with the foregoing amendment, was adopted. 

26. CONVOCATION OF A 1\IJ.:ETING OF THE BUREAUX OF LAND, NAVALANDA!R COMMISSIONS 
TO COMPARE THEIR REPORTS TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION. . 

~he PRESIDENT stated that the Bureaux of the three Technical Cominissions would 
!'leet ~n order to compare the reports of those Commissions and to endeavour to bring them 
mto hue: Shoultl any amendments to the Land Commission's report be deemed ne 
~he ~resul.ent would convene a meeting of the Commission, 80 that the latter mi ht cessary, 
I~s vw~·s.m the matt.er. Otherwise the report would be forwarded direct t tgh Gexpressl 
C ommis1non. o e enera 

1 
For the text of the observations, see document Conf D 122 A di 

•I> .... ument Conf.l>.l21. · · • ppen X 3. 
'l.Jocumeut C.7311.M.278.1926.1X, page 142. 
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DOCUMENTS OF THE LAND COl\11\IISSION. 

Conf.D.fC.T.I. 

Geneva, May 23rd, 1932. 

REVISED LIST OF 1\IDIBERS OF THE LAND Co:\DIISSIO~, 
FEBRUARY 27TH - JUNE 6TH, 1932. 

President: 1\I. E. BUERO (Uruguay). 

Vice-Presidents: General LAIDONER (Estonia); 1\l. VAN LANSCHOT (Netherlands). 

Country 

Afghanistan: ' 

Union of South Africa: 

Albania: 

Rapporteur: M. 1\I. BoURQUDI (Belgium). 

Members 

Lieut.-General 0MAR Khan. 

Major F. F. PIENAAR. 

Subolitutos 

l\1. A. Husein AZiz Khan 
Captain Mohamed ALI Khan. 
YusuF Khan. 

Mr. H. CAMP. 

United States of America: The Hon. H. R. WILSON. 

Sa'1tdi Arabia: 

Argentine Republic: 

Australia: 

Austria: 

Belgium: 

Bolivia: 

Brazil: 

United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern 
Ireland: 

Bulgaria: 

Canada: . 
Chile: 

China: 

Colombia: 

Costa Rica: 

Cuba: 

Czechoslovakia: 

Denmark: 

Egypt: 

Estonia: 

Sheikh HAFIZ WAHBA 

Dr. Enrique RUIZ GUINAZt1. 

1\lr. J. G. LATHAM, or 
Sir G. DE LAUNE RYRIE 

General TARBUK. 

M. DENS. 

Colonel V. F. SERRANO. 

Lieut.-Colonel E. L. DE CARVALHO. 

Lord HAILSHAM. 
Lord STANHOPE. 
General TEMPERLEY. 

General VATEFF. 

Lieut.-Colonel H. D. G. CRERAR. 

M. SAAVEDRA. 

General Moo Song WHANG. 

M.A. J. RESTREPO. 

M. V. FIGL'EREDo-LoRA. 

M. G. DE BLA!'CK. 

General ELIAS. 

M. PORSCHEL. 
M. J. SIMO!'SEN. 
M. KRAFT. 

General J. LAIDO!'ER. 

M. E. DussAc. 

Lieut.-Colonel E. FLOIUT. 
Major E. FoRCIIER. 

Mr. F. G. SHEDDEN. 

General GALET. 
Major-General NUYTEN. 
M. BouRQUIN. 

M. OsTRIA-GUTIERREZ. 

Captain E. DE MACEDO 
SOARES E SILVA. 

Colonel DAWNAY. 

Colonel MARINOFF. 

Mr. T. A. STONE. 

Major-General TcHENG-KAI. 
M. Lone LIANG. 

Captain E. A. PRIETO. 

Lieut.-Colonel NEMECEK. 

Vice-Admiral H. W. WENCK. 
Captain A. C. C. SoRENSEN. 

Colonel R. TO!o~BERG. 



Country 

EtAiopt·tJ: 

Fiflland: 

France: 

Germany: 

Greece: 

Guatemala: 

Haiti: 

Honduras: 

Hungary: 

India: 

Irish Free State: 

Italy: 

Japan: 

Latvia: 

Liberia: 

Lithuania: 

Luxemburg: 

Mexico: 

Nether lands: · 

New Zea'-'nd: 

Norway: 

Panama: 

Persia: 

Peru: 

Poland: 

Portugal: 

Roumania: 

Siam: 

Members 

The Badjirond Zelleka AGUED~ou. 

Colonel MARTOLA. 

M. PIETRI. 
Colonel FABRY. 

Baron VON WEIZSACKER 

General A. Mazarakis AINIAN. 
M. N. POLITIS. 

M. MATOS. 

Count A. APPONYI 
General DE NANASY-MtGAY. 
Colonel G. DE SIEGLER. 

H.H. the AGA Khan. 

Mr. S. LESTER. 

M. GAZZERA. 

M. N. SATO. 
General I. MATSUI. 

General A. KALEYS. 

Dr. A. SOTTILE. 

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS. 

Colonel Othon L~ON. 

M. VAN LANSCHOT. 
General VAN TlJINEN.· 
Baron VANVOORST TOT VOQRST. 

Sir Thomas WILFORD. 

M. E. COLBAN. 

M. Narciso GARAY. 

Colonel A. RIAZI. 

General BURHARDT-BUKACKI. 

General Ivens FERRAZ. 
Rear-Admiral J. DE SouZA E FARo. 

M. Constantin ANTONIADE. 

Prince PRIDI. 

Substitutes 

A to Tasfa~ T AGAGNE. 

M. HoLSTI. 
General OEscH. 

M. R. MASSIGLI. 
M. MoYSSET. 
M. AUBERT. 

General VON BLOMBERG. 
General ScHONHEINZ. 

M. R. RAPHAEL. 
Major DIMAKIS. 

Lieut.-Colonel_BELDY. 
Captain FABIAN. 
Captain KUNDER. 

The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel HOARE 
Sir Henry WHEELER. 
Major-General J. E. S. BRIND. 
Colonel D. B. Ross. 

Mr. J. J. HEARNE. 

General BONOMI. 
General DE MARINIS. 

M.s. YADA. 
General Y. TATEKAWA. 

M. FELDMANS. 

Major MERCADO. 

M. WILMAR. 

Mr. C. KNOWLES. 

Colonel STEFFENS. 

Major BAHAR-MASTE. 
Captain M. A. MoAREFI. .. 
M. T. KOMARNICKI. 
Colonel T. BLESZYNSKI. 
Experts: 
Major SKRZVDLEWSKI. • 
Major ZAKRZEWSKI. 
Captain PONCET DE SANDON. 

Professor Lobo D'AVILA LIMA. 

General Th. DUMITRESCO. 
M. V. V. PELLA. 
M. A. CRETZIANO. 
Colonel SToicEsco 
Lieut.-Colonel ALI~Esco 
Major TEODORINI. . 
Major Elie TONEsco. 

Rear-Admiral Phya 
RAJAWANGSAN. 



Country 

Spai11: 

Swede11: 

Switzerland: 

·Turkey: 

Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics: 

Uruguay: 

Venezuela: 

Yugoslavia: 
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Members 

M. CASTRO. 
M. Leopoldo PALACIOS. 

:M. K. DE HAlll!ARSKJOLD. 

Colonel A. ZOBLIN. 

Necmeddin SADIK Bey 

M. LOUNATCHARSKI. 

Dr. BuERo. 

M. D. EscALANTE. 

M. c. FOTITCH. 
General KossJTCH. 

Substitures 

M. s. DE MADARI.-\GA. 
M. ARAQUISTAIN. 
M. Garcia BENiTEZ. 

M. N. R. WOHLIN. 
General 0. NYGREN. 
M. M6UF.R. 

M. E. PERRIER. 
Colonel 0. BRIDLliR. 

APTOLAHAT Bey 
Expert: Colond NURI Bey. 

M. VENTZOFF. 
M. UNGOVOY. 
M. Boris STEIN. 

M. COSIO. 

M. Chacin ITRIAGO. 

Adviser: M. I. ANDRITCH. 

Conf.D./C.T.:~. 

Geneva, March uth, 1932. 

NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT. 

The Cliairman of the Technical Committee of the Land Commission has the honour to request 
the technical expert on land questions of your delegation to be good enough to attend the meeting 
of the Technical Committee of the Land Commission which will be held on Monday, March 14th, 
1932, in Room L. 

At IO.JO a.m. 

Afghanistan 
South Africa 
Germany 
Argentine Republic 
Australia 
Austria 
Belgium 
Bolivia 
United Kingdom 
Brazil 
Bulgaria 
Canada 
Chile 
China 
Colombia 
Costa Rica 
Cuba 
Denmark 
Spain. 
Estorua 
United States of America 
Ethiopia 
Finland 
France 
Greece 
Hungary 
India 
Irish Free State 
Guatemala 

AtJ.JOp.m. 

Italy 
Japa!l 
LatVIa 
Liberia 
Lithuania 
Mexico 
Norway 
New Zealand 
Netherlands 
Persia 
Poland 
Portugal 
Roumania 
Siam 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Czechoslovakia 
Turkey 
Union of Soviet 

Socialist Republics 
Uruguay 
Venezuela 
Yugoslavia 
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Series of Publications: 1932.IX.3o. Offi-Cial No.: Conf.D./C.T.4. 
[Conf.D.fC.T.fExperts 2(1).] 

Geneva, March 16th, 1932. 

REPORT OF THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE ON· THE DEFINITIONS CONTAINED 
IN ARTICLES 2 AND 3 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

The Technical Committee was asked by the Land Commission " to examine h?w the dift:erent 
Governments, in drawing up the particulars they have sent to the Lea~e of Nations, h~ve I,Ilt~r
preted the definitions given in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draft Convention and what difficulties 
they encountered and doubts they had in interpreth:t~ them". . . . . . 

The Committee first of all confined itself to exammmg the defimtwns contamed m Articles 2 
and 3· For the purposes of this examination, it adopted the following qu~stion_nair~, which served 
as a guide to each of the experts in giving information as to the manner m which his Government 
interpreted these definitions. 

"What meaning have you given to the word 'effectives' ? Theoretical, budgetary, 
legal, actual or other effectives ? · 

" What have you counted as days of presence ? (Short leave,long leave, illness, travelling, 
early discharge, etc.) 

" (a) For an officer; 
" (b) For a professional soldier; 
" (c) For a conscript serving with the colours; 
" (d) For a militiaman, reservist, etc., undergoing a period of service, or attending 

a drill, a training lecture, an annual muster-parade or a kit inspection. 
I 

" What have you counted in your effectives ? (Different services, missions, persons 
attached to civilian services, etc.). 

" (a) Officers; 
" (b) Professional soldiers; · . · 
"(c) Men called up with the annual contingent; militiamen, reservists; . 
" (d) Young men subject to compulsory pre-regimental training (soldiers' sons and 

orphans educated for a naval or military career), etc." 

After hearing each of the experts members of the Committee, the latter invited the experts 
of the other delegations to make similar statements. A number of them responded to this invitation, 
and the result of the enquiry is given below. 

From the replies received, it appears that three conceptions of the term "effectives" have 
been adopted, either separately or JOintly, by the Governments in supplying the information 
requested-viz., "theoretical or legal effectives ", "budgetary effectives" and "real or actual 
effectives ". 

· The Committee proposes in the present report (1) to give for each of these three conceptions 
a list of the Governments which have adopted them in supplying information on their effectives, 
at the same time making clear the differences between the definitions; (2) to define the categories 
of persons which the several Governments have included or excluded from the general term 
" effectives "; (3) to reproduce certain general observations made by some of the experts on the 
methods and definitions contained in Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention. 

I. 

The Committee has not attempted to give a precise definition of the different meanings of the 
word " eff~tives ", applicabl~ to all t~e individu~ cases and cov~ring ~he different interpretations. 
It confines Itself to reproducmg ~ bnefty as possible the essential pomts of these interpretations. 
Nevertheless, for greater tonvemence and ~or a better ~nderstanding of the replies given by the 
experts, an endeavour has been made to giVe a general1dea of the three conceptions of effectives 
legal, budgetary and actual, without attempting a precise definition. ' 

LEG~ OR THEORETICAL EFFECTIVES. 

b ~nerally speaking, le~al or theoretical effe.ctives are expressed in terms of numbers fixed 
Y t e army law or regulations or numbers obtamed by a full application of the legal provisions 
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concerning the personnel subjec~ to military obligations and the duration of these obligations. 
These num~rs. therefore, essentially represent a maximum, and lienee they naturally do not, as 
a rule, take mto account purely temporary and unforeseen absences. 

I. The foll?win~ countries have taken legal effectives as a basis in giving their information, 
and t~e manner~ which they ~ave applied this term is explained in each individual case. All the 
effectlves shown m t~ese countnes' returns are calculated according to the method fixed in Article 3 
of the draft Convention and they therefore represent average daily effectives . 

. Belgium .. - The effectives ~ calculated on the assumption that the men regularly serve the 
penod. prescnbed by law, leavmg out of account absence for illness, leave, early discharge. 
Effecbves of officers are fixed numerically by the law on cadres, and their presence has been 
reckoned at 365 days per annum. To this figure have been added the days of presence of reserve 
officers called up for periods of training. 

Finland.- The professional personnel. officers and N.C.O.s, has been regarded as maintained 
thro~ghout the year a~ the level fixed by the law relating to cadres. The average strength of a 
certam cat~gory of active officers in the reserve who have undergone a period of training and the 
average daily number of an annual class of reserve officers undergoing a period of training have 
been added to the number of officers. · 

In the case of other ranks, it was assumed that the actual number of conscripts found fit for 
service had ac~omplished the legal period of service. The actual number of cadet officers and the 
average effecbves of a class of reservists undergoing training has been added to them. 

No deduction has been made for absences or early discharge. 

France. -The definition given is as follows: by legal effectives are meant the average strength 
which the armed forces can attain on the basis of the complete application of the legal provisions 
in force governing the conditions of service of military effectives (officers, men, and officials 
assimilated to them), whether volunteers or called up for service, during the first period of service 
or during subsequent periods of instruction, whatever the capacity in which those periods are served 
(as recruits, militia, reservists, territorials, etc.). 

This definition has been applied to the whole of the personnel (active and reserve). The entire 
active personnel has been counted at the rate of 365 days of presence per year. Reserve personnel 
has been counted as undergoing the total legal days of training. 

Greece. -The legal effectives given represent the figures that would be attained if the law 
on recruiting were fully applied. The number of professional soldiers is fixed by law. No deduction 
has been made for absences. 

Italy. -Same definition as that given by the French expert. In furnishing particulars it has 
been applied solely to the conscript contingent, without deductions of any kind. 

. japan.- Same definition as that given by the French expert. It has been applied to the 
personnel whose strength varies according to the budgetary resources, like the reservists, no 
deduction being made for absences. 

Norway.- The average legal effectives have been calculated by taking the annual contingent 
fixed by law and the period of service fixed each year by Parliament, without any deduction for 
absences. Officers setving with the colours .are regarded as present for the ~hole year, ?fficers 
on restric~ed service and reserve officers bemg regarded as present only dunng the penods of 
service. 

Roumania. - The legal effectives have been calculated on the assumption that the act!ve 
personnel is present during the whole year, except in the case of officers' long leave exceedmg 
six months and the usual short leaves granted to other ranks. 

Czechoslovakia. - The legal effectives have been calculate~ without deducti~ns of a~y kif!d 
on the basis of the legal possibilities for the year 1930. Details of the calculatwn are gtven m 
document C.654.M.266.19JI.IX. 

Yugoslavia. - The term • average legal effectives" applies solely to conscripted soldiers, 
no deductions of any kind having been made. 

2. Definitions of Legal Effectives given by Other Experts. 

The experts of the following countri~, wh~ ~ovemments did not base their data upon 
the legal effectives, have given the followmg defimttons: 

Ar entine Republic. - In the case of officers the legal effectives represent. the maximum 
numberg authorised by law. The theoretical effectives are the ~sonnel s~ov.:n tn the table of 
peace-time estahlishme!lts, on the basis of which the actual effecttves are distnbuted among the 
various corps and servtces. 

Austria. - The theoretical effectives consist of the n~mber '?f. persons. l!able to military 
·service, of whatever kind and duration, and who have received military trammg. 

Brazil. _ The legal effectives represent the maximum which the number of troops present 
at any time of the year can attain. 
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Unite<l Staks of America. _ The term "legal effectives" means the maximum number 
allowed by the law on national defence. 

Persia _The theoretical and legal effectives are the number of troo:ps of all ~ds, with th~ 
exception ~f municipal polic.e, which th~ .Government proposes to attam under 1ts ten years 
programme, in accordance Wlth the recrwtmg law. 

Poland. - Same definitions as that given by the French expert. 

BUDGETARY EFFECTIVES. 

Generally speaking, budgetary effectives mean either the n~~r of ~rsonnel on ~hich the 
budget estimates are based, or the number which can be ~amtamed Wlth the credits opened 
in the ~dget. The budgetary effectives. ar~ ther~fore an estlmated or p~obable average of the 
number of days' maintenance .. In countnes m which the budgetary effect1ves may be exceeded, 
the examination of the final accounts shows whether they have actually been_ exc~eded. When 
this happens the accounts must be regularised by means of supplementary cre<;Uts. . In other 
countries, if~ the course·of the year it is anticipated that t~e budgetary effectlves will.be e?Cc~eded, 
this is remedied by means of the early discharge of con5crlpt personnel so as to remam Wlthin the 
limits of the credits allotted. . · · 

1. The following countries have based their information on the average budgetary effectives, 
according to the definition and methods of application given by each: , 

Germany.- No deduction has been made for absences and sickness. The figures given carmot 
be exceeded either as regards appropriations or as regards the number of men. 

· Spain. - No deduction is made for absences, with the exception of early discharge when the 
leave exceeds two months. · . . 

Hungary. -The budgetary effectives are the same as the legal effectives. 

Italy. - The definition given is as follows: the budgetary effectives of the armed forces are 
the average daily effectives which the armed forces can muster, calculated on the basi!;~ of the 
special credits for which provision is made each year in the budget law. . · 

The Italian Government has given the average budgetary effectives for officers, N.C.O.s, 
professional soldiers and men called up for training. These budgetary effectives are based on the 
number of days' pay. The following have been excluded from the days of presence: in the case 
of officers and_professional soldiers, days of special leave for personal reasons; in the case of 
reservists called up, days of leave, sick leave, early discharge. 

Portugal. - The average effectives given are based on the budgetary effectives and the 
authorised number of days of presence. The budget fixes the number of effectives, and the days 
of presence according to the category of personnel, No deduction has been made for absences, 
except early discharge of the contingent. · 

Tur~.- The effecti~es given are the budgetary effectives based on• the average days of 
presence m summer and wmter. Officers are regarded as permanently present. No deduction 
has been made for absences, short leave, and sickness in the case of other ranks. ReserVists have 
not been included in the budget. 

Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. - The effectives given are the maximum· effectives 
corn;sponding to the number of rations (pay and provisions) provided for in the budget: this 
max1mu~ may be exc_:eeded, the accounts being regularised by means of supplementary credits. 
In pract1ce, however, ~t has not been exceeded. Reservists of all kinds called up, and among them 
non-permanent effectlves belonging to militia units to which special credits may be assigned 
are not included. ' 

, Yugos~via. -The budgetary effectives have been given for reserve officers and reservists. 
No deductlon has been made for absences. · · 

2. Definitions of Budgetary Effectives given by Other Experts. 

The experts of. the follow~g countries whose Governments did not base their information 
on budgetary effect1ves have giVen the following definitions: 

Argentine Repu~lic. - By budgetary effectives are meant the personnel included in the 
~~~ ~udget accordmg to the sums placed at the disposal of the Ministry of War under the head: 

h Austria. - 'J?le budgetary effectives are the effectives which can be attained according to 
t e budgetary estlmates for each year. An absolute figure is fixed for officers and N c 0 s and 
an average figure for other ranks. · · · 

f France.- Budgetary effectives are calculated in France from the basic eff f h' h 

t
or anyl given year the ay~rage da~y effectives corresponding to the degree to wehcl. lhv~ts '!I IC .abrle 
o app y the legal proviSions durmg that year. c 1 IS poss! e 
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TJ:Ie budgeta.I] effectives are arrived at from the basic effectives by applying co-efficients of 
reduction called co-efficients of absence ". 

The l_I-Ctual effectives may be higher than the budgetary effectives, which are only an estim~te. 
When thiS happens, s~plementary credits are asked for. 

wee~ .. - ~e budge.tary effectives vary according to the credits voted, and leave granted 
by the Mmtster IS taken mto account. 

Persia. - The budgetary effectives are made up of the total strength of troops and services 
whose expenditure is provided for in the State budget. 

ACTUAL OR REAL EFFECTIVES. 

Speaking generally, real or actual effectives are the number of persons performing a day's duty. 
Th~ number may ~e recorded _on a given day, and we then have the actual effectives on that day, 
or It _may ~e obtamed by takmg the average number of persons performing days of duty over a 
~ertam pe~od, and we then have the average actual effectives for that period. The differences of 
mterpretabon are the result of differences in the definition of a day's duty. 

. . r. The following countries have adopted the system of real effectives in giving their 
mformation and have applied it in the manner explained in respect of each of them. 

South Africa. -The number of effectives given is the average number of daily effectives based 
on the total n~mber of days' duty. The permanent personnel is regarded as performing 365 days' 
duty a year Without deduction for absences of any kind. In the case of militia, days passed in 
camp are counted as days of duty, and the non-continuous periods of training are included on the 
basis of six drills being equivalent to one day's duty. 

The Argentine Republic. -The number of effectives is equal to the average number of days' 
duty in the course of the year of all officers and men attached to units. All days passed with the 
colours are regarded as days of duty without deduction of any kind. 

Australia. -The average daily effectives based on the total days of presence of the regular 
forces, and of the militia forces, without any deduction for absence. The professional personnel 
is counted as being present for 365 days per annum. For officers and other ranks of the militia forces, 
are counted-the days of continuous service in camp and non-continuous service on the basis of 
6 hours' exercise equivalent to a day's presence; are also counted-certain voluntary aU-day 
courses of instruction which N.C.O.s are encouraged to attend. Attendance at voluntary lectures 
and rifle matches is not counted. · 

Austria.- The number of effectives given is the actual number of effectives on December 31st, 
1930. It includes all officers and men without exception who are entered on the lists with the 
exception of men who are on early discharge after six years of active service. 

Brazil. - The number of effectives is that of the average effectives for the year of the 
permanent personnel and of the annual contingent actually incorporated without deduction for 
any absences except, as regards the contingent, days of absence resulting from early discharge. 

British Empire.-The number of effectives given is the average of twelve numbers representing 
the average actual effectives of each month. This figure of average monthly effectives is obtained 
by taking the arithmetical average of the strength on the first day of a given month and on the 
first day of the following month. The number of days' duty is obtained by counting 365 day~· duty 
per annum for all men inscribed in the registers of the regular army without any deduction for 
absences. As regards the territorial army, wl;10le days passed in instruction camps are counted as 
days of duty; parades and lectures are counted on the basis of six drills being equivalent to one 
day's duty. 

The British Government also gives the number of actual effectives calculated in accordance 
with the same definition of a day's duty on April 1st, 1931. 

Bulgaria. - The number of effectives given is the average daily number of all the personnel · 
at the disposal of the military authorities without deduction for any absences except the days of 
early discharge for reasons of health, discipline, etc. 

Canada.- The number of effectives given is the number of average daily effectives without 
any deduction for absences. 

China. - The same as Canada. 

Denmark. - The same as Canada. 
Estonia. - The number of average daily effectives is based upon the total number of days 

when officers, professional soldiers, conscripts and reservists are at the disposal of the military 
authorities, excepting only days representing early discharge. 

United States of America. -The number of effectives given is the average number of actual 
effectives on the last day of each month of the year. All the personnel inscribed in the registers 
is counted as performing a day's duty, whatever the status of the individual and without any 
deduction for absences. 
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As regards the National Guard, the number of effectives is the average ~ail.Y num?er 
· cal lated according to the method described in Article 3, da.ys passed m mstrucbo!l 

~~~=:ed ~udays of duty and periods of trainin,g of less than a day bemg counted on the bas1s 
of eight hours' training being equivalent to one days duty. 0 . 

Imlia. _The number of effectives is the average daily number of t~e personnel reg~stere~ 
in the armed forces either with the colours or in the reserve, days of duty b~mg counted as follo~s. 
in the case of regular officers and professional soldiers, 365 days a :year; m the case of reserv~.sts 
of the Indian territorial force, one day's duty fo~ ~very da:y of serv1ce; m the case of th~ lnd1an 
auxili force, one day's duty for four hours' t~mg; and m th~ ca~e of the !orces orgamsed on a 
milit~basis, one day's duty for each day's serv1ce. No deduction 1s made m respect of leave of 
absence, sick leave, etc. 

Italy _ The number of actual effectives is the average daily number of effectives actually 
present ~d performing duty. The number of days' duty is calculated on t~e basis of the actual 
presence of the individual, and consequently days of le~ve of absence or of s1ck leave, days spent 
in travelling or days of absence resulting from early discharge are not counted as da:ys of duty. 
The Italian Government has applied this definition in; cal~ulating the average effec~1ves of the 
conscription contingent for a period of five ~onths m ~nte~ and seven months m summer. 
The average effectives for the year are obtamed by mulbplymg the first figure by five and the 
second by seven, and by dividing the total by twelve. . 

japan. -The !lumber of effectives gi':en is the average da~y number of effectives for the 
year without deducbon for absence, except m the case of early discharge. Muster-parades have 
not, however, been counted as days of duty. 

Latvia. - The average daily effectives have been calculated by strictly applying Article 3 
of the draft Convention for the twelve months of the year. The days of presence are in the case 
of the whole personnel, the days during which that personnel is at the disposal of the military 
authorities. 

New Zealaml. - The number of effectives is the average daily number of effectives calculated 
on the basis of 365 days' duty per annum for all ranks of the regular forces, six drills of one hour 
or four drills of an hour and a-half being counted as one day's duty in respect of the non-regular 
forces, without deduction for temporary absences. 

Netherlands. -The number of effectives is the average daily number of effectives based 
upon the number of days' duty in the year. Days of sick leave, days of absence resulting from 
discharge and days of leave of absence exceeding four weeks in the case of officers and two days 
in the case of men, are not counted as days of duty. 

Persia . ...L. The number of real effectives is the number of officers, N .C.O.s and men inscribed 
in the register of the War Minister. Each day in respect of which the personnel receives either 
presence pay or availability pay is counted as a day of duty. In the case of recruits and reservists, 
duty is counted as beginning on the day of arrival at the barracks. Days of leave of absence 
without pay and days of absence resulting from early discharge are not counted as days of duty. 
Days of sick leave are counted as such. 

Poland. -The number of effectives is the average daily number of effectives based upon 
~e number of days' duty for 1930. No deduction is made for absence except in the case of early 
discharge for days of act~al absence. As regards professional soldiers, days of absence are not 
counted as days of duty if the period of leave of absence exceeds six months. 

Siam. - The !mmbe~ of effectives is the average daily number of effectives based upon 
the number of days duty m the course of a year. No deduction is made for absences in counting 
the number of days' duty. 

Sweden. - The number of effectives given is the average daily number of effectives based 
on the number of days' duty. Days passed in hospital or on leave with pay are counted as days 
of duty.. Days of absence with reduced pay are not so counted. 

Switzerland. - The number of effectives is the average daily number of effectives based 
on the !otal numbe~ of days' duty throughout the year. Men on sick leave are only counted as 
absent if they are s1ck for more than six days, if they then leave the unit to enter hospital. 

f Y ~goslavia . . - The ac!ual number of effectives has been given in the case of offi~ers and 
pro ess1onal soldiers on achve service. No deduction has been made for absences. 

2. Definitions of Actual E/fectives given by Other Experts. 

defin'!:it ~efoC:o::rrt~ whose Government has not employed the system of actual effectives, 

F~ance. -The number of actual effectives is based upon the number f d • b 
ohallf soldiers, distinguishing presence or availability pay from absence pay ~hataylS. st pay ¥ categ~ry 
~ - o~m~ct~ 

the to:li5n~r:n~-~aaa;: :~~~rtp~~to days on full pay·and added to .the latter. We thus obtain 
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The average number of actual effectives .is then calculated as follows: 

(a) . In. t~e case of officers ~d _N.C.O.s in receipt of monthly pay, the total number 
odf days IS diVIded by 36o, pay bemg Issued to the said soldiers at monthly intervals of thirty 

ays; 

(b) In the case of men in receipt of daily pay, the number of days is divided by 365. 

II. OBSERVATIONS BY VARIOUS EXPERTS ON THE CATEGORIES OF. PERSONNEL 
COUNTED AS EFFECTIVES. 

I. COMPOSITION OF EFFECTIVES (COMBATANT PERSONNEL AND AUXILIARY SERVICES: PERSONNEL 

DETACHED ON CIVILIAN DUTY: CIVILIAN PERSONNEL). 

(a) The following are included in the effectives: 

.. South A:f~ica. :- All. the pt;~nent .Personnel and the .members of the citiz~n forces receiving 
military trammg, mcluding ctvilian medtcal personnel servmg in the army. 

Germany. - All persons are counted as officers whom Germany is obliged by the treaties 
to count~ such: doctors, chemists, veterinary surgeons, officials having the rank of officer. This 
also applies to N.C.O.s. 

Argentine. ~The military personnel of combatant units and services (medical, administrative 
etc.), including the personnel detached from the army properly so called. ' 

Australia. - Personnel which is in military employment for one day of twenty-four hours in 
the case of the regular forces, and, in the case of the militia forces, for a period of not less than 
six ~ours, either all in one day, or in a night, or in hall-day parades aggregating this minimum 
penod. _ · 

Austria. -Officers of administration (supply) are counted in the effective of officers. Men 
of the administrative, medical and veterinary services and bandsmen are counted amongst the 
other ranks. 

Brazil. - The permanent personnel of units and services and the contingent enlisted or 
recruited by conscription . 

. Bulgaria. - All the -personnel with the colours, including recruits, men of the auxiliary 
services, and bandboys. 

Canada. - All the personnel belonging to the armed forces of Canada and of the Royal 
Mounted Police. 

China. - All the fighting personnel and services. 

Denmark. - Officers detaChed for duty with the Ministry are included in the effectives. 

Estonia. - All personnel present with the units, including personnel seconded for the training 
of the civic guard or to the Ministry of Education. 

United States of America. -All the personnel mentioned on the rolls-without exception. 

Finland. -Officers and persons graded as officers, professional N.C.O.s and persons graded 
as such, men of the regular army, including the General Staff, the Ministry of Defence and organs 
dependent thereon. 

France. ~Officers and men of all services, including those seconded for missions or to civilian 
services· all those assimilated to the rank of officer in the medical services, including those detached 
from th~ir units in order to carry on the .health services _of c!vilian. populations oversea~, offic!a~s 
of the supervisory service, officers of the mtendance serv1ce, mcludmg those of the Pens1ons CIVIl 
Service, the personnel of the physical training service, the officers of t!te fire brig~de of Paris. 

Men employed in the auxiliary ;;ervices w!to. ar~ unfit ~or arme~ servtce and .receive only such 
training as is strictly necessary for 111temal disctplme are mcluded m the effectlves of the other 
ranks. 

Greece. - All the personnel performing military service and which is amenable to military 
jurisdiction. 

Hungary.- Only the combatant army. 

India.- All officers (British and Indian) ~d me~ ~rving on staffs or~ units ~r ~rvices of 
the regular army (active and reserve), the Indian Auxiliary Forces, the Indian Terntonal Army 
and the Indian State Forc_es. 

Italy.- The following are included in the effectives: Officers on permanent effective service, 
of the budgetary complement '?r .r~called from leave for _training, including .d~tors, veteri!lary 
officers, chemists, employees of civilian offices, officers carrymg out budgetary miSSions; profeSSional 

• 
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soldiers· soldiers belonging to the conscription contingent, including cadet officers and N.C.O's; 
soldiers' called up for training. -

Japan. _All the personnel present in the army, including personnel detached on duty or 
to civilian services. · 

New Zealand. -Commissioned officers, warrant officers, N.C.O's and men of the regular 
and non-regular forces. 

Neihnlands. - Personnel of all ranks seconded for duty to civilian services is included in 
the effectives. 

Poland. - The effectives include officers and other ranks detached for duty or employe~ ~ 
the various services as well as officers of the intendance service, treasury department, admini
strative staff, barra~ks personnel, and military chaplains of various creeds. 

Persia. - All the personnel legally armed by the. State and p:u-ticipatin_g i:n the ~~tenance 
of order and security, in return for payment, reduction of taxation or a similar pnvilege. 

Portugal. - All the permanent personnel and the men of the contingent during the4" periods 
of instruction. 

Roumania. -All the personnel of the army, including medical, administrative and inspection 
services; also personnel detached or seconded, and auxiliary personnel. 

United Kingdom. -All officers (including military chaplains} soldiers, and reservists serving 
in accordance with the definition given by the British Government (see actual effectives}, except 
personnel detached for service with the Air or Colonial Ministries and shown in the returns supplied 
by those departments. -

Enlisted boys in the regular units below the military age, as tailors, drummers, etc., who will 
become soldiers on reaching the prescribed age, are included. 

Siam.- The personnel of the armed forces and various services of the Ministry of National 
Defence, excluding reservists. _ · 

Sweden.- All the personnel performing actual service; in particular, men of the contingent, 
of whom about one-quarter do not receive any military instruction, save what -is indispensable 
for internal discipline, and who serve as military labourers, are included. 

Switzerland. - All the personnel performing service in any capacity. 

Czechoslovakia. - All soldiers, without exception, of the combatant units and services. 

(b) The following are not included in the effectives: 

India. - Nurses, civilians and. • followers". 

Yugoslavia. - Military personnel detached for civil duty. 

2. CADETS AND PUPILS IN MILITARY ScHOOLS. 

(a} The following are regarded as part of the effectives: 

slov 
~e pupils_ in military schools in the following countries: Brazil, Bulgaria, China, Czecho

ak,a, Estoma, France, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Roumania and Sweden. 

(b) The following are not regarded as part of the effectives: 

Australia. - Young volunteers receiving cadet training. 

India.- Cadets in_the Prince of Wales's Military College and King George's Military School. 
] apan. - Cadets of the military Prytannee. 

Portugal. - Cadets in the Military College and in the Military Orphanage. 

United Kingdom - Cadets in th ilit ll · - · · are not liable for se . . . ~ m ary co eges or m officers' trammg corps since they 
rvtce m peace or m war. ' 

3· YOUTHS UNDERGOING COMPULSORY PRE-MIUTARY INSTRUCTION. 

(a) The following are regarded as part of the e(jectives: 

Belgium.- Pupils over 16 years f · th il" 
or disabled in action). 0 age m e m ttary orphanages (children of soldi~rs killed 
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(b) The following are not regarded as part of the effectives: 

. . Spain. - Youths undergoing compulsory pre-military instruction which is at present in 
1ts mfancy. ' 

• Estonia. - Pupils in the highest classes of secondary schools undergoing military' training 
seemg that they are not JllObilisable. ' 

.France .. - Pupils in the higher civil schools of the State; pupils in schools for children of 
soldiers, seemg that they are not available for active service. 

. Italy. - ~o information is ~ven as regards youths subject to compulsory pre-regimental 
mst!'llction, o~mg to the reservation made in regard to preparatory military training by the 
Italian delegation. at the Pieparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference (document 
C.6go.M.28g, Section 194). · 

III. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS BY VARIOUS EXPERTS ON THE SYSTEM OF LIMITATION 
AND THE DEFINITIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLES 2 AND 3 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Belgium. - In the view of the Belgian Government, Articles 2 and 3 of the draft Convention 
aim. primarily at determining a maximum limit of the effectives of the armed forces and the 
formations organised on a military basis. 

Secondarily, in order to fix a common standard of calculation for these forces, the draft 
Convention has adopted the average daily eftectives, which it defines in Article 3 and has distributed 
the troop~ among various categories . 

. In our opinion, therefore, it was important in the first place to fix the limit which our 
effectives might not exceed, and for this purpose it appeared to us natural to take as a basis for 
our calculations the maximum permitted under our legal provisions on the subject. In other 
words, we took as· a basis the legal effectives. 

In so doing, we have not met with any difficulty or had any hesitation; we attribute this 
to the fact that we have adopted the method which appeared to us to be the simplest and 
clearest. This method has enabled us to steer clear of the danger of submitting to an international 
agreement data regarding effectives which might in fact be exceeded by a strict application of 
our legal provisions. · 

France. - The French Government was not sure what kind of effectives should be included. 
Should it be the effectives serving with the colours whatever the position of men in active service, 
whether present or absent ? Should it be the effectives shown in the returns upon which pa:y 
and allowances of all kinds were allotted? Should it be the effectives immediately available 
-namely, the aforesaid effectives less the men in hospital-or should the effectives actually 
serving with the armed units be taken-that is to say, the aforesaid effectives less all absentees 
whatever the reason for their absence-leave, sickness or travelling? 

Finally, it was considered that the Conference alone would be in a position to choose the 
best means of assessingeffectives in order to take into account the various military organisations. But 
the meaning of the term " legal effectives " is extremely important from the point of view of 
limitation. It would not be understandable to States which had undertaken to limit their effectives 
under the terms of an international convention to a specified figure, to reserve the possibility 
of increasing them under their national laws. For this reason, France has stated the legal effectives 
-that is to say, those which can be attained in execution of the law. In the Convention, these 
legal effectives might of course be reduced, if the Conference decided not to include among 
effectives certain categories of absentees such as men in hospital or on long leave (the minimum 
duration to be fixed), men travelling for long periods (minimum duration to be fixed). 

New Zealand.- It seems to New Zealand necessary that the terms" effective" and" day's 
duty " should be defined. . . . . . 

Owing to the different me~~ods emplo~ed m the_ vanou~ count~es, I hesitate ~t. th1s st~ge to 
make a suggestion for the defimbon of effective, especially as m draftmg such a definition Article 31 
of the draft Convention would have to be taken into consideration, and, in this article, the term 
" youth " has not been defined. · 

In defining the term " day's duty ", two points seem to require consideration: 

· (x) Whether, in the case of non-regular forces, only complete days under military 
training (in camp, at courses of instruction, etc.) should ~e reckoned ~ days of. duty, or 
whether drills, parades and attendances should be brought mto the reckonmg and, if so, how 
many or what duration of these should be considered as the equivalent of a day's duty; 

(2) In the case of regular and full time forces, whether or not periods of temporary 
absence (on leave, in hospital, etc.) should be counted as days of duty. 
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The tenns " effective " and " day's duty " n:ot having bee!l de~ed in the draft Convention, 
my Government adopted a form of reckoning which seemed to 1t fair. . . . . . . 

Porlugal. - In the opinion of the Portuguese delegatio!!, the prmc1pl~ of hm1tah?n on the 
ba..<ris of the effectives on a given date cannot be accepted Withou~ reservation by cer~am St3:tes. 
Theoretic effectives must be contemplated on account .of the ne~essitY: of cou!lterbalanc~ng obvious 
deficiencies which make the reduction of armaments mcompahble w1th nahonal secunty and the 
execution of international obligations. · 

U11ited Ki11gdom. - The system of making no deduction fo~ a~sences. was more convenient 
from the administrative point of view. If the General Commissi.on dec1ded to r~c.kon these , 
deductions, this would necessitate somewhat complicated calculations, and the Bnhs~ expert 
thought that it would be preferable to provide for an ~verage numb.er of absen~es. He pomted out 
that, generally speaking, there would always. be di!ferences of mterpretahon as between the 
different military organisations and that those difficulties. could not be settled by the same ~ormula. 
The best thing would be to take into account the special features of each army, assummg that 
they did not vary. 
. U11ited States of America. -The United States Government felt some difficulty as to the 
National Guard, which is not a Federal armed force. It had considered it as being on the same lines 
as the trained reserves of countries with conscription and as regards the calculation of its effectives 
had treated it in the same way as the said reserves. 

Norway. - The "average daily effectives" was an incorrect expression when applied to 
militia armies such as that of Norway, in which there were hardly any permanent units. 
Nevertheless, there had been no difficulty in stating the figure in accordance with the method 
indicated; this figure, however, was not regarded as expressing the situation of the army on each 
day of the year, but as expressing the relative weakness of the Norwegian army as compared with 
the large armies. 

Switzerlafld.- The special system on which the Swiss army was based gave rise to fundamental 
difficulties for the Swiss Government in furnishing particulars as to effectives, owing to the fact 
that the conception of average daily effectives was not adapted to the militia system. The essential 
feature of the militia was not so much that the men served only for short periods, but rather that 
there were no units serving permanently. The number of effectives might vary very considerably 
from one year's end to another; there were even periods during which there were no effectives 
se~g. The concept!on of average daily effectives accordingly gave quite a false idea of the 
militia army; .the S~s Gove.rnment had therefore the intention, before applying the system 
recommended m Article 3. to gtve separately the number of recruits undergoing training during the 
year and the number of men who had followed refresher courses. 

Conf.D./C.T.s. 

Geneva, April 27th, 1932. 

DISTINCTION BETWEEN MATERIALS IN VIRTUE OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE 
GENERAL COMMISSION OF APRIL 22ND, 1932. 

(Document Conf.D.jC.G.28(2).) 

REPORT BY THE BUREAU. 

The Land Co~mission decid~d at its meeting of April 26th to ask delegations which had ~ade 
~oposals for spccial.tre:~:tment 1!1 t~e case of certain categories of. armaments to state exactl 
thha~ arm~t~ey ha.d ~n ~1ew, tak~ng mto a<:count the three specific characteristics enumerated i~ 

· e ener _o~mission_s reso~uhon of ~pril 22nd. A certain number of delegations have re lied 
to the Commission. Their replies deal With artillery material tanks armoured cars f rt'fi Pt. and gases. • , , o 1 ca 1ons . 

. ~a!n d~legations have explained the reasons for which they have adopted this or that r 't 
m mmatmg between matenals, or the extent to which the materials the ha · · Iml 
~me tr ~o~e of the characteristics specified in the General Commission's re;olutr~~n ~~w ~ossess 
~- o opm10n that such explanations can be better made in the course of the . C e . u.rea.u 

!scu.ssi_ons •. and has accordingly confined itself in this report to reca itulatin ommJsswn s 
dJSCnmmatiOn proposed without giving the reasons submitted in. t'" t.P . f g ~he. m~an~ of 

JUS uica 10no such discnmmahon. 

I. Artillery Material. 

_I. In the first place, a certain number of dele,.ations hav d · · · · 
mobile material and fixed material for the armame;t f e propos~ to. d1stmgmsh between 

. 0 permanent fortification works: 
(a) The delegations of the following countries are of 0 · · h · · 

matenal does not call for a special regime: United 'st t PtAion t. at this category of artillery 
a es 0 menca, Denmark, Italy (which 
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rest~cts ~e pro~osal to coa~tal defence artillery in naval fortifications),· the Netherlands, 
Persia, Uruted Kmgdom, SWitzerland and Sweden 

The delegations of Denmark, the Netherlands ~d Sweden make reservations in the case 
of per;manent fortification works which, owing to their proximity to a frontier, have an 
offensive value or are armed with material enabling them to fire across the frontier . 

• (b) . Other ?elegations would impose certain restrictions on fixed artillery in permanent 
fortifications-viz., the German and Austrian delegations, which propose maximum limits 
of ISO rom. for guns and 210 rom. for howitzers and mortars. 

2. A se~ond distinction between artillery materials is made by certain delegations in 
accordance With t~e nature of such materials, the latter being classified for the purpose into three 
classes: guns, hoWitzers and trench mortars. 

Ma:Wnum cal~bre limits are .fixed for each of these categories. The German, Danish and 
Hunganan delegations propose a hmit of 77 rom. for guns; IOS rom. for howitzers and ISO rom. for 
trench ~<?rtars. The Austnan delegation proposes a single limit of IOS rom. for guns and howitzers 
and a hm1t of ISO rom. for trench mortars. 

3· A single calibre .limit is. proposed in order to distinguish materials calling for 'Special 
tre~tment by the delegations of the following countries (which are arranged in the order of the 
calibres they pro~ose, from the lowest to the highest): China, 8o rom.; Afghanistan and 
Italy, IOO rom.; Switzerland, ISO rom.; United States of America, United Kingdom, Spain and the 
Netherlands, ISS rom.; Sweden, r6o mm.; and Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, 204 mm. 

Of these delegations, the Swiss delegation states that the limit it proposes is only given as a 
general guide, for the reason that it is essential to avoid fixing a limit which would involve certain 
countries in the obligation to replace at heavy expense arms of a slightly larger calibre than the 
limit fixed by new material below the limit. The Swedish delegation would be prepared to reduce 
its limit to ISO rom. or even lower, if the maximum calibre of warship artillery were reduced, since 
this would make it possible to reduce the calibre of coastal defence artillery. The Soviet delegation 
retains a free hand for the definition by another calibre of what it understands by long-range 
guns and high-powered guns. 

4· Two delegations propose to distinguish between material by means other than the 
calibre-namely, the Swedish delegation, which refers to artillery the weight of which exceeds 
4 tons in action, and the Soviet delegation, which refers to artillery with a range of over 
IS kilometres. 

s. Lastly, a certain number of delegations have replied without specifying figures. The 
Belgian delegation considers that discrimination between materials should be based on the power of 
such materials, as constituted by calibre, mobility and horizontal field of fire. The Belgian 
delegation would accept any definition of calibre or range unanimously decided by the Conference. 

The French delegation considers that the material covered by the General Commission's 
resolution is heavy mobile artillery material of sufficient power to destroy permanent fortifications, 
and artillery material of sufficient range to reach civilian populations beyond the limits of the 
battlefields; the characteristics of these materials to be stated giving the reasons on the basis of the 
provisions of the current French regulations. _ 

The Persian delegation is prepared to agree to the most radical proposal put forward, subject 
to guarantees in regard to the fulfilment of obligations assumed. 

The Portuguese delegation proposes to abolish long-range artillery, but does not define 
the latter. 

The Turkish delegation similarly proposes to abolish heavy artillery of all kinds, but does not 
define the latter. 

II. Tanks. 

The delegations which have proposed that tanks should be plac~d under a special regime have 
drawn no distinction between different types of tank. The Umted States and Netherlands 
delegations, however, have given the following definition of a tank: An armed and armoured 
vehicle mechanically propelled, designed and constructed to move over uneven ground and 
obstacl~. The Netherlands delegation adds that by" obstacles" are to be u~derstood th?se which 
agricultural tractors cannot normally pass over. The United States delegation has specified that 
this definition does not include armoured cars. 

III. Armoured Cars. 

The delegations which .have proposed the a?o~itio!l of .arm~ured cars, and to which has been 
added the Austrian delegation, have made no distmchons m this category and have proposed no 
definition. · 

Hungary has proposed the abolition of armoured trains. 

IV. Fortifications. 

Nothing more specific has been ad?ed on. the question of fortifications. The Austr~an 
delegation, however, has joined the dele~ahons which propose that fortresses capable of threatemng 
a neighbouring country should be abolished. 
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V. Gas. 

N th. 'fi h s been added on this question It should be mentioned, however, that 
0 mg more spec1 c a . . · · t 

the Hungarian delegation has proposed the abolition .of fiame-proJec ors. . . . 

Conf.D.fC.T.g. 

Geneva, May 7th, I932. 

MEMORANDUM BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION ON THE ABOLITION OF TANKS 
AND ARMOURED CARS. . 

With reference to the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, the Italian delegation 
considers it desirable to include among the weapons which are most specifically offensive and are 
most efficacious against national defence or against civilians tanks and armed and armoured cars 
of all kinds. · . . · 

These weapons, which have great mobility and great power to attack and crush obstacles, 
are particularly suited for offensive purposes, for taking by surprise and destroying defences 
(barbed-wire entanglements. trenches, breastworks, etc.) constructed by the defender. 

As the world war showed, these weapons were only employed against defences, and in all cases 
with the object of launching an attack. · 

·Armoured and armed cars of all kinds are suited for surprise actions, which are particularly 
employed by an aggressor. In view of their wide range of action and their mobility, they may also 
be used for offensive raids into the interior of a country, and are thus particularly threatening to 
civilians. Consequently, they fulfil the first and third conditions laid down in the above-mentioned 
resolution. · 

Tanks are particularly suited to shock actions and for crushing opposition with the object of 
opening the way for attacking troops and making conditions as favourable as possible for them 
as against the defending troops. Consequently, they fulfil the first and second conditions of the 

_ resolution. ' · 
In the Italian delegation's opinion, if the use of these categories of armaments in warfare were 

abolished, the offensive would be robbed of much of the probability of success, and the defence . 
could be made more effective. 

Moreover, tanks are particularly costly weapons and are constantly being improved, so that 
their abolition would considerably decrease military expenditure. 

Accordingly, the Italian delegation, taking the above criteria a~ a basis, proposes the abolition 
of tanks and armed and armoured cars of all kinds. . 

Conf.D.JC.T.II. 

Geneva, May roth, I932. 

MEMORANDUM BY THE HUNGARIAN DELEGATION RELATING TO THE 
QUALITATIVE LIMITATION OF TANKS, ARMOURED CARS AND ARMOURED TRAINS. 

In accordance with the resolution adopted by the General Commission on A ril 22 d I 2 (documen~ Conf.D.jC.G.28(2))! the Hu~garian d~legation proposed to the Land ·c~mmis~o~ t~!t · • 
the fo~owmg arms should be mcluded m the serLes of weapons which are of the m t · fi all 
o~~~1ve character, are most efficacious against national defence and are most ~~ s~ecl. c l 
avilians: tanks, ~oured cars and armoured trains. ' ea emng 0 

The Hunganan delegation submits the following argum t · · 
. No one who, in the light of the experience of the world wa:n s m support of Its proposal: 

With the conduct of modem warfare and is thus ca able of fo;!~ stu~ed the problems co~nect~d 
future can doubt the very important part which Jll be Ia ed b g an l~ea of what war will be m 

The supreme lesson of the great war must b b p y y surpriSe attacks. 
surprise attack there is no defence". · e 0 Vlous to everyone: "Against a successful 
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We. are absf?lutely convinced that any State which has decided to embark upon a war will do 
everything poss1ble-and even what is almost impossible-to surprise its adversary and thus 
expedite a favourable issue. 

Th~ cond~ct of offens~':e warfare, which is based par excellence on the art of surprisi~g the 
enemy, lS considerably facili~ated by armoured weapons. We witnessed their appearance-when 
they ~ere partly used for different purposes-during the great war. But since then, thanks to 
techmcal progress, they have ceased to be of use solely for tactical purposes, and are now capable 
of employment for strategical purposes also. 

_In the opinion of the Hungarian delegation, armed tanks and armo~red cars and trains are 
particularly powerful weapons for the conduct of offensive warfare based on the element of surprise, 
and these weapons are called upon to play an almost decisive part on the outbreak of war. 

With the help of these ~eapons, the aggressor is capable of hurling himself on his adversary 
and thus at once strangling any attempt at defence. 

Consequently, these weapons can be regarded, ;not only as the most efficacious against national 
defence, but also as the most threatening to civilians, since they are brought into action by surprise 
on the outoreak of war and ravage ground on which it has necessarily been impossible as yet 
clearly to separate the civil and military elements. 

The imminent danger of these arms, which is chiefly due to their extraordinary aptitude 
for attack by surprise, makes it necessary for threatened countries to maintain frontier defences 
-even in peace time-at a sufficiently high degree of efficacy to be capable of repulsing a sudden 
attack without previous mobilisation. · 

The very existence of these weapons forces countries to take protective measures which 
. are among the most costly items of national defence expenditure. 

The fact that at a later stage of the war these arms can also be of great utility for the defence 
cannot-in the Hungarian delegation's opinion--counterbalance or even mitigate the immense 
danger which they represent. 

No military counter-measures at the disposal of the defence can ever repair the damage 
to the national and private property of a country caused by an effective attack by the aggressor. 

Conf.D./C.T.44· 

Geneva, June 2nd, 1932. 

NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT. 

Pursuant to the discussion on procedure which took place at the meeting of the Land 
Commission on June 2nd, 1932, wit!t referenc~ to ~orti~cations, the President of the L.an_d Com
mission considering that the question of fortllicatlon IS on the Agenda of the C~mm1ss10n and 
that it is to the interest of the Commission and of t~e Con!eren!=e itself to expedite the w?rk as 
much as possible, is of opinion that it would be adVIsable lf wntten procedure were substituted 
for the oral discussion. 

Consequently, the President requests the deleg:ations who wish t? submit observations on 
the question of fortifications kindly to send them m as soon as possible, and at latest on the 
afternoon of Saturday, June 4th. The observations submitted will be transmitted to ~ ~he 
delegations and to the Rapporteur. The President will submit proposals to the Land Commission 
on subsequent procedure. 

The next meeting of the Land Commission has been fixed for Monday, June 6th, at 4 p.m. 
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Series of Publications: 1932.IX.47· Official No.: Conf.D.122. 
[Conf.D./C.T.45(1).] 

Geneva, June 7th, 1932. 

REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
UNDER THE TERMS OF THAT COMMISSION'S .RESOLUTION OF APRIL 22ND, 1932. 

(Document Conf.D.jC.G.28(2).) 

Rapporteur: M. BouRQUIN (Belgium). 

INTRODUCTION .1 

1. The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments, at its meeting on April 22nd, 1932, adopted the following resolution (document 
Conf.D.jC.G.28(2)): 

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmam~nt, as ~e~ned in the 
previous resolution (document Conf.D.JC.G.:a6(I)), the Co~~:ference IS of opm10n that t~e 
range of. land, sea and air armaments should be exammed by ~he competent ~peCla:l 
commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character IS the most spec~fically 
offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatemng to 
civilians." 

2. The Land Commission met on April 26th in response to the request thus addressed 
to it. 

It was of opinion that generally for land materials the weapons which are " most efficacious 
against national defence" should be considered as being those whose character is'" the most 
specifically offensive ", and that the first two criteria named in 'the resolution of April 22nd might 
thus be held to form one single criterion. · 

3· The Commission rapidly decided that, instead of dealing successively with the whole 
series of land armaments, it would, without prejudice to the question, be effecting a considerable 
saving of time if it confined its examination to certain of those armaments already designated 
as requiring special treatment under the concrete proposals submitted to the Conference. 

·That was the case as regards: (1) artillery, (2) armoured vehicles, (3) certain fortifications, 
(4) chemical warfare gases. 

The General Commission having decided, at its meeting on May 1oth last, to entrust the 
study of that last item to a special committee, the Land Commission was able to confine itself 
to the first three categories of armaments. 

I. ARTILLERY MATERIAL. 

4· The general discussion which took place on· the subject soon revealed the necessity of 
en~rusting to a committee of experts the preliminary examination of certain technical aspects . . 

1 The Soviet delegation makes the following reservation with regard to the present report: 

M The present report, instead of giving direct answera to the questions put by the General Commission, merely 
enumerates the opinions of the various groups of delegations, as formulated by the Experts when questions 
concerning artillery and armoured vehicles were under consideration. • 

. u The Land Commission had instructions to determine what calibres of artillery and what classes of armoured 
vehicle answered to the three criteria laid down by the General Commission on April 22nd. The Land Commission 
waa to answer these questions; it was to say whether these classes of armament should be subject to qualitative 
reduction, and, if ao, to what extent. 

".Instead of answering the questions, the Land Commission, by repeating the opinion expressed by the 
Comm1ttee of E~rts in an interminable series of technical arguments, is still further complicating the task of the 
General Co~muswn. Land armaments, especially armoured vehicles and heavy artillery, offer sufficient material 
to be subm!tted to _the General Commission for its decision in regard to qualitative disarmament. The Land 
ComntL•s1on I volumLDous report ia full of arguments about the relative value of different calibres of artillery, the 
1mposs1bil1ty of makmg an absolute duhnctwn between ~ tank and a motor-vehicle, and the efficacy of artillery 
and tanu agamst permanent fortificatwns; but all thiS 11 merely preparing the ground for bringing the whole 
pr1DC1ple of. qualitative disarmament into question. Public opinion ia beginning to realise this and numerous protests 
are ~:"' bemg heard from .every ~ide ag":inst this te_ndency, which is visible in all the Com:Oissiona. 

The Sov~et delegatwn qu1te realues that thu total absence of positive results ia not due to any bad work 
on the part_of the Experts .. The Experts are only expressi~g the ideas and wishes of their respective delegations. 
l:!e that aa Jt Jnay, the Soviet delegation cannot associate Itself With this refusal to ive an 8 eciJic 1 th 
quest~llll put, and _is therefore unable to pronounce in favour of the report, g Y P rep Y to e 
in the~ Jnakml! thu general ~eservatwn, the Soviet delegation proposes to continue to uphold ita own view 

Commuo1on, 1na1ntammg that the followmg classes of arms should be aubject to q I' tat' d' 
JDent: all guns and howlt2e1'11 of calibre exceeding about roo mm.,liring shells weighing more thanu~~ k IVe d1:',""?a
a range exceeding '-' km., and all armoured vehicl-tanka, cars, and traioa." g. an avmg 
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of the probl~m. That C?mmi~tee, on w~icll: all th_e d~legations were entit~ed to be represented, 
had to constder a questlonnatre, to whtch tt rephed m the terms appeanng in the documents 
attached hereto (documents Conf.D.JC.T.8, 8(a), 8(b), and 8(c). 

5·. '!he report of the Committee of Experts having been communicated to the Land 
Commtsston, the l~tt~r employe~ the _material which it contained for the purpose of informing 
~he General: Commtsston. The dtscusston which took place on those lines resulted, on May 23rd, 
m the unammous adoption of the following text: 

" Basing its opinio~s up~m the c?nclusions embodied in the replies of the Committee 
of Experts t~ the questlot_matre. submttted to it, the Land Commission offers the following 
recommendations for constderatlon by the General Commission: 

".(a) All artillery can b~ used fo~ offensive and for defensive purposes, but its offensive 
capa~tty_ becomes ~eater as tts effectiveness increases as far as defensive organisations and 
the ctvihan population are concerned-i.e., with the increase of its power and its range. 

" (b) S~bject t_o such solutions as may hereafter be found by the General Commission 
for t~e qu~stlons ratsed by the ~act that the fixed artillery of permanent fortifications and 
mobtle artllle~ ca~ be rendered mterc~angeable, the Land Commission is of opinion that the 
types o~ mobtle artillery m?st t~reatemng to national defence are those which are capable of 
destroymg permanent fortifications of considerable strength, namely: 

" (I) In the case of permanent fortifications of great strength, artillery of a calibre 
e:cceeding 320 mm., firing projectiles exceeding 500 kg. in weight. 

. " (2) In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength, artillery of a 
calibre of about 250 mm. and above, firing projectiles exceeding 200 kg. in weight. 

" (c) In a lower category of inferior power should be included pieces of a calibre between 
250 and about 100 mm.1 . 

" As a rule, artillery of a calibre up_ to about Ioo mm. can only be effectively used against 
the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. 

" Artillery of a higher caliore-particularly of about ISO mm., which is the calibre 
most commonly employed-and up to a calibre of 220 mm. inclusive, is capable of effective 
action against most entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield, 
which can be organised and constructed in a short time with limited personnel and material. 
The necessary calibre may even reach 250 mm. when the time, personnel arid material available 
have permitted the increase of the resisting power of the position . 

.. (d) It was not possible to obtain unanimity either as to the threatening character 
in relation te national defence of this second category of artillery (referred to in Section (c) 
above), nor as to the calibre above which this character exists. 
_ " Whilst certain delegations consider that this category of artillery is more necessary 1 

for national defence than threatening to it, a first group of other delegations places at about 
Ioo mm. the limit above which artillery is threatening to national defence, a second group 
places it at I55 mm. and a third group at 220 mm. 

" The lowest limit of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentially offensive 
character is, moreover, a relative one. 1 

" Certain delegations consider that the limit of calibre above which the artillery of 
a State is of an essentially offensive character is lower in proportion as the means at the 
disposal of the defender are weaker. 

" Other delegations consider that the problem is more complex. In their opinion, the 
litnit of calibre above which artillery need be regarded as possessing an essentially offensive 
character depends on the power (calibre and. range) of th~ ru:tillery cap~bl~ o! resisting it; 
it also depends on the nature and the protection of the obJectives on w~tch 'tt ts to fire, and 
more generally on the whole of the activitie~ bro':lght to bear _on_ the on~ stde_ and _on the other. 
This limit also depends on the strategic sttuatton then extstmg, whtch sttuatton generally 
varies according as the offensive is launched by a defender by way of counter-attack on.an 
aggressor who has penetrated the ~efender's territory, or is undertaken ~y_a~ aggres~or with 
the intention of invading the temtory of another S~ate. ~ast!Y· the ~tmtt m <JUestlon also 
varies according to the nature of the system to whtch artillenes of htgher cahbre may be 
subjected. 

" (e) As regards the third element of. the resolution of t~e General Commiss!on, t_he 
replies of the Technical Comtnittee to _questions I ~nd 2 of ~ectton 1~1 of the qu~stlonnarre 
lead to the conclusion -that, in the VIew of certam deleg~t10ns, artillery matenal of over 

1 The German delegation includes under the terms" about roo mm." guns of a calibre of 77 mm. and over. . . 
1 The delegations 6f Afghanistan, Germany, Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy, Turkey and the Umon of Sov1et Sociahst 

Republics make a reservation in regard to this phrase on the ground that the terms of reference of the Land CommiSSion, 
as defined in the General Commission's resolution, do not include the exanunatlon of the weapons necessary for national 

defen~eThe Soviet delegation makes a reservation on this point on the ground that no reference should be made to this . 

question of relativity. 

. ,• 



- II4-

200 mm. calibre having an effective range ?f more .than 25 km. is t~e most me~acing to 
the civil population. Other delegations attnbute this character to artillery of cali.bre over 

105 mm. with an effective range of over 15 km .. : t~ey waul~ !lot g<_> further than this figure, 
seeing that beyond that distance are situated obJectives of mihtaJ¥ Impo~ance {places for the 
assembling of reserves, with motor transport, railway stations, air~p<_>rt~, arll?-ame~t 
factories, etc.), for which, as regards t~e ~istance fro~ t~e battle-front, It IS Impossi.ble, 'I.n 
e.xisting circumstances, to indicate a limit, and that It IS therefore. necessary that I!l. this 
zone the protection of the civil population should be regarded as more Important than military 
requirements. · . . . . 

" Other delegations, on the other haD:d! ~hm~ It necess~ to mclude m t~e zone ?f 
the battlefield tactical reserves capable of Jmmng m the battle m a few hours .With the. aid 
of motor transport and which may be 50 km. away fr_om the fr~nt; these delegations consi~e.r 
that artillery designed to fire beyond the cox:esponding range IS more danger~ms to the c~~l 
population than to military objectives, and IS consequently the most menacmg to the CIVIl 
population." · 

II. ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES. 

6. The Commission adopted for this category of materi:U the same .procedurE? as for ~illery. 
A Committee of Experts was first requested to answer a senes of techmcal questions rell':tmg to: 
{a) tanks, (b) armoured cars, {c) armoured trains, (d) mobile armo~red cupolas. Its rephes form 
the subject of document Conf.D./C.T.34 attached hereto (Appe~dlX 2). . 

7· The question was then discussed in the Commission itself, with a view to extracting 
from those replies positive and practical conclusionS which might be submitted to the General 
Commission. . · 

Since, however,· a very marked divergence of views had been apparent from the out~t and 
since that divergence had diminished but little during the discussions, it seemed· impossible to 
arrive at a unanimous vote in the matter, and the Commission deemed it preferable to state the 
main groups of opinion into which it was divided .. 

8. A first difficulty arose as regards the distinction to be established between tanks and 
armoured cars. · 

The Committee of Experts expressed itself on the subject as follows: 

"Tanks and armoured cars are armoured and armed self-propelled vehicles. Although 
it is not possible to draw a precise technical distinction between tanks and armoured cars, 
it may be said that tanks possess to a higher degree the power of moving across any terrain 
(due particularly to the use of tracks) and that they are capable, to a degree varying with the 
particular type, of crossing trenches and overthrowing obstacles. Armoured cars, on the 
other hand, are not specially designed with a view to their employment on an organised 
battlefi~ld. There are two kinds of armoured car: one which keeps to the road, the other capable 
of movmg across country. 

" Some types of tanks, and especially armoured cars, are capable of great speed and 
a COilSiderable radius of action." . · 

9· A large number of delegatiollS were of opinion, however, that it is possible to establish 
between the two categories of vehicles a clearer and more definite distinction. In their view 
while it is difficult to find for such vehicles definitiollS applicable to all cases, owing to the fact 
that there is no clear technical distinction between light tanks and armoured cars it may however 
generally speaking, be said that: ' ' ' 

"Tanks are fully armoured, armed, self-propelled vehicles designed to cross broken 
ground, usually by meallS of tracks, and to overcome obstacles encountered on the battlefield. 
They are primarily intended for employment actually on the battlefield, but the lighter 
types of tanks are also utilised for reconnaissance. · 

" Armoured cars are armoured, self-propelled, wheeled fighting vehicles primarily 
for employment ?n roads, with the possible addition of limited cross-country capacity 
conferred by multi wheels, four-wheel drive or semi-track device. Their chief characteristics 
are ~~t rl':nge and s~ on roads, but they have only a slight capacity for crossing trenches. 
Their ~ole 1s ~~nna~ssance and they are useless for attack against any form of organised 
defellSIVe position." 

Io.. Some del.egations poin~ed o~t t~at, . failing a perfect scientific definition of the two 
categ_o!les of ma~erial under ~ons1deratH~n, 1~ m1ght perhaps be possible to agree on a conventional 
definition, sufficient to spec1fy the obligations to be assumed in regard to them. 

I. I. Certain. delegations co~sider th~t if !1 distinction was sought between tanks and armoured 
cars, 1t ~hould be .sought rather. 1~ the d1rect1on of a difference of use than in that of a difference 
?f defimte techmcal ch~ractensbcs. These ~elegations point out that, in such circumstances 
m the absl;nce of effective means of. control 1t will alwa~s be possible to use these wea ns fo; 
pui"J>OSI;S different from those for wh1ch they we~e theoretically designed. In the 0 inion r:, these · 
delegations, the only category of armoured veh1cles of combat in regard to whicfi a sufficiently . 
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definite technical distinction could be established would be that of armoured motor-cars which have 
not mo~e than fou~ wheels, only two of them being driving wheels, to the exclusion of caterpillars, 
and wh1ch are obliged to keep to roads. 

I2. The replies of th~ Commi.ttee of Experts relating to the characteristics of mobile armoured 
cupolas and armoured trams received general endorsement from the Commission. 

. IJ. The Commission was, however, divided on the fundamental point as to whether, and 
If so to what extent, the different kinds of armoured vehicles answer to the criteria named in 
the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, I932. 

~arious. opinions, sometimes very divergent from one another, sometimes differing only 
on mmor pomts, were expressed. In order to convey a faithful picture of them, and one which 
would at the same time be of practical assistance to the General Commission, the best plan would 
seem to be to consider in succession the four categories of vehicles with which the discussion dealt, 
and to note for each of those categories the main currents of opinion which appeared. 

(I) Tanks . 

. · I4. A large number of delegations is of opinion that all tanks should be included in the 
list of weapons to which the resolution of April 22nd applies. 

They consider that the possession of such vehicles considerably facilitates offensive operations 
bas~d on surprise, operations which are in the highest degree dangerous to national defence. 
While recognising that other factors (such as the transport of infantry by means of motor-vehicles 
of all kinds) may also play a part in surprise operations, supporters of the above-mentioned opinion 
consider that the danger presented in this respect by tanks is incomparably greater. 

Several of them point out that even modem fortifications are exposed to the attack of tanks 
because, while it is always possible to protect fortified works sufficiently to resist those attacks 
by the use of natural or artificial obstacles, it should be noted, on the one hand, that the action 
of tanks may strengthen considerably infantry attacks against troops and objectives placed at 
intervals either in front of or between those works, and, on the other hand, that the establishment, 
which is always very costly, of a complete system of artificial obstacles for the protection of forts is 
impossible in peace-time in certain districts, such as those under cultivation. · 

Certain delegations point out, moreover, that if, as the Committee of Experts 1 has stated, 
even light tanks can usually cross trenches and make breaches in the usual wire entanglements 
of the battlefield, while they are capable of effective action against certain strong organisations 
of the latter, that statement is particularly disturbing to countries which do not possess the 
necessary anti-tank weapons, or do not possess any tanks. 

It has. been pointed out within the same group of delegates that whatever the utility 
that tanks might sometimes offer for defensive purposes,• the menace which they constitute 
to the defence within the hands of the aggressor outweigh the advantages which they might 
confer on the defence, and that, in any case, such a menace was sufficiently serious to be regarded 
as decisive. 

. IS. All the delegations belonging to 'the first group agree that tanks, of whatever type, 
are particularly efficacious against national defence and should, in consequence, be regarded as 
specifically offensive. These delegations cease to be unanimous, however, when it comes to 
deciding whether tanks should be included among the weapons most dangerous to civilians. 
Some delegations affirm that that is the case. They point out that tanks, owing to their mobility, 
enable the aggressor, either by steali~g a march on the adversary or by out~a.n.king his def_ences, 
to penetrate deep into the country mvaded ~nd not only to ex_Pose the CIVIlia~ populati~n to 
grave material danger but also to produce so mtense a psychological effect as senously to cr1pple 
the defence and even in the end to render it impossible. 

Others on the contrary, are of opinion that tanks, considered in themselves, and unless 
the party ~mploying th~m can ~ credited with an illicit int~ntion ?f te~orising the civilian 
population, do not constitute part1c~~ly dan~er~us weai;>Ons, smce their action can be regulated 
with precision and confined to the military obJectives deliberately selected. 

. I6. A second large group of deleg~tions ·establishes between tanks ~istinctions b~d 
essentially on the criterion of weight ~d mcludt;S among the weapons to wh1ch the resolution 
of April 22nd applies only tanks exceeding a certam tonnage. 

I7. Those delegations-like the delegations belonging to the previous group-admit 
that the principal danger of armoured fighting vehicles to the national defence lies in their power 
to carry out a surprise attack with the intention of deliv.ering a rapid _knock-out blow .. T~ey 
point out that, with the help of tanks, for ~xample, a surpns~ att3;ck earned out at. the begmnmg · 
of a war of aggression, when neither occupied permanent fortificatiOns nor an orgamsed battlefield 

1 The United Kingdom delegation in the Committee of Experts dissented from this statement unless the trenches 
had been previously damaged by shell:fire. . . . . . . 

1 The Italian and Soviet delegatiOns, reiterating a reservatiOn wh1ch they had already put forward 10 connection 
with the text relating to artillery material, expressed the opinion that any decision as to the arms required for the purpoS<-s 
of national defence was outside the Land Commission's competence. 
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e.'\.-ist, acquires a greatly enhanced degree of effectiveness, power of penetration and chance of 

suTh~y hold, however, that this power of surprise is not confined~~ tanks, but is shared by 
armoured cars and even by commercial motor-vehicles converted to mihtary uses. 

IS. For the purposes ~entioned ab~:>Ve, tanks, they add, po~ess, in var:ying degrees, the 
characteristics of speed and radius of achon, armour, and a capacity ~or carrymg ar!lls and. for 
passing over or reducing obstacles. Each of those factors affects the weight of the vehic~e, wei&ht 
thus constituting the principal element whereby the power of the latter may be determmed _Wlth 
any precision. 

Ig. On the basis of this criterion distinctions may be established, which some delegations 
define as follows: · 

(a) Heavy tanks of a we_ight fr<_>m about 2~ ~ons up_wards. These are heavily alll?-ed ' 
and armoured vehicles of sufficient weight and sohdity to glVe them great powers of crushmg 
obstacles and with comparatively wide trench-crossing capacity, which increases in proportion 
to their size. · 

(b) :Medium tanks of a wei~ht be_tween about 20 ton~ and ~bout I~ tons. Thes~ are 
less heavily armed and comparahvely lightly armoured vehicles Wlth considerably restncted 
trench-crossing capacity and limited crushing power. Their special characteristics of range 
and speed render them of great value as a mobile reserve and in counter-attack against troops 
which have pierced a defensive position. 

(c) Light tanks (below IO tons in weight), with which may be included armoured cars
These are lightly armed and armoured scouting vehicles essentially designed for reconnaissance· 

20. Taking account of these observations and taking account also of the nature of t?e 
defensive organisations likely to be encountered on a modern battlefield, as well as of the frontier 
defences, which vary very greatly in strength as between different States, the delegations belonging 
to the second group are of opinion that the heaviest category-namely, tanks of a weight from 
approximately 20 to 25 tons upwards-possess offensive qualities to a degree which should render 
them liable to qualitative disarmament within the meaning of the resolution of April 22nd. 

On the other hand, they are of opinion that tanks of a lower weight are definitely less offensive 
in character and should not come under such a regime. Certain delegations stressed, in this 
connection, the police purposes for which light tanks are employed in some countries and their 
great value in the maintenance of public order. 1 

2I. In the view of delegations belonging to the second group, tanks, whatever their type, 
are not particularly dangerous to civilians. They can, on the other hand, be employed for attacking 
military objectives, even beyond the battlefield, with a minimum of accidental risks for the said 
civilians. 

22. The French delegation expressed its views_in the following terms: 

·.The. folloWing opinion, based upon the conclusions !(document Conf.D./C.T.34) 
contamed m the replies of the Committee of Experts to the questionnaire addressed to it by 
the Land Commission (document Conf.D./C.T.33), is ·submitted by the French delegation 
to the General Commission for consideration: . 

. • A. ~o armoured fighting vehicle of the nature of those contemplated for armies · 
m the field lS capable of assaulting a modern fortified work of even medium strength. 
Only tan~ speci~y designed for this purpose and of a minimum weight of 70 tons could 
be e~echve. agamst permanent fortifications. The same applies to armoured trains 
carrymg artillery capable of similar effective action--i.e., of a calibre exceeding 250 mm. 

• B .. ~part from . tanks and armoured trains possessing the above defined 
ch~cteruhcs, there lS no technical reason for stating that armoured fighting 
vehicles are more specifically offensive, more efficacious against national defence or 
more threatening to civilians than any other mean<t of warfare . 

. • I. ·As regards efficaciousness against national defence, armoured fighting 
vehicles are used, n~t only by an aggres~r desiring t~ invade the territory of another 

' State and pe~etratmg ~ore or le~ far u~to that temt?ry according to the mobility, 
speed and radius of actlon of the sa1d vehicles, but also m counter-offensive operations 
conducted by a defender on the front, flanks or rear of an aggressor who has 
penetrated into his territory an~ .entrenched himself there. The characteristics as 
regar~ armament, an:nour, mobility, the power of crossing obstacles and the radius 
of action of these vehicles, most of which are primarily intended to accompany the 

Dd the• The Italian and Soviet delegations are of opinion that the question of the utilisation f tank fo I' · 
a awntenance of order ia outside the competence of the Diaarmament Conference. o • r po ICe purposea 
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infantry and to save it from losses, correspond to the prevalent conditions in both 
cases, 

. " ~he use of armoured vehicles, particularly tanks, in the course of a defensive 
acbon Is, moreover, tending to become more and more important: 

. • (a) In order t_o support a counter-attack when it is difficult to provide 
artillery SlJ:pport owmg to ignorance of the exact position of the assailant 
and the pomt of departure of the infantry making the counter-attack; 

. • (b) ~ecause .t~e anti-tank weapons which are being perfected can easily, 
m an orgamsed pos1hon, be arranged so as to provide a complete and effective 
system o~ defence, whereas it is much more difficult for them to accompany 
an offensive, so that troops wh;ch are attacking are more vulnerable to the 
~o~red vehicles of the defenders than troops established in a defensive 
position are to the tanks of the attackers; . 

." (c) In the defence of a permanent system of fortification, to act as 
m~blie fo~tresses capable, thanks to prepared routes, of advancing to any 
pomts which are particularly threatened or of stopping any breach which 
may be made by the assailant in the defensive arrangements. 

• The fact that the last-mentioned use is strictly defensive, requiring hea~"ny 
a~ed and armoured tanks which are consequently very heavy and can with 
difficulty be moved away from the area prepared for their action, suffices to show 
that any discrimination between armoured vehicles according to weight, designed 
to prove that the heaviest tanks are most offensive, would not be technically justified. 
It 15, moreover, impossible to make distinctions based upon the question of weight, 
as it is well known that very light tanks have been able to exercise effective action 
against important battlefield constructions. On the other hand, if tanks are exposed 
to the action of anti-tank weapons or enemy tanks, it may be necessary for their own 
protection, whether passive (armour) or active (armament), that their weight should 
be considerably increased if they are to be usefully employed on the field of battle, 
without reference to the offensive or defensive character of such employment. 

• Armoured fighting vehicles of Jess than 70 tons in weight and armoured 
trains with armaments of a calibre inferior to 250 mm. cannot therefore be regarded 
as being offensive rather than defensive in purpose, and cannot be included among the 
weapons most menacing to national defence. 

• 2. As regards the characteristic of being threatening to civilians, armoured 
vehicles, with the exception of armoured trains, as to which the reply must depend 
upon the artillery which they carry, should be regarded as among the weapons least 
menacing to civilian populations. The small range of their guns and the fact that they 
are normally only employed against visible military objectives enable them to 
concentrate entirely on the objective, with the least risk of accident for the 
neighbouring civilian population." 

(2) Armoured Cars. 

23. Certain delegations declared themselves in favour of including armoured cars of all 
types in the list of weapons covered by the resolution of April 22nd. They point out that, like 
tanks, armoured cars considerably facilitate surprise actions, that they may sometimes prove 
effective against field-works and, furthermore, that their suitability for rapid penetration into the 
interior of a country makes them threatening to civilians. 

All these delegations belong to the group which classes all tanks among the most specifically 
offensive weapons. It should be noted that the converse is not true. ' 

24. Some of the delegations, which hold that all tanks should be subject to qualitative 
disarmament, adopted the formula submitted by the Netherlands delegation according to which 
armoured cars should only be regarded as most specifically offensive when they were " provided 
with. special appliances rendering them capable of being used on the battlefield ". 

25. Other delegations, finally, while in favour of including all tanks in the list of specially 
offensive weapons, unreservedly excluded armoured cars. 

26. This is naturally the conclusion arrived at on the latter point by those delegations which 
refuse to include tanks in the category of weapons covered by the resolution of April. 22nd, or 
which include only the heaviest tanks weighing from about 20 to 25 tons or more. 

27. It was urged in support of this view that the effectiveness of armoured cars against 
organisations of the battlefield is very limited; that it is usually easy, when armoured cars are 
confined to the road, to paralyse their offensive action by cutting the routes they have to use; 
that they cannot go far away from the troops with which they are operating; that they are only 
lightly armoured, and, finally, that certain countries regard them as essential for maintaining 
order in the vast territories under their jurisdiction. 
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(3) Mobile Cupolas and Armoured Trains. 

28. According to the Committee of Experts, the above " are only effective again~t 
entrenchments, field-works, etc., in so far as the guns which they carry. are abl~ to reach them . 
In the Committee's opinion, " mobile cupolas are not capable ':'f any ~~bon ou~s1d~ the bat~lefield. 
As regards armoured trains, their possibilities of action agamst m1ht~y O~Jecbves outs1de ~he 
battlefield and against the civil population depend on the range of therr artillery and the act10n 
of any personnel they may carry." 

29. Generally speaking, the Commission adopted this vi~w ~d ~herefore. concluded t~at 
neither armoured trains nor mobile cupolas correspond to the cntena la1d down m the resolut10n 
of April 22nd. Some delegations, however, took th~ opposite view. 

(4) General Remarks .. 

30. The Committee then discussed _the difficulties which might ~se if motor-vehi~les 
normally used for agricultural or commerc1al purposes could be converted mto armoured fightmg 
vehicles. 

31. Some delegations felt that it would be useless to prohibit or restrict the light classes 
of tanks and armoured cars, in view of the ease with which these eould be replaced, after effecting 
a few changes, by certain vehicles used for economic purposes. 

32. Other delegations applied the argument to all armoured fighting vehicles. They urged, 
further, that, if these vehicles were subjected to qualitative disarmament, cowttries possessing 
a powerful metallurgical industry would be given an advantage and might possibly have an 
incentive to encourage the construction of non-military vehicles containing certain features which, 
it might justifiably be said, would enable them more adequately to discharge their pacific mis~ion 
but which were really planned with a view to facilitating their conversion to military purposes. 

33. Other delegations held that, though industrial development undoubtedly enhanced 
the military potentialities of a cowttry, the importance attached by some parties to the agricultural 
tractor as a possible weapon was highly exaggerated. Such a vehicle would always be definitely less 
effective than an appliance specially constructed for fighting purposes. · 

34- Certain delegations asked that the attention of the. General Commission should be 
drawn to this point. In the words of the motion submitted by the Polish delegation, they held 
th~: . 

. • Should the General .Commission decide to apply certain measures of qualitative 
disarmament to tanks, it would be absolutely essential to take simultaneous action with 
a view to preventing: 

• (r) The conversion of agricultural and other tractors into tanks; 
• (2) The utilisation of tractor factories for the manufacture of tanks." 

III. FORTIFICATIONS. 

The German delegation submitted a ·note expressing it~ point of vi~w on this question to 
the Land Commission. 

Certa~ ~ther d~l~gations .also submitted, in writring, their observations on this proposal. 
The Co~1~n, realis1~g t~at 1t W?uld be extremely difficult for it to arrive at practical. conclusions 
for the tlme bemg on thlS pomt, dec1ded to forward to the General Commission the above-mentioned· 
documents for any necessary action (document Conf.D./C.T.46 attached) (Appendix 3). 

Appendix 1. 
Conf.D.fC.T.P, E(a}, S(b), s(c). 

REPLY BY THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE LAND COMMISSION 

CONCERNING ARTILLERY. 

I. 

(x) What is meant by fixed and mobile artillery J 0 

Fix~ artillery includes all. artillery which, in vi~w of its special technical construction 
cannot, ~thou~ ~he _use o~ s~c1al ap~li~ces or matenals, be used outside th f rt"fi d 1 d ' 
sea front1er position m which 1t was ongmally placed. . e 0 1 e an .or 
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Mobile artillery includes all artillery except artillery which 1s covered by the above 
definition. 

(2) What are the existing possibilities of rendering fi:ced artillery mobile and vice versa ? 

Gener~y. ~peaking, the ~ns of fixed and mobile artillery can be made interchangeable. 
The cor~:vert1bility of fixed artillery to mobile use depends primarily upon the mount required 
for fr~:Ob!le use. The time e~ement involved depends upon the kind and amount of preparation, 
the s1ze of the gun, the existence storage and distribution of the mounts, and the availability 
of 11?-eans. of handling the material. This time element varies from a few hours, if mobile mounts 
are 1n existence, to two or three months if no prior preparation has been made (assuming that the 
~ountry conc~rned has sufficiently developed metallurgical industry). In the absence of such an 
mdustry, rapid conversion would not be possible unless the necessary material were already in 
~re. . 

II. 

(I) What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action against the essmtial 
organs of permanent forti/ications (a) weight of the projectile, (b) weight of explosive, (c) calibre, etc. ? 

. Field artillery of all calibres may be employed in attacking fortified works; it may be used 
agamst the intervals between forts and, in particular, against unprotected personnel or material, 
or it may, in exceptional cases, produce some effect on the armament of one of the works-for 

·.example, by a fortunate direct hit on or in an embrasure. · 

. But in order to break down a system of permanent fortification, it is indispensable to destroy 
at least a certain number of its e~ential works. The efficacy of artillery again~t the permanent · 
fortification therefore depends on the degree of strength of the essential worh.s of such fortification 
and the penetrating power of the projectiles which may be employed for the purpose.1 

Taking these two factors into account, the following may be distinguished: 

(a) Permanent fortification of great strength (thickness of concrete about 2 m., armouring 
or organisations under rock).- In order to act effectively against the essential elements of such 
fortification, use must be made of projectiles weighing more than 500 kg. and calibres over 320. 

(b) Permanent fortification of average strength (thickness of concrete about I m., 
or depth of earth of more than 2 m.). - The characteristics of the guns required to 
act effectively against the essential elements of this fortification are, in accordance with the 
data given in the artillery rules of various States as a result of experience, at least the following: 

Weight of projectile about 200 kg. 
Weight of explosive about 35 kg. 
Calibre about 250 mm. 
Range at. least IO km. 

(c) Permanent fortification with little protection (thickness of concrete less than I m., 
or thickness of earth less than 2m.).- Against this kind of permanent fortification v!'-riable 
results may be obtained according to the kind of projectile, the nature of the fire (flat traJectory 
or high-angle trajectory), thickness of earth or concrete, with calibres varying from I05 to 
the calibres defined in paragraph (b) above. 

(2) What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action against entrenchments, 
field works and other objectives of the battlefield ? 

As a rule artillery of a calibre up to about IOO mm. can only be effectively used against 
the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield. 

Artillery of a higher calibre-particularly of about ISO mm., which is the calibre most 
commonly employed-and up to a calibre of 220 mm .. inc~usive, is capable of effec~ive action 
against most entrenchmen~s, field w~rks a~d ~th~r obJectives of the bat~lefield wh1ch can be 
organised and constructed m a short tlme With hm1ted personnel and matenal. 

When the time, personnel and material at the disposal ?f th~ defe.nce ~re increase~, the degree 
of resistance of the position may be that of permanent fortification with little protectiOn (II, I, c), 
and require the same means for its reduction. 

1 As an indication, we may mention that the ISS projectile, weighing 43 kg., has io. penetratin(! power in concrete 
of only 4S em.; the 280 projectile, weighing 200 kg. with 36 kg. of explosive, penetrates only 6S em. mto concrete. The 
armoured cupolas can be effectively attacked only with the 320 at least. Fmally, to reach a depth ID the ground of 2 m. 
in average soil, at least 220 is required. 
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III. 

(I) In modern warfare, what" is the depth over which the troops and services and their equipment 
engaged in battle are distributed ? 

(a) Reply of the Belgian Delegation: 

In modem warfare: 

(I) The depth of the field of battle may extend to about 20 km.; · 

· (2 )· The depth over which tr?Op~ and s~rvices and their equipment capable of being engaged 
in the battle within one day are distnbuted IS so km. or more. 

(b) Reply of the Austrian, Bulgarian, German, Hungarian, Italian and Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics Delegations: 

The depth over which the troops and services and their .equipment to ~e reg3!ded as engaged 
in the battle are distributed is IS km. and may extend to about 20 km. on either side. 

Beyond that distance are situated objectives of military importance (place~ for the assemb~ing 
of reserves, with motor transport, railway stations, air ports, armament factones, etc.) fo~ w~Ich, 
as regards the distance from the battle front, it is impossible, in existing circumstances, to mdicate 
a~L • · 

(c) Reply of the folloWt'ng Delegations: Brazil, United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, Denmar~. Eston~a, 
Finland, France, India, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Poland,. Portugal, Roumama, Spam, 
Sweden, United States of America, Yugoslavia: · 

The troops engaged in the battle are distributed over a depth of about 20 km. · · 
Beyond that distance and up to about so km. from the front line there may be essential 

military objectives such as tactical reserves, which, if motor transport is available and roads 
are practicable, may be placed so km. from the line, while still being capable of use at a required 
point within five or six hours. Depots, and especially ammunition dumps, are normally at similar 
distances. · 

To sum up, the depth over which the troops and their services and equipment engaged in . 
the battle are distributed is 15 to 2S km., .if one does not include tactical mechanised reserves 
and munition depots, and may reach so km .. if one includes them. 

(2) What are the characteristics of the artillery capable of firing beyond tht4 depth ? 

For firing beyond the depth over which the troops and services and their equipment engaged 
in a battl.e are distributed, it is necessary to have guns with a range amounting to that depth 
plu~ th~ distan_ce of the gun emplacements of one of the parties from the front line of the other party. 
This distance IS at. least zo per cent of the range .. This distance may be as much as zo km. in the 
case of guns on _railway mountings, or when practicable means of communication are insufficient, 
or when the artillery must be distributed in depth, particularly when on the defensive. 

Considering the minimum distance as zo per cent of the range and considering the effective 
range of normally constructed guns at present existi11g, .it is to be observed that: . 

(a) Only guns of over zos mm. calibre have a range of IS km, beyond the front line; 

(b) Only guns of over ISS mm. calibre have a range of 20 km. beyond the front line; 

(c) Only guns of over 200 mm. calibre have a range of 2S km. beyond the front line .. 

As regards ranges of so km.' beyond the front line, there is no technical "obstacle to the 
construction of a gun with such ranges. · " 

If the characteristics of such a gun, which is not ·a current model had to be determined it 
~ou}li be neCP.ssary to consult specialists in artillery construction. Thls would also be necess~ry 
m _order t<~ ascer_tain what _general restrictions should be imposed to prevent abnormal ranges 
bemg obtamed With any cahbre. · 



- I2I-

LETTER FROM GENERAL VAN TUINEN, EXPERT OF THE NETHERLANDS DELEGATION TO THE 

CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPER~ OF THE LAND Coli!~IISSION RELATING' TO 

QUESTION 2, SECTION II OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

In order to avoid holding up our work, I will not raise any objection at the moment to the 
reply given to Question 2 of Section II. 

I should li~e to state, however, that in my opinion this reply differs to an appreciable extent 
from ~he question asked and is too similar to the reply gtven to Question I of this same Section. 
Question 2 does not, I think, refer to the organs of permanent or semi-permanent fortifications, 
but m~rely to temporary works constructed on the battlefield-that is to say, more or le~s hastily. 
Th_ere _1s thus a clear distinction between the artillery necessary for effective action against those 
obJ~ctives and the artillery intended to be used against fortifications of a permanent or 
semi-permanent character. 

In my opinion, it is not necessary to contemplate the destruction of concrete shelters on the 
battlefield selected by the aggressor, as, including the time needed for their construction, it would 
take four or five weeks for the concrete to harden sufficiently. Field works with such elaborate 
entrenchments which could withstand the aggressor's fire to t!i.at extent could not be made in time 
in an invaded territory. In such a case, therefore, we should only have to deal with constructions 
organised in war time on the national soil-which means that they would be of a purely defensive 
character-and against which a strengthening of the means of aggression would be contni.rv to our 
efforts in the matter of disarmament. -

Consequently, I am of opinion that the characteristics of the guns necessary for effective 
action against entrenchments, etc., of an improvised character to which, I think, Question 2 
refers, are: ISS mm. maximum calibre, 4S kg. maximum weight of projectile, with 9 kg. of explosive . 

• 

NOTE BY THE DELEGATIONS OF NORWAY AND SWEDEN CONCERNING THE REPLY OF THE 

COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO SECTION Ill, QUESTION I, OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

The delegations of Norway and Sweden consider that: 

The words of the questionnaire • engaged in the battle "should not be interpreted as meaning 
"capable of becoming engaged in the battle " and should only refer to troops situated on the 
battlefield itself; · 

The depth over which these troops are distributed is generally from IS to 20 km. on either 
side, according to the number of troops e,ngaged; and . 

Troops situated at such a distance from the battlefield that they could not be engaged m 
the battle without motor transport-the possibility of which depends in any case on the road 
system and the state of the existing roads at a given moment-should not be regarded as " engaged 
in the battle ". 
· Nevertheless, those delegations, recognising that in its summary the text of the majority 

of the delegations states that the depth of the true battlefield is from IS to·2S km. if these more 
distant troops are not reckoned, and wishing to facilitate as far as possible unanimity among 
the experts, have thought it proper to accept this majority text. 

Appendix l. 
Conf.D./C.T.J4· 

REPLY OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE LAND COMMISSION 

CONCERNING ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES. 

(I) What are the general characteristics of: 

(a) tanks, 
(b) armoured cars of all kinds, 
(c) mobile armoured cupolas, 
(d) armoured trains l 

(a) and (b). Tanks and armoured C<J!S are a~our~d.1 a':ld armed self-propelled vehicles. 
Although it is not possible to draw a precise techrucal d1stmctwn between tanks and armoured 

1 The Committee agreed that the word " armoured " must be reasonably understood by " as weH armoured as 
possible ", In other words, the given definition could not apply to a parbally;~rmoured veb1cl~; The Umted ~mgdo';? 
delegation would have preferred that this idea should be conveyed by the words _fully armoured • but the word fully . , . 
which is not as strong as •• completely", would have been difficult to trans~ate mto French. In t~ese ctrC~mstances. 1n 
order that the two texts should correspond, the United Kingdom delegatmn has agreed to Withdraw liS proposal, 
subject to the present explanation being given • 

• 
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· be said that tanks possess to a higher degree the power of moving aero~ any ~errain 
cars, lt m~ularl to the use of tracks) and that they are capable, to a degree varymg Wlth the 
(duei!ufa!.• t yof crossin trenches and overthrowing obstacles. Armoured ca~, on the other 
~ ype, "all d g · ed with a view to their employment on an organ1sed battlefield. The:;::: t~: ~f:~ ofar:~f::ed car: one which keeps to the road, the other capable of moving 
across country. . 

Some types of tanks and especially armoured cars are capable of great speed and cons1derable 
radius of action. 

(c) Mobile armoured cupolas. -'As distinct from armoured ~ars, ~~bil~ cupoi~ ~ave 
remarkable characteristics as regards armour and equipment, l;mt therr mobil1ty lS very bm1ted. 

They are, in short, a kind of heavy tank with very limited mobility. · 
Like heavy tanks themselves, they are specially suitable .e~ther for fillin~ the gaps in t~e 

permanent defensive organisation or, m the defence of a pos1t10n, for blocking up a breach m 
which the enemy may have penetrated. · 

- . 
(d) Armoured trains.- Armoured trains are very powerful, armed and strongly eq!lipped 

weapons; but instead of being able to Cf?SS any ground the1r movement de~nds upon the ex1stence 
of a railway. They are particularly smtable for the defence of land front1ers and sea coasts. 

(2) What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against permanent fortifications? 
Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the latter il . 

No armoured machine of the nature of those contemplated for armies in the field is capable 
of assaulting a modem fortified work of even average strength. • 

Moreover, any modem system of fortification exposed to attack by tanks can be re~dered 
almost invulnerable to their attack by the use of natural obstacles or by the construction of 
artificial obstacles or defences (deep, wide ditches, blocks of concrete, mines, etc.). 

In answer to Question II (a) and (b), therefore, it may be said that no armoured fighting 
vehicle will be effective for assault against a permanent system of fortifications provided that 
a complete system of natural or artificial obstacles exists. 

As regards armoured trains, their action is no more and no less than that of the artillery 
which they carry. 

Notes. 

I. The French delegation consider that the attack of permanent fortifications can only 
be attempted by tanks armoured powerfully enough to be proof against projectiles shot by weapons 
mounted in first-line fortifications. 

·They consider that such tanks would weigh at least zoo tons; the lowest weight of tanks 
of this kind, making very ample allowance for possible technical improvement in construction, 
may be put at 70 tons. 

2. The delegations of Austria, United Kingdom, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy, 
Netherlands and Sweden add the following explanation to the reply given by the Committee: 

While the destruction and neutralisation of the fortified wofks and artillery of the 
~efence are the task of the heavy and super-heavy artillery, it is for tanks to assist the infantry 
m attacking troops and other objectives distributed in front of the fortifications and between 
them. 

This being so, as regards the attack of permanent fortifications also, tanks take on a 
char~t.~ menacing to national defence which increases in proportion to their weight and 
capabili t1es. 

3· The delegations of Austria, Hungary, Italy and Netherlands add the following explanation 
to the reply given by the Committee: 

The preparation of a complete system of artificial obstacles as here described against 
a~tack b~ tanks. would in a number of cases be impossible in a line of permanent fortifications 
Situated m cultivated country. In such cases, even a modem system of fortifications would 
at the beginning of a war, be very vulnerable to attack by tanks. ' 

Furthermore, the addition to a system of permanent fortifications of artificial obstacles 
to a!tack by tanks would involve supplementary expenditure which would often be very 
considerable. 
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, 

(3) What is fhe. effectiveness of ihe various categories of the above against entrenchments, field 
works and other objectwes of. the baUlefield; Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking 
through the elemen~f! of natsonal defence referred to above ; 

Tanks are capable ~f effective action on an organised field of battle, and some armoured cars 
are capable of such actlon where the organisations are improvised or not continuous.l 

Even light tanks _can usually cross tren~hes and make breaches in the usual wire entanglements 
of t~e battlefield. It IS _asserted that very light tanks (7 tons) have been capable of effective action 
agamst strongly orgamsed battlefields. 

If,. however, tanks are exposed to the fire of anti-tank weapons Of enemy tanks, their own 
protec_twn, _whe~her passive (armour), or active (armament), may involve a considerable increase 
m the1r we1ght If they are to be used effectively in defence as well as offence on the battlefield.• 
. Armoured cupolas and trains are only effective against entrenchments, field works, etc., 
m so far as the guns which they carry are able to reach them. 

(4) Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make them specially 
menacsng: 

(a) to the civil population; 
(b) to military objectives· outside the zone of the battlefield properly so-called ; 

(a) and (b). - If we exclude the hypothesis of direct and deliberate action, contrary to 
international law, against the civil population, tanks and armoured cars cquld only be specially 
menacing to them if, when acting against military objectives, they risked at the same time injuring 
the civil population. . 

On the contrary, since they can act only at very short range and generally against visible 
objectives, which makes them as accurate as can be desired, they can attack military objectives 
even outside the zone of the battlefield with less risk to the civil population than is represented 
by aeroplane and artillery projectiles, which can much more easily fall on some point other than 
the objective aimed at. This characteristic, together with their speed and radius of action, makes 
certain armoured fighting vehicles particularly suited to attack military objectives outside the 
battlefield, and enablrs the battle to be extended to the rear and flanks of the forces engaged. 
All motor-driven vehicles 1 of similar speed and radius of action which are able to carry troops 
also poS!Oess this quality in varying degrees. The essential quality to carry out such missions is 
the mobility of the vehicle. So long as the fire-power can be conveyed to the place required, it is 
immaterial whether the conveyance is itself armoured and armed or not. 

Mobile cupolas are not capable of any action outside the battlefield. As regards armoured 
trains, their possibilities of action against military objectives outside the battlefield and against 
the civil population depend on the range of their artillery and the action of any personnel they 
may carry. 

(5) To what extent and in what time can any vehicle be converted into: 

(a) a tank; 
(b) an armoured car; 
(c) an armoured train ; 

1 The German, Hungarian and Soviet delegations add to this paragraph that this applies particularly in the c:ase 
of a defence which does not dispose of adequate anti-tank weapons and tanks. 

• The United Kingdom delegation substitutes for the first three paragraphs the following text: 
· " The effectiveness of tanks against entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield depends 

upon their ability to cross ditches and trenches. As the objec~ of the question is to elicit the performance of these 
vehicles without the assistance of other weapons, it is assumed that the ditches and trenches have not already 
been partially destroyed by shell-fire. The following are examples of the c:apactiy of different types of tanka: 

" A tank of about 3l tons is required to cross a gap from 2.4 to 3 metres wide. A tank of 16 tons could, 
under favourable circumstances, cross a gap 2.2 metres wide. A tank below 10 tons in weight is not c:apable of 
crossing a gap more than 1.5 metre wide. 

" It will be seen from the above that tanks below 10 tons are inc:apable of crossing any but the most narrow 
field entrenchments. Armoured c:ars, on the other hand, are usually inc:apable of crossing any undamaged trench." 
1 The German and Soviet delegations make the following observations as regards the end of this paragraph, from 

the words: " All motor-driven vehicles ": 
" It is impossible to make a comparison between ail ordinary motor conveyance and tanks or armoured can. 

It is of decisive importance that tanks should be armoured, that they should be _able to move off the road•: that they 
should possess weapons always in readiness for firing, and that all these qualities should be contained m as small 
a space as possible. . . . . 

" The same may be said in a Jesser degree of armoured c:an the effectiveness of which IS very much greater 
than that of any other motor-car. . 

"The possibility of attacking military objectives outside the battlefield proJleriY: so-called and of extendmg 
thus the battle to the rear and flanks of the forces engaged in front depends, takmg mto account purely military 
considerations, on the protection which can be given to convoys of troops by tanks and armoured c:ara." 

These delegations intelpret in this sense the last two sentences of the second paragraph. 
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(a) and (b). _ Tbe~e exist in many col!ntries a considerable number of vehicles, tracked 
or otherwise, which could rapidly be turned mto tanks or armoured cars. . 

A converted tractor would be less efficient than a tank constructed as such.1 For constructional 
reasons they are unlikely to be fitted with turrets, unless speci~ arrangements have been made 
for this purpose, and therefore all-round fire would not be practicable. 

Armoured cars could be improvised to a degree of effectiven~ss comp~~able to that o! ~n 
armoured car designed for the purpose. The road speed and fightmg capability :would poss1blly 
be less, but, as armoured cars are primarily vehicles for reconnaissance, improvised cars would 
adequately fulfil this duty. . · . 

It is understood that the possi~ility of effecting th~ conversion~ menti?ned above, and the 
effectiveness of such converted veh1cles, depends. essen bally on the mdustnal resources of each 
country. 

The time required for conversion wou~d depend upon the existence of semi-skilled lab<;mr, 
engineering resources and suitable armour 1'? stock. ~he man?facture of bullet-J?roof plate 1~ a 
lengthy process, but even if none were available, ordu~;ary m1!d steel plate, winch c~n rea~1ly 
be obtained commerciallv, might be employed as an 1mprov1sed measure and, by mcreasmg 
the thickness, sufficient bullet-proof protection could be achieved. A certain amount of protection 
can be given to a vehicle in a few hours if the necessary technica,l preparations have been made 
beforehand. 

As a general rule, the time is less for a given vehicle in pr<;>portion· as: 

(a) More complete arrangements have been made at the time of its construction to 
facilitate the conversion; 

(b) The conversion has been ·more completely prepared especially as regards the stock 
of essential parts and necessary engineering resources. 

Under favourable circumstances, the production in quantity of tanks, improvised on these 
lines, could commence within three weeks, and that of armoured cars within a week or ten days.• 

If engineering resources and the necessary armour-plating are available, a train could be 
armoured within a few weeks. However, the organisation of an armoured train, specially equipped 
with J?<>Werful artillery, would require a longer time and a considerable previous stock of special 
matenal. 

Appendi~ 3. 
Conf.D.jC.T.46. 

EXAYINATION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION'S RESOLUTION ·oF APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document 
Conf.D.jC.G.28(2)): DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE AND DRAFT REPLY CONCERNING FORTIFICATIONS 

SUBMITTED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. 

Introduction. 

The German delegation has taken as the basis of its draft questionnaire ~d replies given 
below, the following general question: . ' 

"_Supposin~ one St~te either (al adopts a policy of armed aggression or (b) undertakes 
offe'?stve operations agamst another State, what are the weapons which, by reason of their 
specific ~haracter, and without prejudice to their defensive purposes, are most likely to enable 
that pohcy, or those operations, to be brought rapidly to a successful conclusion ? " 

~e _delegation ~as., mor~over, guid~d by the f_?llowing paragraph of t~e report of Sub
CommlSSJOn A to wh1ch 1t desrres to draw the attention of the Land CommissiOn: 

be 
~ The _category or organisations which can only be used for territorial defence cannot 

sa1d to mclude: · 

. • (r) O~ganisations the principal purpose of which is obviously to enable long-range 
artlllery or a1r attack to be brought to bear on the communications of a neighbouring 

I 5< ' 
tank of >me delegations consider that certain types of tractor, however, may be more efficient after conversion than • old pattemo. 

to 
1 

The Italian delegation iJI of opinion that, in view of the great variety of ordinary vehicles that may lend them 1 
doet C:O::,:"">D mto armoured fighting vehicles, which in tum vary greatly in the multiplicity of their characteriot~~/~: 
require. teem pooo•ble to fix exact or even approxunate hm•to for the poooibility of ouch conversion and the time it ~iU 
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country or its_expoo;ed points near the frontier, and which are not indisputably justified 
by the necess1ty of protecting specially exposed points in the country concerned." 

Questionnaire and Replies. 

Question I. - What are the characteristics of fortifications, fortified towns and fortified 
works (with special reference to the extreme limit of their organisations) which must be considered 
as offe~sive and which constitute a threat to the national defence of the neighbouring State ? 

W1t~ regard to this question, the following must be taken into consideration: ~-

(a) The possibility of accommodating troops and material for the purposes of an attack; 
(b) The range and efficacy of their artillery; 
(c) Distance from the frontier. 

Reply. - The Land Commission considers the • extreme limit " of the organisations of a 
fortr~ss to be the points at which the most advanced organisations of any kind capable of firing 
are Situated. 

. (a) Any fortress, owing to its considerable possibilities for lodging and protecting troops, 
enables men and material to be held in reserve. It follows that, in addition to its defensive 
importance, it must be regarded as having offensive possibilities, which are the more important 
in proportion as the frontier is near. 

(b) If the range of the artillery in the fortress is sufficient for effective fire across the frontier 
of the neighbouring State, it will prejudice that State's defence. The effect against that defence 
is naturally increased in the case of guns of large calibre. 

(c) If a fortress is so close to the frontier that the troops assembled there can rapidly cross 
the frontier of the neighbouring State by starting from the extreme limit of the fortress, and if 
the range of the artillery enables it to fire across the frontier, the fortress must be regarded as 
specifically offensive and threatening to national defence. 

Question 2. - What are the characteristic features of fortifications, fortified towns and 
fortified works (with special reference to the extreme limit of their organi~ations) which constitute 
a threat to the civilian population of the neighbouring country ? 

.With regard to this question, the following must be taken into consideration: 

(a) The moral effect on the population of the neighbouring country in peace time; 
(b) The range and efficacy of their artillery, with special reference to populous territories 

and to dense populations and to their vital centres and centres of communication; 
(c) Distance from the frontier. 

Reply. - (a) The qualities referred to under I are sufficient to be a considerable menace 
to the population of the neighbouring State. The mere idea of a sudden and unforeseen attack 
by the troops of the aggressor and the fear that the national defence may be paralysed produces 
an unfavourable moral effect upon the civilian population. 

(b) This menace is all the greater when, owing to the range and effectiveness of the fortress's 
artillery, the life of the civilian population of the neighbouring State, its residential and business 
places and its centres of communication are threatened, and when the frontier territory in question 
is densely populated or industrial. 

(c) As regards the distance of a fortress from the frontier, the remarks contained under I (c) 
also apply as regards the threat to civilians. 

Question 3· - What is the influence of the characteristics mentioned under I and 2, when 

(a) The opponent has no permanent fortifications, fortified towns and fortified works 
or has only weak fortifications, etc.; 

(b) The opponent can rely only on prepared or improvised field fortifications for the 
defence? 

Reply.- (a) When t~ere are_no permanent forti.fi~ations or even weak fortifications on the 
frontier territory of the ne1ghbounng State, the qual1tles referred to under I and 2 are all the 
more important in proportion as a surprise attack from a fortress close to the frontier, meeting 
with no prepared resistance, might penetrate deeply into. the country; it ~ould th~s. ~e not only 
most efficacious against national defence but also particularly threatemng to c1vil1ans. 

(b) The ~arne remarks ll;PPlY where the other. part.Y h~s only prepared or improvised field 
fortifications since the defens1ve power of such fortifications 1s much less than that of permanent 
fortifications'; the former, owing in particular to the possibility of a surprise attack by a fortress 
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• · t be distant from the frontier and cannot be completed, occupied and put 
close to the frontier, mus 
in a state of defence within the time necessary. 

Conclusion. 

It follows from the above that fortresses possessing such characterist~cs are of an off~nsive 
nature, that they are specially efficacious against national defence and particularly threatemng to 

civilians. 

Observations by the Afghan Delegation. 

The Afghan delegation, in its declaration of April 26th, stated that: 

• Althou~h. generally, fortificatiQns on ~he frontier ~es of cc;JUntri~s are constructed 
1 

for defensive purposes, those which may be s1h~ated opposite c?unti?~· wh1~h have no.means 
of defence and no fortifications comparable With those of the1r ne1ghbounng countnes can 
more directly command the other's frontiers, and should be counted within the sphere of 
aggressive means and measures." 

. At this time, when all the resolutions adopted .b~ the Land Commission _are in course _of 
being collectively submitted to the General Comm.1SSIOn, the Afghan delegation reaffirms .1ts 
previous statement and emphasises that the very .exiStence of strongly protected fortresses! With 
their connected means of communication near the frontiers of a less-protected country w1th no 
possible means of adequate communications, is efficacious against natio~al defence and threa~e';li_ng 
to the civilians of that neighbouring country, and this danger is further mcreased by the poss1hil1ty 
of a sudden attack being launched from such fortifications. 

With this point of view, the Afghan delegation supports the above draft reply submitted 
by the German delegation. 

Observations by the Argentine Delegation. 

The Argentine delegation does not consider it necessary to formulate, for its part, observations 
on the questionnaire submitted by the German delegation on the subject of fortifications near 
frontiers, as the Argentine Republic has no permanent fortifications on the frontiers which it has 
in common with Chile, Bolivia, Paraguay, Brazil and Uruguay, respectively. . 

The Argentine Republic, faithful to its pacific sentiments, signed a treaty with the Republic 
of Chile on July 23rd, 1881, delimiting their frontiers in the south, and in that treaty perpetual 
neutrality and the free navigation of the Strait of Magellan for all the flags of the world 
are established in the following terms: 

• To secure this freedom and neutrality, no fortification or military defence work capable 
of endangering the object in view shall be constructed ". · 

Observations of the Belgian Delegation. 

I. The Belgian delegation is of opinion that no permanent fortification is to be regarded 
as particularly offensive or as representing a threat to the defence of the neighbouring State. 

The military power of a State consists of two factors: its field army and its fortresses. 
. . In order to c~mduct an offe~sive war and threat~n the defence of the neighbouring State, 
~t 15 necessary to mvade the temtory of that State. In such an operation, only the field army 
15 concerned; fortresses, being fixed, have no appreciable influence. · · . 

On the other hand, in the conduct of a defensive war, the fortresses have to be reduced by 
the aggressor just as much as the field army, and hence represent a factor highly favourable to 
the national defence. 

· Fortresses are almost valueless in offensive warfare, but most valuable in defensive warfare ' 
because their reduction immobilises large attacking forces. · . ' 

Consequently, the more purely defensive are the intentions of a country, the greater will 
~ ~he p~oportion of its resources that it devotes to fortresses; and, on the other hand, if. 
1ts mtentlons are aggressive, it will keep almost all its resources for the field army. 

~· The Belgian delegation is further of opinion that the fortifications of a State do not 
constltu~e a threat to the population of a neighbouring State unless the range of their artillery 
enables 1t to fire across the frontier. . 

I~ ~ust ~ obser:ved ~hat modem fortifications are provided with artillery only in ~ery small 
quant1ti~, OWing to _1ts h1gh cost, and that the calibre of such artillery seldom exceeds 105 milli
metres-u., the calibre of light field artillery. 

Naturally, the sense. o~ .security of. the civilian population of frontier areas is alwa s less 
great than that of the c1viban population of the intenor; but this is due not to the f~onfer 
fortr~~· but to the ~sembling of the opposing field army, which is rendered ossible b h 
prox1m1ty of the frontier, and to the relative strength of that field army. p Y t e 
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.Concen~rations of troops and material can be carried out under the protection ~f frontier 
garnson~ WI~h a spee_d and to an extent depending not on the fortresses but on the system of 
commumcabons leadmg up to the frontier. 

Conclusion. - ~t follows that all fortresses are of a specifically defensive character, that 
they fa':'our the nah~mal de~ence, and that they are not intrinsically threatening to the civilian 
population of the ne1ghbounng State unless their artillery can fire across the frontier. 

Observations of the Danish Delegation. 

On the su~ject of fortifications, ~he Danish delegation would make reference to page 2, 
parag_rap~ 3 o~ 1ts Memorandum of April I3th last (d?cument Conf.D.u2), in which the delegation 
explams 1ts VIews. 

Observations of the Spanish Delegation. 

Sub-Commissi<:m A, in its report (doc~ment C.P.D.28, page I4I), unanimously specified 
the a_rmaments _wh1c~ are only capable of bemg used for the defence of a State's territory. The 
location of fortifications depends on topographical considerations, more especially the position 
of the junctions and lines of communication between two neighbouring States. 

Fortifications, considered in themselves, are defensive in character, but they may indirectly 
favour the offensive by making it possible to economise forces in the fortified area and use them 
en masse elsewhere. 

The position of the most advanced forts, based on the above considerations, may be close to 
the frontier, so that the range of their artillery may enable them to fire on points in the territory 
of the neighbouring country. 

These possibilities are, generally speaking, reciprocal. 

Observations of the French Delegation. 

I. As the experts of Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Disarmament Commission 
unanimously recognised, " the following can only be used on the spot for the defence of a State's 
territory: all parts of defensive systems which are in the nature of obstacles and cover for troops; 
permanent works for the use of armaments, such as gun-platforms; and, in exceptional 
circumstances, certain armaments which are in turrets or cupolas". 

It is therefore not possible to attribute a priori a " specifically offensive " character to a 
permanent defensive system. The question can only arise as applied to the artillery in such a 
system if that artillery should have a calibre greater than the limit fixed for • specifically offensive " 
artillery, regard being had to the possibility of rendering fixed artillery mobile. 

2. Permanent defensive systems situated in the immediate vicinity of the frontiers-as 
they generally are, because their normal purpose is frontier defence-could not be "specifically 
threatening" to the national defence and civilian population of the neighbouring country unless 
they were designed for that purpose. 

The sites on which permanent defensive systems are constructed are determined, however, 
by quite different considerations: 

(a) They depend upon the ground, and are therefore placed where the ground is most 
favourable to the defence; 

(b) Their location depends primarily on the point {a large and important city, a vital 
centre of communications, an industrial area, etc.) which they are intended to protect. If 
this point is very close to the frontier, the system designed for its protection is also necessarily 
close to the frontier. 

3· The possibility of action by the garrisons or armaments of permanent defensive systems 
on the territory or against the civilian population of a neighb.ouring State !s undoubtedly less 
than the possibility of action of troops that can be brought up mto the frontier zones only when 
needed. A State contemplating an attack, whose best chance of succe~ w~mld be surprise, wo~1ld 
have every interest in using, not the known and located m~ans of a~t10n 1!1 permanent de~ens~ve 
systems, but means of action br~mght up at great speed With the a1d of lines of commumcat10n 
prepared for that purpose, especially motor transport. 

4· Consequently, permanent defensive systems are not: 

(a) The most specifically offensive, 
(b) The most threatening to national defence, 
(c) The most threatening to civilians, 

within the meaning of the terms of reference given to the Land Commission by the General 
Commission. 

Observations of the Italian Delegation. 

I. Any fortification, fortified town or fortified. work (with special reference to the exterior 
limit of its organisation) situated close to the frontier should, as a general rule, be regarded as 
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· · in that its main object is to prevent the aggressor from crossing the 
t!~~~;,e :d ~~ci~e~h~se c!nstitutes a real obstacle intended to bar the most dangerous lines 

of approach to the territory. . . · "t t d h 
As a general nile, the fortifications of the ~wo. neig:hbo~rmdgtcou~tndes bare tshi ua e on hs'!cal 

lines of approach, owing_ to . the fact that their Situation IS e ermme Y e geograp IC 

configuration of the frontier lme. 

I rd th t these fortifications may be considered exclusively defensive il'!- character, 
2. n o er a . . . h ld xun t 1 th it is nee , however, that the two ne1ghbounng countnes s. ou possess ~ppro a e y e 

same nu:l of fortifications, that the latter should be ~pprox1mately equal m power and that 
they should be situated, on either side, close to the frontier. 

3
. The defensive character of a country's fortific_ations becomes modi~ed an~ the latter 

gradually assume an offensive character when the. fortified '!orks of the ne~ghboum;g country 
are much inferior in power, even to the extent of be~ng non-existent, or when, for special reasons, 
the said fortifications are so distant from the frontier as to leave a completely undefended zone 
of territory outside the range of action of their armaments. 

4. The offensive character of the fo~ifications does n~~· of course, ~ie in the whole system 
of concrete or steel works, in view of their absence of mobility, but consists, on th~ other hand, 
of the two elements contained therein-namely, the artillery or the troops for which they may 
furnish a safe shelter during the proces~ of concentration, a favourable point d' a_ppui for an offensive 
or counter-offensive and a base for the subsequent development of operations. · 

s. Excluding the case referred to in number 2, in which ~t is clear that each system. of 
fortifications assumes a defensive character as against the action of the other, the offensive 
character of a fortification is determined: 

(a) By the effective protection of the process of concentration and the support of 
troops .to be employed in the offensive or counter-offensive; 

(b) By the action of its own artillery of different calibres designed primarily to destroy 
with ease the adversary's works with a low power of resistance and, secondly, to ~upport 
effectively (owing to the strong protection thus ensured) troops that are to be used in the . 
offensive; 

(c) By actions designed as a menace to civilians when the fortress or fortified works 
are so close to the frontier that their artillery can reach the closely populated industrial 
centres or important centres of communication in the neighbouring territory. 

To sum up: 

I. Fortifications or permanent fortified works are, generally speaking, defensive in character. 

2. Frontier fortifications may, on the other hand, be regarded as more or less offensive 
in character, and hence more specifically efficacious against national defence, when the territory 
of the neighbouring State possesses no fortifications or permanent fortified works whatever, or 
only possesses field works or improvised works, or possesses fortified works situated so far inland 
as to be unable to protect the frontier zone over a given depth. 

3. Frontier fortifications may be particularly ·threatening to civilians when the fortress 
or fortified works are so close to the frontier that their artillery can reach those zones in the 
territory of the neighbouring State over which thickly populated industrial centres are scattered 
and which are also indispensable for the military organisation. · 

Observations by the United Kingdom Delegation. 

The following observations upon the German proposal regarding fortifications are submitted 
by the United Kingdom delegation: · 

. They draw attention to. the speech of the United Kingdom delegate on June 2nd, which 
pomted out that the German proposal was, in effect, not a question of the abolition of fortresses 
near ~he frontier, but of a restriction of the right to station troops or guns in its vicinity. The 
technical as~ of guns and their offensive possibilities has already been fully dealt with by the 
Land ComtnbSion. · 

~or t~ese reasons, the United Kingdom delegation sees no utility in discussing the 
qu~honna1re, nor do they find themselves able to accept the German proposal regarding fortifi
catiOns. ;t"hey suggest that the latter should either be put to the vote without further discussion 
or that 1t should be forwarded to the General Commission with the names of such delegation~ 
as find themselves able to support it. 


