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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 was set up by the General Commission on February 25th, 1932,
;1; consequtelllnce of the following resolution, adopted by the Conference on the 24th of the
me month :

“The Conference,

“ Approving the proposals of the Burean on the action to be taken in regard to
the _pla.ns 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 annexes) 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 stndy of, and
to co-ordinate, the said plans and proposals and the draft Convention;

“(3) Decides that, without prejudice to the rules of procedure,! the General
Commission shall be anthorised to constitute, as and when the need arises, such
commissions, sub-commissions or committees s 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
Commisgion on the matters which it refers to them.” ;

‘The Land Commission appointed the following officers :
President : M. E. Burro (Uruguay);

YVioe-Presidents ; General J, LAIDONER (Estonia),
, M. W. M. vAN LiNscHOT (Netherlands);

Rapporteur : M. M. BourQUIN (Belgium};

Secretary Major M. N. MATHENET, Secretary of the Military Sob-
Commission of the Permanent Advisory Commission for
Military, Naval and Air Questions; Member of the
- Disarmament Section of the League of Nations.

1 Part V of the Rulea of Procedure reads as follows :
“ ¥. CouMIBIIONS,

hall have the right, according to the exigencies of the business on hand and
v“nli;ane'ih :f (‘?gsre;oem: up commiuiong on which aﬁ delegations may be r:il':senbed by a delegate,
' ::l:lo ‘inay be assisted by advisers, experts and secretaries. Committees may be set up conaisting
of delegates of & limited number of countries. = S ) its Vico-Chai a
“ i ahall appoint ita Chairman and its Vice-Chairman or its Vice-Chairmen an
2, Each Comuimen ggf:)t ons Or more Rapporteurs. .

iate time, ap eurs:.;,
shall, ;‘f "_?ﬁ.: %%mom may themselves set up sub-commissions.

* ..~ Jd.la Telhuna Ada Candva & Kundis.
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| FIRST MEETING
Held on Saturday, February 27th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m.

The Right Honourable A, HENDERSON in the Chair

1. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT.

Mr. HENDERSON drew attention to the decision taken by the General Commissio
February 25th setting up the Land Commission. He proposeg that the Commission shléu(ﬁ
proceed to elect its President, Vice-President or Vice-Presidents and one or more Rapporteurs
in accordal_lce with Article 5, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure of the Conference.
Under Artl_cl(_a 13 of the Rules, the election was to be carried out by secret ballot unless
the Commission decided otherwise.

He proposeq 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,

M. pE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) proposed that the Commission should only
elect its 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 adopled.

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

Mme. Luist (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. BourqQuiN (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 prineiple, 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 discussion by the General Commission.
These questions were contained in docament 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
decigion.

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
delegations on these two articles and on the tables attached thereto. Some of these proposals
were concerned with the method of arriving at the figures, others with the number of
figures to be inserted in the tables. It was therefore essential, in the first place, to ascertain
exactly 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.

LAND COMMISSION 1
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- irst come to an agreement as to_the meaning to
The Cuuumsts;lc;n ;légéxsldugl;greifgrilgrbconvention; there was no umforméty in “the
be attached tof the various Governments, and it would therefore be necessary £0 examine
iuterpl:emmnto tions and then draw from them the necessary conclusions. The conceptions
these interpreti O 4 by the Governments were indicated in their replies, and an
of b aiton ex; tg::se replies would be useful, in order to remove any uncertainty as to the
exam!natwllﬂ(: articles P the Convention. The replies of the Governments were, however,
s of 3 they micht be examined either by the Commission or by a sub-qommﬂ;tee
nuimerous ,1311 ortyto the Commission. It would, on the other hand, be essential to get
by wo]ll wi:lﬁpthe other special Commissions with a view to co-ordinating the work and
:lllltocf)?l‘z(l:usions to be submitted to the General Commission. The Land Commission should
th:reiore consider the method of obtaining this co-ordination.

of the President, which he understood

Colonel Fazuy (France) sllxlpslz;?;;egftt?heepgrgfg sf?a,lith and goodwill :)f the members of the
P Asﬂtfcl)lftf: swl;?)illtliob% lgmde to arrive as quickly as possible at a result based upon
Com?l8810£f'§ence and esteem. The best way to reach this result was to speak the same
utual con iderablel f time at the London Conference which might
language. There had been a considerable loss o iz the definit
have been avoided if a preliminary agreement had been reached regarding the definition
o c?lfa;ﬁlfﬁggﬁg the draft Convention to the various Governments for examination,
the Council was well aware that it was making an experiment. It was anxious to know
to what extent the preliminary texts would receive a common understanding and
interpretation by the various Governments — that was to say, how a final text might
be prepared which might be applied in good faith in all States. )

An examination of the replies of the Governments showed a very great QWergence
of views a8 to the interpretations to be given to these terms ; there were also important
differences on matters of principle. The best way of coming toan 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 & 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-commigsion 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 &
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 & sub-commission would considerably
facilitate, and not delay, the work of the Commission, as it would bring to light the
divergencies arising 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 Commission
should not wait until the sub-commission had examined all the questions. It could deal
with them as and when they were submitted for consideration by the sub-commission.
The sub-commission should be a rather small body, and it should, of course, have the power
to summon the representative of any Government concerned in order to obtain further
information regarding the replies it had sent.

The PRESIDENT pointed out, in order to avoid -any misunderstanding, that the sub-
commission would not make any enquiry into the fi

c i v _ gures submitted by the Governments
in their replies, and would confine itself to an exa

mination of the interpretation placed
by these Governments on the text of the Convention, P P

He considered that co-ordination with other technical Commissions might be effected
by notifying those Commissions of res

[ Co ults as they were obtained. It was quite likely that
the various Commissions would not deal with their respective programmes in the same
order. The question of setting up a co-ordinating body might stand over for the present,
a8 any resolutions which might be adopted would be subject to a second reading, at which
time account would be taken of the work of the other Commissions. ’

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS

Lithuania) poi i
adopted 88 the faarmmreils r(xd ) pointed out that the draft Convention had been.

e A Dot a8 the basis of the work of the Conference. It was
therefore possible to introduce amendments on matters of principle. .The suggestions

ﬁhﬁtﬁg be;:n made bylthe Governments were numerous, and both political and technical
decision on a v:pyt 5‘?3 © paragraph of the Convention, in fact, required a preliminary
It therefore seelr)mle?l d%ﬂpﬁg‘ilple, and these were the concern of the General Commission.
referred to it bef cult for the Land Commission to beginits examination of the questions

» before the questions of principle had been settled. In his opinion, the sub-

commission should, so to speak, draw u
: 0 ; a fre ission,
allocating for immediate discus,sion allpquest?:nsln) riﬂng r:,rrﬁme ooty the rincigle was

involIvIed and excluding all others, ch mo matter of principle was
e was also of the opinion that the Burea i i i

should form the co-ordinating body with the c?thlgr %2gh£1%1:ieg})arfxlx§j:£e , ce-Presidents,

General TEMPERLEY (United e

ommission by Lord Londonderry t
did not favour the discuasion of y to the effect th
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questions 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 he wished to make it clear that to enquire into the meaning of “average daily
effectives ” would involve matters of principle. It would, moreover, be a waste of time
to discuass now the meaning of phrases which might not even appear in the final form of
the Convention. He wished also to point out that a definition might be too precise, and
in the present case might well fail to cover the very wide varieties of practice and
pl_'ocedul_'e 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 BowoMr (Italy) said that his delegation entirely concurred in General

Temperley’s opinion. No question of principle should be taken up uatil 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. BourqQuiN {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 set 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 info the difficulties and doubts
which had arisen in their interpretation.

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) reminded the Commission that M. Bene§ 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 Commission.
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-BUuKkACKI (Poland) emphasised that it was essential 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? 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 carrieq

. o goested by M. Bourquin. .
out ‘ﬂieiw (ftlllﬁ] lci;);;glllﬁlg’(l,iliiu?{aie to d)écide to what body this work s}ltiluld beladeltlltrusted,
whether & small committee, the Commission itself or the Bureau, which wou ave the

assistance of the delegates concerned.

i i hi the sub-commission should be
ral TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) thought that
as sn?;lllmas possible, and suggested that the work should be done by the Bureau.

Y (France) expressed satisfaction at the Commission’s decision to create
an in(z(t)ll'gllif(lenE;AoBwao(rk Whicgl wguld obviate not only loss of time but co_ntrov}o;rsy a,sbvlwen_
He had some doubt as to General Temperley’s proposal, since, in his view, ¢ ekpro ems
in question came essentially within the competence of expe_rtg with an 11_1t1mailte Snpwledge
of military organisation. The point was to ascertain the dlfﬁcu!tles which the tates had
encountered. He thought that the Bureau might have t.he assistance of- a commitiee of
experts, whose work it would direct, while itself retaining the responsibility. _He was
particularly anxious that this investigation should be carried gut_by experts, since _that
would make it possible, as the Commission desired, to avoid entering into political questions.

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

Colonel pE CARVALHO .(Brazil) seconded Colonel Fabry’s proposal.

The Commission decided to set up a fechnical committee consisting of experts belonging
to the following countries : United States of America, Brazil, Canada, France, Germany,
Great Britain, Italy, Japan, Poland, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics, the committee to work under the direction of the Bureau.

The Commission further 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 261h, 1932, at 11 a.m.

President : M. BUERO

4. QUALITATIVE DisARMAMENT : METHOD oOF WORK TO0 BE ADOPTED IN EXECUTING

THE TEEMS OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL C
MOISS
APRIL 22nd, 1932, OMMISSION ON

The PRESIDENT reminded the members of the Commission of th i
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Yeparatory Commission and would save tim‘;nnecegsary to revert o the work of the
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Lord HAILSHAM (United Kingdom) supported the Italian delegate’s view that the
Commission would be well advised to adopt the President’s first suggestion. Two
points, 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,! 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, ete.

. M. vox 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. Tt 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 characteristic.

M, POLITIS (Greece) had no wish to open a general discussion in the Commission,
but would recall that the latter had been entrusfed 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.103, Chapter A, Land Armamenta
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i f comparison. The point was not to determine
Commission was entrusted with o weblt 0 ORI oL ‘whoso character was the most
which weapofnfs “js’ It must be made clear that the comparison must be made, not
gpecifically o 9{:;81 ?ft weapons, but between the different characteristics of each weapon.
betweon the di e:: ariso;l of w’reapons, one with another, would involve unduly lengthy
He felt that & (fot ha.pt the Japanese proposal would require too complicated calculations.
digcussions, 311)1 foreotten that the questions to be discussed were not merely technical
It must 13°tth° n;)aian political, and that the Commission’s task was to carry out a general
gggn‘;'iigetilgn fzr which the use of coefficients seemed to him superfluous.

’

ine to M. de Madariaga’s observation ari.sing out of Mr. WL!son’s
s;li‘gg %ﬁ;ﬂﬁ?ﬁ rt?lr: rfts:::]g that the resolution of April 22nd did not set any limits on
gllxl , Com’mission’s task, and that the list submitted to it was in no way limitative.

° As regards the procedure to be adopted, M. Sato had proposed a mathematical system
which as M. Politis had remarked, was open to certain objections. The point indeed was
not to’deﬁne the different weapons by means of a general esnmat_e, on ’the basis pf the three
characteristics enumerated ; according to the Genex_'a.l. Commlss:mn 8_view, it was not
necessary for a weapon to present all three characteristics to be included in the list.

He thought that Lord Hailsham’s argument fitted in with M. Politis’s suggestions
and that, if the Commission had to examine the weapons one by one and not in relation to
one another, it would undoubtedly be embarking upon a somewhat lengthy enumeration.

M. PorrTIs {Greece) replied that he had simply wished to sketch out a general plan
of work.” He agreed that the best method would be to study one by one the different
categories of weapons, 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 enymerated in
the resolution. : -

M. SAT0 (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.

He noted that all the members of the Commission were in favour of taking as a basis
for their work the proposals already submitted by delegations, on the understanding that
they did not constitute a complete basis and did not exclude the possibility of submitting
other proposals as the work advanced. . .

He wished to remove one apparent cause of confusion in the discussion, and pointed
out that the proposals of delegations which were to be taken as a basis for the work of
the Commission had each been prepared separately. That necessarily meant overlapping,
which might hinder the Commission’s work. '

_He thought it would be preferable for the Commission to take as a basis a plan in
which the various proposals submitted by delegations would be co-ordinated in a list of
weapons drawn up without any reference to the degree of offensiveness of each weapon.
It. would be for_the Land Commission to determine the characteristics of each weapon
within the meaning of the General Commission’s resolution. A definite basis for its work
would thus be available. The draft might be framed by a Committee of six or ten members
selected from among the members of the Land Commission, :

M. AuBERT (France) said that he was very much i 3
remarks. 1t was clear that, if the Commission t . rpressed by

submitted by the delegations, lists which had been framed o iri i
i n empirical lines, re- i
Egggatl)ecnecespa;y, ,and that re-grouping must of course be carried out on th’e lingelslgogtp ll:?uga
g eoeral tlcl)mmlssmr_x 8 proposal, that was to say, with reference to the three criteria laid
e resolution of April 22nt:1.t F(;lr tlllla.t it would be necessary to have the opinion
leg ! ] ent to which each weapon presented
characteristics mentioned in the resolution. How could Eha.t %e aghi:ve((l)?evgliltllln :lfg 1?:11? 1(1)‘;

_ . M. de Madariaga’s
ook asits starting-point the lists of weapons

The PRESIDENT was pre
a8 prepared to adopt whatever method mi
;];elx?l};erzf of the Comrrpssmn. He expressed the view that tl(llenv};gh]: e wecommended by
P1dly if the delegations would d hi i ' on a5 o Proceed more

: L v gend him theijr : .
that the Bureay might begin the work of re-grouII))irrfgp (xﬁlﬁoﬁ% 51:?;yas possible, in order
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M. DE MADARIAGA (Spain) supported the proposal that the r i
. e-grouping should b
carried out by the Bureau of the Commission. prop grouping ©

The PRESIDENT, summing up the discussion, suggested that it should be decided that
delegations which had submitted lists of weapons which were to form the subject of
special trga.tnqent should give fuller details as soon as possible concerning the weapons
they had in mind. He expressed the hope that the delegations would send in the necessary

l(ﬁsgerial a8 8soon as possible, in order that the Bureau might prepare the table without
y.

M. BourqQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, feared that the method of work proposed
woq.ld not produce rapid results. The Land Commission was in favour of taking as a
ba,su] for its work the proposals to be found in the Co-ordinating Table, always with the
pOS.Slblhty of supplementing them. The first weapon to be examined would be heavy
artillery. The Land Commission was about to ask the delegations to define their proposals
concerning 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
artll_ler_y, in order that they might define their meaning in greater detail. The necessary
preliminary work could be got through quickly in a single afternoon. Ie 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 WEIZSACKER (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, 80 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 ecirculated 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 might require to enable it to draw up the
co-ordinating document, so that the Commission might meet on the following afternoon.

M. SATo (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 — thé 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 PrRESIDENT thought that there was a slight misunderstanding. 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
gpecial 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. . ‘

Thge 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
might 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 Republies, 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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essed the view that their representatives should be invited to attend the meeting.
expr

i | lready assured M. Sato,
ured the Hungarian delegate, as he had a ] |
thatl;.i;Pﬁglslfgss I4;fm;:she Land Commission might be present at the meeting.

i “sal derstood that representatives of
r (France), summing up sa}d that he un : )
del oM éi(ﬁlngf:re lgm'ited l);’o supply fnforr,na,tlon simply W1§h a view to the prepa.ratg)n.o.f a
ﬁetefar arposes of study, and that the forthcoming meeting would not adopt any decision
o: thoe g)ropposals or in any way prejudice the decisions to be taken by the Land Commission
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 VIEW
TO SELECTING THE WEAPONS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932.

The PRESIDENT 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./C.T.5) recapitulating and classifying the more detailed information given by certain
delegations concerning the criteria which they proposed should be taken in determining
the material that was to form the subject of special treatment,

Before drawing conclusions from the report, he wished to thank M. Mathenet, 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 fortification 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 sheuld 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
& technical committee should be appointed to give the technical definition necessary to
c(l;stmg_mgsh bet_wg:n f.iéled ta,nd mobifle hc}elavy artillery. To save time, however, the

ommigssion might, without waiting for the technical committee’ i i
mobile heavy artillery materials, wghich differ o foncusions, examine
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i M. BOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that it was not so much a question
of deciding a matter of principle as of adopting & procedure designed to facilitate the
. discussions. The Commission would probably achieve more satisfactory results if the
technical aspect of the problem had first been discussed and defined by a technical
committee. Pending the conclusions of that committee, the Oommission could proceed

to examine the question of mobile artillery while still leaving the matter open as regards
fixed artillery.

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

. The PRESIDENT proposed, therefore, that the Commission should examine in the
ﬁrst_; 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 thrée 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 alike?
. He invited the Commission to express an opinion on the subject, more particularly

those delegations which had proposed that a distinction should be made.

M. voN WEIzsAcKER (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 hasis 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 WEIZSACEKER (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 Weizsicker's suggestion, enquired whether the
Danish delegation had any observations to offer. )

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

M. voN WEIZSACKER (Germany) agreed that the three classes of weapons s.hould 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 which had suggested
the lowest calibre.

M. 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 ecolleagues 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 efficaciou: against national defence
and weapons most threatening to civilians. Although the General Commission had
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nmentioned those

Mr. WiLsox (CUnited States of America) said that, while not wishing to interpret the
meaning of the General Commission, it had seemed to him from the d.ebate that there was
some ambiguity and that the Land Commission was looking on the first two terms of the
resolution as constituting two separate points, whereas Mr. Gibson’s intention in suggesting
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. voX WEIZSACKER (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

nestion. ’ )
1 The Commission must know first if it could take as a criterion for defining the heavy
artillery covered by the resolution of April 22nd, 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 TEMPERLEY (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 t

M. PoLrTis (Greece) supported M. Sato’s proposal; it was, he thought, essential to
appoint 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
Commission, he had no hesitation in asking for the appointment of an expert committee.
He suggested 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.

M. BorrqQUix (Belgium), Rapporteur, agked M. Sato whether the committes which
he recommended should be a small committee or a general committee. He pointed out
that 'the Land Commission was a general technical Commission. If a small
committee were formed, he was afraid that certain views which would not have
been expressed in that Committee might be expressed in the Plenary Commission, in
which case the discussion would be reopened. He suggested, then, that the Commission
should hold a meeting at which the delegations would be represented by their technical
experts, though this would not prevent political representatives from attending.

For the moment, M.Bourquin was of opinion that the Commission should, as Mr. Wilson
and the President had proposed, invite the delegations which had submitted eoncrete

proposals to give figures and explain them. i i i
ruponals to g P el Such information would help to enlighten the
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Colonel LANS_KORONSKIS (Lithuania) thought that each weapon should be examined
from the standpoint of the three characteristics enumerated in the general resolution,

since it frequently happened that the same weapon presented more than one of those
characteristics. ‘ _

M. bE MADAB.;A_GA (Spain) was anxious to find a via media between the proposal of
M. Sato and M. Politis and that of M. Bourquin as regards the examination of the technical
aspect of the questions before the Commission. He suggested that the Bureau should
drawup a new report giving, for example, the exact definition of the material to be examined
by t.hp Commission 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
could then begin its 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 offenswg character 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 M. de Madariaga’s proposal was similar to one of
the three methods which he himself had submitted on the previous day for the Commission
to choose from, and that it had been rejected by the United Kingdom dclegation as being
likely to involve lengthy discussion. He asked the Commission to come to a decision
concerning M. 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 should
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,

M. 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 delogations
must have the right to delegate a military expert to that committee. The 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 WaANG (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, ag 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
Ttalian 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 chieily 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 military budgets of States.

Lieutenant-General OMER 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 observed that such additional information could be sent to the
technical committee. ’

Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland) explained that Switzerland had attempted to find a
criterion which would, as far as possible, be above all discussion. It had chosen 150 mm.,
that being the figure adopted in the Convention on the trade in arms in establishing a -
distinction between heavy and light artillery. The same calibre had also been adopted
as a criterion in the Convention on the manufacture of arms. Lastly, the artillery
regulations of the great Powers all seemed to regard heavy artillery as starting at a calibre
of about 150 mm. :

M. AvEBERT (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, and that there would be a full discussion at the next
meeting. He did not think the time had come for the technical committee to begin its,
work. It was necessary first to determine, by means of a general discussion, what
questions were to be referred to the committee. .

Mr. WiLsoN (United States of America) said that, in selecting the figure of 155 mm. as
the single-calibre limit, the United States had been guided by two main considerations —
the character 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 NANASY-MEGAY (Hungary) explained that his country had fixed 105 mm.
as the calibre for guns, howitzers and mortars, because there were countries which
bad 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 TARBUK (Austria) supported the Hungarian delegate and laid stress on the
distinetion 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 DAWNAY (United Kingdom) said that, in arriving at a calibre of 155 mm., or
approximately 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
Chnited States — the limit for practically all the military nations was 155 mm., or °
6 inches ; 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
bad not proposed the abolition of this or that weapon, it was nevertheless prepared to
support any proposal for the abolition of armaments that promised to be effective. He
was in favour of dealing with the question as simply as possible. He agreed with M. de
Madariaga that the distinctions required under the resolution of April 22nd were primarily
a question of appreciation. : ’

The Netherlands delegation had fixed a calibre of 155 mm. as the limi i
artillery and heavy artillery, that being the criterion Iaid down in the Comteg?:g:rf ?)l} lllggg :
concerning the trade in arms. This figure had also been adopted as the line of demarcation
hetween the two categories of artillery in the Preparatory Commission’s report. Lastly, the
‘\et}fe_rlands delegation held that it was above that calibre that heavy artiller i)ecam yx,nost
specifically offensive and most efficacious against defensive workas. 7 e

M. DE MADARIAGA (8pain) stated that hig countr

of a specifically aggressive character. While ad T omanded the abolition of all weapons

mitting the empirical character o' that .
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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 range and mobility.

N The PRES}DENT proposed that the explanations of the delegations of Sweden, France,
the Soviet Umqn and Belginum shm;ld be heard next day. He suggested that, after hearing
the representatives of those delegations, the Commission should hold a general discussion and

should then appoin!: the technical committee, to which it could submit any technical points
that might emerge in the course of the discussion.

The President’s proposals were adopted.

—— r————

FIFTH MEETING
Held on Thursday, April 28th, 1932, at 4 p.n.

President : M. 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 COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 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 mm. 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
2 calibre limit of 105 mm.

M. 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 efficacions 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 gqualitative and guantitative 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 Iand 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, gases, 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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«ian delegate next explained that he had classed mobile artillery in the first
mnthl)lfe (Ir;fﬁfixl;ue wets;pons, as itpwas the most efficacious in breaking down the two
principal forms of resistance in any defence — namely, active forces and permanent

ifications. . o
fomi];a:)rder to decide what artillery material should form the subject of qualitative
disarmament, it would be necessary to consider the specifically offensive character of each
weapon, that being directly proportionate to its power, which was determined by calibre
and range. The Commission would be well advised to examine each class of material
from the standpoint of range, after having examined it from that of calibre, and then
give an opinion as to the degree of efficacy 01_5 tht_a material in question. L

Though calibre was an important criterion in view of the destructive power it conferred
on projectiles, the Belgian delegate would prefer to estimate the more specifically offensive
character of a weapon according to the works that it was capa:bl.e of destroying by reason
of its calibre or range. He warned the Commission against fixing unduly narrow limits,
and proposed that it 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, against emergency field fortifications and
against resistance, properly so-called, of the active forces ; on the basis of those data,
it conld 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. AureRT (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 ¥ — 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 fthe resolution of April 22nd, M. Aubert
shared the view of the United States and Netherlands representatives that it was not
distinet 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 conquered territory. The attacked State therefore must retain the means of driving
out the invader. Every State must still have at its disposal the equipment it might
require to reach objectives of every kind on the battlefield.

Asg regards the third characteristic — efficacy against civilians — M. Aubert observed
that, in referring to the protection 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? .
“2. (a) Whap is the weight of the projectile (or weight of exp'osive) necessary
iort i;:_ffe::.tw('a action against the essential organisations of modern permanent
ortification ‘

“(b) What are the technical characteristics, and in -particular the calibre
of the corresponding guns? '

& II
“1. In modern war, what is the depth over which
weapons engaged in the battle are distributed?

that dzépu\ghgt are the technical characteristics of the guns capable of firing beyond

the troops and their various
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He added 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 not be superior to the armament of vessels that might attack the coasts, a point which
would raise the problem of interdependance between land and naval calibres.

He Wlshed,. however, to confine himself to a definition of the questions already
enumerated whlqh were to be referred to the technical committee, that was to say, to
the Land Commission itself, but consisting of technical experts.

. _Genera} BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) stressed the importance of long-range artillery
in view of its efficacity resulting from the range of its field of fire.

R_efer.nng more particularly to coastal artillery, he pointed out that it was essential
to maintain th'e 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. He 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,
80 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 the 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 TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) said that the British delegation regarded
artillery as of three types: light artillery, medium 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 British delegation had hoped
that the Commission might choose approximately thaf 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,
8o that he might, if necessary, suggest amendments in regard to details. IHe would support
the suggestion to set up a technical committee, if the Land Commission were unanimous
on that point.

General pE 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 had 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.

M. 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 Boxoa (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 value 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 whether the Italian delegate was in favour, in principle,
of sending to the technical committee a questionnaire, the terms of which would have to

be definitely settled. 7
General BonoMI (Italy) replied in the affirmative.

A. AUBERT (France) said that, if the Italian delegate had no substantial 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 committee, and said that he would be prepared to agree to its being referred to
that committee, 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. AuseRT (France) saw no objection to ihstructing 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 Boxouz (Ttaly) 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 unanimously 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, 1932 :
ADOPTION OF A QUESTIONNAIRE FOR REFERENCE TO THE TECHNICAL COMMITTEE.

The PRESIDERT 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 :

“L
“1. What is meant by fixed and mobile artillery? :

. 2. What are the existing possibilities of rendering fixed artillery mobile, and
vice-versal
“1II

“1. What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action
against the essential elements of permanent fortifications: (a) weight of the
projectile, (b) weight of explosive, (¢) calibre, etc.t

_“2, What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for effective action
against entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield?

“ IIL

_“1. In modern war, what is the depth over which the troops and services and
their equipment engaged in the battle are distributed?

dept; '2.” What are the characteristics of the artillery capable of firing beyond that

The first part of the questionnaire concerned the definitions of fixed i i
. J que > and mob
points which the Commission had decided at a previous meeting to refer tooeggg-rttsu'le:gé
remainder of the document embodied the proposals made by the French delega.tion’
The draft questionnaire was adopted, '

The PRESIDENT said that the text as adopted would be sent to the technical

committee, which was t ; : .
Vico Prosd s 0 meet under the chairmanship of Genera] LAIDONER, the first
e s
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SEVENTH MEETING

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

President ;: .M. BUERO.

8. EXPRESSION OF SYMPATHY ON THE DEATH OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIO.

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. AURBERT (France) thanked the President. The French delegation much appreciated
the Commission’s expression of regret, which proved that feelings®f sympathy transcended
the limits of national frontiers.

The Commission rose and suspended its proceedings for a brief intcrval as an expression
of sympathy.

9. PUBLICITY OF THE MEETINGS : LETTER FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION OF JOURNALISTS ACCREDITED TO THE LEAGUE OF NATIONS.

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 faect 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
“ gub-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 adopled.

10. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 228D, 1932: REPLY
OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS AS REGARDS ARTILLERY {documents Conf, D./C.T.8,
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

LAND COMMISSION 2
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hetween the two types should be maintained ¥ If so, it must fix the conditions. Or did it
feel that it would be impossible to arrive at such & distinction t

General BENITEZ (Spain) said that he had nothing to add or to withdraw as regards
the experts’ replies, which had been reached after long discussion. The Spanish delegation,
moreover, had already formulated in the following terms its conclusions on the three
criteria referred to the Land Commission by the General Commission :

“ All weapons can be used for offensive and defensive purposés. Those most
effective for the former are also most effective for the latter.

“ Assuming that a certain category of weapons no longer exists, the value of those
remaining increases correspondingly. The same effect is produced if no fortifications
exist.

“ If by most specifically offensive weapons are meant weapons which confer on the
attack superiority over the material means of defence, it is permissible 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 pra:nsported, go that tl_1ey 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 threalening 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 form 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 objectives. ”

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 eruisers 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, ete.) 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 & civilian member of the
Commission, he was glad te 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. He shared General Temperley’s impression, and . thought
that the General Commission might feel that, should the obstacles to convertibility (as

betv_vqen fixed and mobile artillery) not appear adequate, it might be necessary to discuss
additional agreements of a moral nature to be entered into between States.

. M. vOoN WEIzSACKER (Germany) said that, the German delegation having made a
distinction between guns inside and outside fortifications, he felt it necessary to speak on the
point. The views expressed by General Temperley and Mr. Wilson were, he thought, very
sound. Speakmg_gener?.lly, he felt it would be preferable for the Land Commission to avoid
essentla’lly technical discussions., He suggested that it should simply take note of the
experts’ replies and shpuld determine, on that basis, what land weapons might be congidered
a8 capable of qualitative disarmament, so that the politicians might have before them a
list of weapons and might pass on to the practical work of filling in the figures.

M. AUBERT (France) observed that the Land Commission, lik i
1 ) e the €
Experts, were faced with certain facts which it could not overlo:)k. General %‘n;m;)téfliy?:
it;i?;ré;ngh;vz;raﬁ statefu?en; ofdfact-Tnamel{, that a relationship could be established
' calibres of land and naval guns through the int i i
That fact did not invalidate in any w%,y the Cgmmittelé’ y Tind i, °F cosstal artillery.

] n ) ] 8 findings i

:.x;tise;ghtaﬁlgg;bm:ty otf fxxettl andf mobile guns. Again, the United S%;té: oieﬁ;‘érigg lf::;
d the important question of control or supervisi i

require States to guarantee that the stocks 11') uired Fop D ¥ golution would be to

ist 1 b equired for purpo . .
exist in the country. That point must be g subject for futlﬂ-e gi::lfﬂfﬁfﬂf? nversion did not
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M. _BOURQU}N_ (Belgium), Rapporteur, feared that the Committee would be taking
an unwise step if it re-opened the discussion of the report of the Committee of Experts.

As all the delegations 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
Commmspn to say what weapons were in its opinion most dangerous to national defence
and to civilian populations; (2) with the object of supplying this information concerning
a.rtﬂleyy 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 this 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 ZUBLIN (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. He would
have no objection to taking artillery first, but the reply to the General Commission 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 Benfrez (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
M. Bourquin’s proposal. Having taken note of the experts’ reply, it would now prepare
its own reply to the General Commission.

This procedure was adopled.

M. vaN LanscHOT (Netherlands) remarked that the Committee of Experts’ replies
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 scttled 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 time? A week? Two months? What was meant by limited
personnel and material?

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 defencet ” The question was not to
determine the absolute character of the weapons but to make a comparison : the offensive
character must preponderate over the defensive character.
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; n which would be subjected to qualitative limitation on the groundsjof its .
speci‘fiio;ﬁ;po(}fensive character migh't]'. in certain cases be necessary for this l(i)r tfatt defens‘gre
operation, perhaps even for repelling an invader. Should qualitative limitation rgst tt;,
then, in & weakening of the defence! He did not think so. By depriving t;a,n a;;ggresisgrf ate
of specifically offensive weapons, of the weapons most efficacious against na nlfqnga,t Ie ence,
the attack was weakened, but the defence would be strepgthened. It was lt hlm :, y mn(;re
important to deprive the aggressor of the means of invading enemy territory than '(1); l;:o er
on the defence additional arms wherewith to repel him. The defence — even wi kon]y
temporary means at its disposal-—gained proportionately as qualitative limitation weakened .

the aggressor.

o uns above 155 mm., the possibility of their being used against permanent
fortﬁ%csazgggscgigh slight protection a’ppea.red to constitute their most characteristic feature,
On the battlefield, guns having a calibre of 150 mm. were most commonly employed.
The experts themselves said so. In certain cases guns of a higher calibre — as rquch_ as
250 mm. — would be required ; but, if States were allowed freely to keep such guns in view
of their possible use for defensive purposes, the weapons in question would be _fgeely at
the aggressor’s disposal, thereby endangering the defender’s permanent fortifications
with slight protection. :

The Netherlands delegation held that in establishing the line of demarcation between -
weapons 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 tobefixed 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
specifically offensive or most efficacious against national defence or most threatening
to civilians are, in the case of mobile artillery, guns with a calibre in excess of 155 mm.
and with a projectile weighing ovér 50 kilogrammes.

“ As regards guns forming part of the permanent installations or fortifications
of fortified positions by land or sea and mounted on fixed carriages, the Commission
is of opinion that they should be subject to a gpecial regime.” ' '

General DE NANASY-Mfigay (Hungary) thought that the Land Commission, now that
it had the Committee of Experts’ reply, should decide what guns answered to tile criteria
named in thg General Commission’s resolution of April 22nd. The Land Commission had
already admxtped that it was difficult to establish a distinction, in the case of artillery
between the first two criteria. It remained then to decide, first, what guns were most’;

efficaci i i i
ot ;i 1?::1(;1.15 against national defence and, secondly, what guns were most threatening to

The answer to the first question would be found in Part II of the experts’ reply.
Examining the defensive organisation of the diff 6 i
) tries
found to fall into two classes: (e) countri eoted by ’
' f t : e8 protected by perman ificati
(b} countries which, not possessing permanent fortifications, wI())uld bem:)tblﬁ;ztzim?itlg;l:é :
H

of attack, to construct improvised fortificati i ;
countries belonged to that second cat;egory.a ‘oné a8 Tapidly as possible. The majority of

the latter would be

. The Commission must decide which of the two categorie .
lr}-(]’:g tnl:n(}:f,f’rmh“,‘lﬂlg the weapons which were most effi%acioi: haogl:mli(}l:te l:a‘,atiaail:l sé:a;tmg-
the diffcr%:ntliz Lt ggatzon thought it was essential, in order to strengthen the s e.gncef.
PoEKCIBEq. oy untries, to cho_oge as a starting-point the national defence of ecurity o

permanent fortifications. Any other procedure would encoﬁx?;g‘:sntgglzgi%g
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notlpossessing permanent fortifications to construct them, thus involving heavy material
gltllt a{ Such an outcome of the Disarmament Conference was inconceivable, seeing that
e object of the Conference was to reduce the financial burdens relating to armaments.

On the other hand, by taking as a starting-point the defence of a country which
possessed no permanent fortifications, the Commission would be serving the interests of

every country, and that solution, the Hungarian representative thought, might be adopted
unanimously, :

Finally, the Hungarian delegation proposed that the Commission should consider
as particularly efficacious against national defence all guns capable of being successfully

ilaf)d against improvised fortifications, that was to say all guns of a calibre exceeding about
mm.

The answer to the second question — the threat to civilians — must be deduced from
paragraph 2 of Chapter IIT of the experts’ reply.

Althou_gh it had not been possible to obtain, as regards paragraph 1 of Chapter I1I,
that unanimity which was desirable, the Hungarian representative thought that the
Commission might come to some agreement when discussing the question of assessment,

Before it would be possible to decide what guns were most threatening to civiliang,
the Commission must first define the zones of the theatre of operations which were inhabited
by civilians,

The presence of civilians on the scene of operations was tolerated to an extent which
depended — all the delegations were agreed on that point — on two factors: the presence
of the adversary and the dangers resulting therefrom and the extent to which civilians
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 which would justify artillery
bombardment, the line behind which civilians were tolerated as not impeding military
. operations. That line, it seemed, could not be any other than the line indicated by the
Commititee 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 considered
that it should be not less than 15 kilometres. The solution thus secemed to be for the
Commission to decide on that limit — the lowest on which the experts had agreed. By so
doing, the Commission would give satisfaction to countries whose territory was amall 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 should regard
as weapons particularly threatening to civilians all guns with a range exceeding 15 kilometres
and a calibre exceeding about 100 mm., as suggested in paragraph 2 of Chapter III of the
experts’ reply.

General BoxouI (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 22nd — 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 each type of
artillery, one or other of the criteria would apply.

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

Colonel CRERAR (Canada) said that he had followed very closely the proceedings both
of the Land Commission and of the Committee of Experts, and that-he had been struck 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 kilometres should
be regarded as answering to the criteria named in the General Commission’s resolution.

M. 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 (Switzerla.nd‘) said that the Swiss delegation supported the Netherlands

pmpi‘i{s: l(iirect-ed the Commission’s attention to two points which did not appear to have been

considered.

. in reply to the General Commission, the I_Ja.nd Co_m.mlsslon simply reproduged
the t%ext ﬁ’pls?rag?agh 2 of Part II of the experts’ reply, it was difficult to see what ((izoaflléséon
the General Commission would be able to draw therefrom. That pa_mragraph sai at the
artillery capable of effective action against most entrenchments which could be oggamsed
and constructed in a short time with limited personnel and mateng,l was of & gahbre etween
100 and 220 mm. The experts’ reply, he thought, reflected the various conditions that might
be encountered, but none the less, it would be difficult for the General Commission to

ical conclusion. . .
drawTi:yS%i?égtlgelegation felt, therefore, that the Land Commission should, in 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 o_f flel_d a.rtlllgry.
Indeed, if it were permissible to employ guns of a calibre of 220 mm. against improvised
fortifications, it would be to the advantage of the countries not at present possessing 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 wl}o
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, Tl‘le
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 opinion,
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 WEIzZSACEER (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 1I, paragraph 2, of their reply, that :

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

It had been pointed out on several occasions that, whatever calibre was contemplated,
the offensive character of a gun was only relative. That was true, but it was none the less
necessary to fix a figure in the reply to the General Commission. The German delegation
proposed the figure contained in the Treaty of Versailles — namely, a calibre of 77 mm.

All mobile artillery of a higher calibre should be considered as answeri
criteria of the resolution of April 22nd. answering to the three

In order to exclude the possibility of the use of certain fixed artillery by field armi
it was proposed that the States should give undertakings on this m T The Gorma
delegation fully approved this Suggestion%l g atter. The German

On the other hand, it had been

. ointed out that fi
of a calibre at least equal to that ofp at fixed guns for coast defence must be

. the armaments of t inci
the basis of this observation held go oy tho Daval forces, The principle at

od for armed land forces as well f .
the defender must be at least as well armed as the a»ssa,ila.nt;.a W6t a8 for naval forces ;

Colonel R1az1 (Persia) observed that it would be
1A premature for a count i
possessed sufflclept forces for the maintenance of order and internal securityrz):ili)(;tszna}g
opinion concerning the aggressive weapons which should be either gy ressed
Internationalised. He stated that the Persian 1 vod t0

delegation was neverthel i
accept the most radical solution which the majori o oaeess disposed to
provided that the interests of countries which i mop pone Commission would accept,

, . did not produce s4s
war material and which loyally observed such undertaking%, were f?fl‘fmyséa?:;ﬁna‘;ﬁﬁon and
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APTULAHAT Bey (Turkey) pointed out that the Turkish Minister for Forei i
had stated on several occasions that Turkey would willingly accept any s?sterlxigilﬁiﬁ :g;
proposal for as great a reduction of armaments as possible. Maintaining that line of action,
the ’I:urklsh. delegation had §ta.ted, during its last observations in the Land Cominission,
that it considered heavy artillery of all kinds as a specifically offensive weapon. It now

supported the Hungarian delegation’s proposal f i i
heavy artillony. g proposal for a substantial reduction as regards

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

President : M. BUERO.

11. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932; RErLY
OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS AS REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation) (documents
Conf. D./C.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 reasons. 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, a8 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 qahbres
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 a_.rtxl}ery
should be included among specifically offensive weapons and weapons particularly efficacious
against national defence. :

M. 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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érsonal empiricism was to take the place of sr_sier_ltific findi.ngs, the Commission could
got hope to progress towards an agreement as to principles and figures.

i by reasons, certain of them
h not all the delegates’ replies had been supp_orted ¥ y Cer |

had ﬁth (f)glgward arguments fgor including wefalz(l)lns ha,vtl.ng.;:1 stl::fesrr;:aaéllizt tlclzh(l})ggsl ﬁgﬁig
sl _which ignored the terms o e questio € i i .
%%2%%‘3&?353“&?% beegn asked to say whether artillery gﬁ this or txl:x?; ﬁ?li)bgec; fcf:ggiggred
in itself offensive in character — on that basis a machine-gun ] —_—
;)I:lttst?) (’1:(':?39, in the whole scale of artillery calibres, which were most offensive and why.

i nts in favour of the same thesis had been derived from certain
claus%sg ??’uf: l?:e::g%}e It’?aace as if the problem before the authors of the.Tre?Jtlestwl?s
the same as the problem now before the Commission — namely, the dgtermma.tlog'(l)) 'tt de
weapons most dangerous to national defence and to civilians. The Treaties also prohibite )
in certain regions, arms — such as fortifications — which were obviously defensive. If
was true, as certain delegates had brought out on the previous dz_ty, that the _abohtlon I?
calibres of 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 woulc.l 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 diig?erent 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
medinm calibre, which in certain nomenclatures marked the limit between light and heavy
artillery ¥ Supposing that, that limit having been accepted, no one type of artlllgr_y could
qualitatively outclass another, difficulties would immedmtel_y 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 drdwing up the
questionnaire for the Committee of Experts, for that questionnaire and the replies to it

bore a direct relation to the questions referred to the Land Commission by the General
Commisgsion.

The former had been asked, for example, to decide what weapons were most efficacious
against 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 fortifications ;
the experts had given a definite reply, mentioning certain calibres. The delegations therefore
should ascertain whether they were agreed that the arms most efficacious against national
defence included the most powerful artillery weapons capable of being used most efficaciously
against permanent fortifications. If the answer was in the affirmative, it would be sufficient,

in order to determine the types of artillery concerned, to take the experts’ reply to paragraph
1 of Chapter II. ' :

The Commission could then consider which artillery was effective against field works,

decide whether such artillery was threatening to national defence, and, if 80, define its .
relevant technical characteristics.

A third question might be examined — namely, whether the Commission considered
that the weapons most threatening to civilians were thoge designed to fire beyond the
limits of the battlefield — i.c.,, of the zone in which military objectives predominated.
There again the Experts had supplied the material for definite reply as to ranges.

Such was the method of work already adopted, and that method alone was
to enable the Land Commission to lay before the Gen

sufficient reasons to enable it itself to take its decision

General BENfTEZ (Spain) explained that, as the Commission had been ask

er: T L ed to repl

Eo & definite question and was obliged to ac,cept the three criteria named by the Genelz'aﬁ
;)mmlssmp, the Spanish proposal submitted at the previous meeting began with g kind

of reservation, while the third paragraph of that proposal enunciated a condition,

The Spanish delegation would

calculated
eral Commission replies supported by
8.

Bubject to the conditions stipulated in the Sug. erial means were concerned.

fortress artillery. True, the Committee of Ex

. y. perts had declare i i

:;t:lillery were interchangeable, but only subject to certain ver(; tilllc::ltoji}fft edt P I'nPblle
a8 the existence of the necessary mountings, The question tings was o sations,

a
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one : their construetion involved a big outlay, and any nation preparing such a transfor-

mation of fized artillery into mobile artillery — supposi Spani
{ ) pposing that the Spanish proposal
were accepted — would have violated the Disarmament Congention. P pror

] Co}onel MAR';‘OLA. (Finland) felt that the Land Commission had reached a stage in its
discussions at which it would be well for every delegation to state its views, so as to reach
- an equitable solution of the problem referred to it by the General Commission. The Finnish

delegation would therefore give its views on the artillery most efficacious against national
defence and most threatening to civilians,

‘ The reason, he thought, that the principle of qualitative disarmament had been so
unanimously 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 necessary,
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 Commission should express its
technical opinion on the degree of offensiveness of land artillery in such a form that 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, should 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 mm, 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 means
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 1560 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
gsubmitted 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. ;

«“ Publicify and control of coast artillery having the characteristics 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
limitation 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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essary measures : or (2) the defence might be surprised and have to repel the invader
T that l{ad occurred in( t{m last war. Wﬁ;h increasing mobility, the use of that second
method would also tend to increase. A State could never be p_ersuaded 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 regards calibres, the Committee of Experts had made a distinction between those
for use against field positions and permanent fortifications, respectively ; t?here was,
however, & certain continuity in the scale, and with those data the Commission should
be able to arrive at conclusions. In the interests of the defence everything should be ‘_19119
to protect permanent fortifications, and the Belgian delegation prop'o.sed.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
envisaged, the first of which (some 20 km. on either side of the lines) was qssel_ltla,lly military
in character while in the second zone, beyond it, there were only certain pb]ectlves 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., a8 being speclflcg.lly
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 ealibre 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. PirscHEL (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
regolution of April 22nd was to discover a way of strengthening the defence by eliminating
certain categories of offensive weapons. -

The Danish Government — as was clear from the delegation’s memorandum of April13th!
— regarded mobile artillery having a large calibre 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 might 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. )

The level thus fixed was the one to aim at, 8o as to effect a real reduction of the weapons
possessing the specific characteristics under consideration. The Danish delegation

accordingly supported the proposal submitted by several other delegations that the maximum
calibre for mobile artillery should be fixed at about 100 mm.

General TeMPERLEY (United Kingdom) noted that, despite the long discussion in the
Technical Committee, the Land Commission was no nearer agreement than when the
Bureau had issued its report (document Conf. D./C.T.5) on April 27th. Many delegations were
now merely repeating their views. The United Kingdom delegation adhered to the views which
it had already put forward;it believed thatit was possible to restrict heavy mobile artillery
to a calibre of 155 mm. It had chosen that figure for practical reasons — already
:;atedh—- and did not regard such guns as specifically offensive. Recognising, however
drat there was a difference of opinion on that point and that it might be impossible tc;

awhan exact line above which mobile artillery should be restricted, it had put forward
sénot er proposal representing an attempt to frame a unanimous reply to the General
ommission which should take into account the differences of opinion in the Land

Commission ; it had tried to indicate the mai isti i
) _ in charact
bring the views of the delegations down to one text, ¢ enstms. of heavy artillery and to

The text of the British proposal read as follows :

“ Basing its opinions u

Bub-Committeo to the 4 pon the conclusions embodied in the replies of the Technical

estionnaire submitted to it (document Conf. D./C.T.7)* the

:Docun_lent Conf. D.112.
Minutes of the sixth meeting.
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Land Commission offers the followi i i i
Goneral Commimne oF wing recommendations for consideration by the
“ {a) All artillery can be used for offensive and f i
. or defensive purposes, but
whereas the lighter natures have a restricted offensive capacity, the oifgnsilw)re element
becomes greater as the power of the artillery increases.

“ (b) Leaving aside the question of artiller ituti i

Ing at ! y constituting the fixed arm
permanent fortifications, which raises certain issues more zppmpriate for a;z;::agg
digcussion, the Land Commls:‘non is of the opinion that those types of mobile artillery
which are capable of destr_Oymg permanent fortifications of average, or of more than
average, strength — that is to say, pieces of calibres from 250 mm. upwards, firing
projectiles weighing from 200 kilogrammes upwards, should be regarded as the most
specifically offensive and the most efficacious against the national defence.

“(c) In a second and a lower category of offensive power should be included those
weapons which are capable of effective action against lightly protected permanent
fortlﬁc_at.lons or against non-permanent field-works and entrenchments — that is to
say, pieces of calibres between 155 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles weighing
between 50 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes. ‘

“ (d) Artillery of natures lighter than those referred to in paragraph fe¢) above
are the least specifically offensive in character. paregraph (¢)

“ (g } 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 I1I
of .the questionnaire lead to the conclusion that artillery material of over 200 mm.
calibre, having an effective 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
C&mmission 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—unless M. Aubert’s words might
be interpreted as meaning that the French delegation was not entirely opposed. Ithad 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. 1If agreement conld
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
intheSwedishmemorandum.! It wasof opinion therefore that mobileartillery of a calibreabove
155 mm. should be included in the category of weapons “ whose character iz 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 fixéd heavy artillery into mobile
artillery.

M. voN WEIzZSACKER (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, ft;r,
a8 it understood the Note of June 16th, 1919, the military provisions of the Treaty of

t Document Conf, D.110,
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ude all possibility of recourse to & policy of aggression,

Veraailles were fntended ic prec hould thus form a satisfactory basis for the Commission’s

The limits stipulated at that time s
present task.

Again, the French representative had observed
certain armaments necessary for national defence.
to note that point.

that the Treaties of Peace prohibited
The German delegation would venture

M. AUBERT (France) asked the Commission to decide the question of procedure which

he had raised at the beginning of the meeting. . )

The Land Commission, in putting certain preliminary questions to the Commltteefof
Experts, had followed a synthetic method, but the present discussions, in the fgrmto ha
series of monologues, seemed to show that the Commission now intended to adopt the
analytic method. It was very important, however, that, it should return to its original
synthetic method, as this would facilitate the Rapporteur’s work. .

For this purpose, the French delegation proposed that each of the thre_e points
mentioned in the General Commission’s reselution should be discussed successively ; it
realised the importance of the United Kingdom proposal, which was a step in the_ direction
M. 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
delegation.

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. -

Inreply 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,
8o far as it followed the order of the questions asked by the General Commission, It
would seem preferable for the delegations not to deal 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'!onel ToMBERG (Estonia) said that the Estonian delegation shared the Finnish
delegation’s point of view and supported its declaration.

Geper’al KALEYS (Lgmtvia.) stated that the Latvian delegation also supported the Finnish
delegation’s point of view. He thought, however, that in the opinions of the various

g;aflfeigai:'isonﬂ there were 80 many points in common that a final agreement would not be very
difficult,

General TARBUK (Austria) thought that artillery material covered by the er
Comnpssmn’s thr.ee criteria included all heavy a.rti]lgry, whether fixed orymobilgenTl?els
Austrian delegation thougl}f; heavy artillery included all pieces (guns, howitzers and
mortars) of a calibre exceeding 105 mm. It therefore accepted the Italian and Hungarian
proposals. General Tarbuk observed, nevertheless, that while it would not consider
itself bound by the definition of heavy artillery to which it had just referred, the Austrian
delegation could accept, from the technical point of view, a somewhat higher limit,.

The Austrian delegation further considered that all tanks, armo
. _ [ ured cars, and arm d
trains, and all means of chemical and bacteriological warfare simuld be placed,in the catg;;:y

of weapons * whose character is the most specifically offensi icaci
against national defence or most threa.teningpto civmgns ”(.anmve °r those most efficacious

General Kossiten (Yugoslavia) thought
considered from the technical aspect ) ght that heav

to reach a conclusion.
those already made and would be a waste of time.

The Yugoslav delegation therefore i

) supported i
interpreted by the French delegation. In itsp 11)rit3vve Hemision oo uane
a8 possible with regard to heay {
the other questions before it.

dom proposal, as
) AL a decision should be taken i¢
Y artillery, in®order that the Commission It.?nig’;'lst %1};%1‘(1183;

) proposed that the question of artillery material should

eral Commission’ iter:
It appeared that the main characteristic on's three criteria.

ST vt of arti i .
meat offensive wasy mobility. Field artillery, whi:‘l;‘ g;e(;yth:héﬁsatc&?%g’{,’ﬂft(’yn'ﬂgg"’d ?3
cou
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follow the infantry everywhere, should therefore be considered as answering to the first

criterion. The efficacity of this artiller i ifi i

10 4 lery against fortified works on the battleficld was
limited, however, which meant that it was not very efficacious against national defence
and consequently did not answer to the second ecriterion.

These two criteria should therefore be considered t i
¢ ! ! ogether, and the Bulgarian
gelpg::}tlllon thought th:_ﬁt artillery material answering to these t\:'o crit’aria was that rebferred
CO in Chapter II, Section 1, last paragraph, and Section 2, paragraph 3, of the note by the
ommittee of Experts — namely, artillery material of a calibre exceeding 105 mm.

As to the third criterion, the threat to civilians, the Commission’
H s reply could be deduced
from Ch.apter I_II_ of the note by the Commit,;tee of Experts, \\;egpons particularly
threatening to civilians were those with a range exceeding tho depth of the active zone

of the battlefield — namely, those of a " » 4
exceeding 105 mm. Y, range greater than 15 km. and with a calibre

(}ol_on?l STI_BF_FENS (Norway) said the Norwegian delegation was of the Netherlands
delegation’s opinion — namely, that artillery of which the calibre excecded 155 mm.
was specifically offensive. -

) Lieutenant-Gf_mera.l OMAR Khan (Afghanistan) said that the Afghan delogation, in
view of the Committee of Experts’ replies concerning the efficacy of artillery with a ealibre
exceeding 100 mm. against fortifications and national defence and the menace of such
artillery to civilians, fully endorsed the Hungarian delegation’s declaration and confirmed
ity original proposal concerning the limitation 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. If must not lose sight of the final object of the
questions referred to it by the General Commission, That object was clearly sct out in tho
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 defence, 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 most powerful
. weapons not specifically prohibited, and in & 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 battleficld 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 disposal
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.

M. SaTo {(Japan) recalled that he had already stated the Japanese delegation’s views
at the beginning of the meeting. He thanked the British delegation for its efforts towards
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The Japanese delegation was prepared

iliati jed in i osal. > U
conciliation, as embodied in its recent prop subject £0 A eain oninor amendments,

to accept that proposal as & basis for discussion,l

t the Portuguese delegation would support
General ERS (Portugal)tegt%t;d thtgl%‘rench delegftion, on the understanding that

it interpre !
:ll:: g;:nursllllitlt):gpo%s%xa;erts’ rgplies would be taken as a basis for the later work of the

Commission.

ited Kingdom) wished to define the attib.ude of the United
King?lgllllfrgfalgf;go?mé gg:;:d the vgirews )of the Netherlands del'ega;tlon and of Sweden
and would hs,:fe been prepared to support the Ca_na.dxa,n delegation’s proposql. lfseal:mg
in mind, however, what still remained to be done, it hoped that the proposal 1'1; ad just
submittéd might facilitate the Commission’s _work. ';‘hat propgsa.l, a8 thp I."Tmtg,d States
delegation had noted, represented & compromise and in the British delegation’s view could

only be regarded as a makeshift.

General Erias (Czechoslovakia) said that, despite the preoccupations to which it
had referred during the discussion in the Committe of Experts, of pa,ra,gr?,ph 1 of Chapter
III, the Czechoslovak delegation was prepared to support the United I_Imgdom_ proposal
as interpreted by the French delegation. That proposal, moreover, did not differ very
materially from the one submitted by the Belgian delegation. -

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 Commtission was to submit to the General Commission.
. If the Land Commission pronounced in favour of the second solution — that was to say,
if it agreed to examine the possibilities of & joint reply — it might set about that task at
the next meeting, on the basis of the British and Belgian proposals. Any other proposals
communicated 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 Commission
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.

The PRESIDENT extended to the members of the Ja i
! Panese delegatio igsion’
((lle?p sympathy on the occasion of the fresh misfortune which ha(gl strﬁ:lggg ggm:;l ‘;211031:
eath of the Head of the Government, who had just succumbed to a cowardly atfa,ck

M. 8aT0 (Japan) thanked the president.
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13. RSELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
. ESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22nNp, 1932.

CONSIDERATION OF THE TERMS OF T MDMMT
HE REPLY TO BE SENT TO THE GE
AS REGARDS ARTILLERY. GENERAL Co SSION

The PRESIDENT recalled that the question on the agenda was the repl to the General
Commission with reference to artillery material. Fiv% proposals relat.li)n% to that reply
had .alreza.dy been distributed — namely, the Spanish !, Hungarian !, United Kingdom 3,
Belgian ? and Netherlands ! proposals. The Commission also had to consider other proposals
— for example, those from the German, Italian and Japanese delegations, in the form of
amendments to certain paragraphs of the United Kingdom proposal. In addition, the French
delegation had submitted, within the framework of the United Kingdom text, & concrete
proposal of which the text was the following : ’

“ Basing its Opinions_ upon the conclusions embodied in the replies of the Committee
of Experts to the questionnaire submitted to it (document Con{.D./C.T.7), the Land

Commission offers the following recommendations for consideration by the General
Commission ;

“ (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 fortifications
and mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Commission is of
opinion that the types of artillery most threatening to national defence comprise
those wh{ch 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 500 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 60 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 Committee of Experts to questions 1 and 2 of Chapter 1II 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 26 kilometres
is the most menacing to the civil population. Other delegationa 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 beeninvited to propose amendments. Suchadecision, 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 submitted
in the form of a reply to the General Commission was a further argument in favour of his

1 See Minutes of the seventh meeting.
2 See Minutes of the eighth meeting.
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sugeestion, and he would recall that those delegations which were not satisfied with the
tenor of the document could a:lways propose amendments.

General BENITEZ (Spain) accepted the President’s proposal on behalf of thg Spanish
delegation. ‘

General DE NANASY-MEGAY (Hungary) also accepted it.

i i i draft differed
. VAN TUINEN (Netherlands) said that although the United Kingdom dra
in -foilmvtrom that su(bmitted by the Netheriands delegation, he had no objection to the
President’s suggestion, but that he would wish in due course to submit 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 conclusions embodied in the replies of the Technical
Sub-CommiEtee to the questionnaire submitted to it (document Conf:D./G.TJ )s
the Land Commission offers the following recommendations for consideration by the
General Commission.” ) _

The Secretariat bad not been informed of any amendments to that text,

Colonel LEITA0 DE CARVALHO (Brazil) stated that the Brazilian delegation, which had
followed with interest the discussion on the reply to the General Commi_sx_sion’s questions
and had only abstained from submitting concrete proposals in order to facilitate agreement,
had never lost sight of the object of the resolution of April 22nd. It had always aimed
at identifying, for the purposes of the reply to the General Commission, the armaments
particularly calculated 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 a8 that of the Belgian
delegation of all the tendencies expressed in the course of thedebate, TheBrazilian delegation
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,! 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 thought also that the minimum figures named in the Committee of Experts’ reply
might furnish 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 bagis for qualitative reduction. '

Having regard tq those various considerations, it would be possible to frame a simple
and clear reply to the General Commission, taking as a basis the Committee of Experts’
figures. He realised, however, that considerations of a different nature might influence
the Coqnmssxon’s decisions, and stated that, in the interests of conciliation, the Brazilian
delegation was prepared to support the United Kingdom proposal. It was ready, indeed,

to accept any solution that might meet with unanimity or at all events obtain a majority
vote in the Commission. .

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission would note'C lonel Leitdo de ’
declaration, which related to the British draft as a whole. olonel Leitao de Garvalho’s

The prcamble was adopted.
Paragraph (a).

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

“ (a) Allartillery can be used for offensive and for defensi 3
the lighter natures have a restricted offensive capaci Tho offonsive slamone’ phereas
acity, the off
greater as the power of the artillery increases.” paey ensive element becomes

The French delegation had i |
the phrase bepinmes gbut, whg're ;:bmxttgd an amendment to that paragraph, to delete

! Document Cont.D./C.T.8.
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General BEN{TEZ (Spain) thought that field artillery, whether light or heavy, had

The PRESIDENT asked whether in that i gation wi i
its proposal vending oy ken whe at case the Spanish delegation wished to withdraw

“ All weapons can be used for offensive and d i
) efensive purposes. Th
effective for the former are also most effective for the lattell)-.”p ose most

Did the Spanish delegation feel that the United Kine lom t i ;
unnecessary, or did it still prefer to retain it ? glom fextmade its own proposal

General BENITEZ (Spain) replied that,'havine ac i i
( ! that,} g accepted the United Kingdom text
he withdrew the Spanish proposal, while reservingbthe right to submit, in t,hebform of m:,l

amendment to the United Kingdom proposal h part i iging
Ehould be cetatned. g proposal, such parts of his original text as he felt

' M. AUBE;RT (France) explained the reasons for which the French delegation had asked
for the deletion of the last lines of the paragraph (a); the first part of that paragraph
expressed an idea admitting of no dispute which had already been brought outin the Sub-
Commission “A’’s report and the Commission should, in the French delegation’s view,
content itself which that statement.

He felt that the second part of the sentence might give rise to unnecessary controversy.
The Spanish delegation had observed that the most effective artillery 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. e 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 passage 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 Kingdom delegation 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 Commission’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 French 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 arisenin 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 be more offensive
than others. Fearing, however, that fresh difficulties might be caused in return for 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 — 4.e., proportionately with the power
and range.”

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) accepted M. Aubert’s text.

The PRESIDENT read the new text, drafted as follows :

“ All artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes, but the offensive
character increases proportionately with the efficacy against defensive works and
against civilians — 4.e., proportionately with the power and range.”

Paragraph (a) was adopted. i LAND COMMISSION 3
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Daragraph (b).

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

i i i ituti ixed armament of
“ ving aside the question of artillery _consmtutmg the fixe

permaxl;:t?t f(;,rtifications, vghich raises certai.n.lssues more appropr;ate ]f)(?lr selz?ﬁ'a.te
discussion, the Land Commission is of the opinion that those types of mo fl e ar 113 I(Iary
which are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of a:erage, or o m(;)reﬁr.a.n
average, strength — that is to say, pieces of calibres from 250 mm. upw(zimrds, jtl;:lﬂlg
projectiles weighing from 200 kilogrammes ‘upwards — should be .rega,lrdef a8 the
most specifically offensive and the most efficacious against the national defence.

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

The jormal modification in guestion was adopted.

. fication b

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. AuserrT (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 qth_er, to reflect as
far as possible the various tendencies exhibited in the course of the Commission’s proceesimgs,
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 BoNomrt (Italy), the PRESIDENT, M. AUBERT
(France) and General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) took part, the Commission adopied
the following text : )

“(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
fortifications "and mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land
Commission is of opinion that the types of mobile artillery most 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 medium strength, artillery of

a calipr}e:tweight exceeding 320 mm., firing projectiles exceeding 500 kilogrammes
in weight.”

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) proposed an amendment to sub-paragraph 2 of
the French proposal in deference to the findings of the Committee of Experts concerning
th?' calibre for use against permanent fortification of medium strength— namely, a calibre
of “ about 250 mm.”, which had represented a mean (document Conf. D./C.T.8, Chapter II,

paragraph (b)). The words “and upwards” might be added to reflect the second figure
(320 mm.) named in the French draft.

T'he Commission adopted sub-paragraph 2 of the French proposal as amended. The text
as adopted, read : ’

“{(2) In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength, artillery of a

;:I::livlv):ic:g gft ?;bout 250 mm. and above, firing projectiles exceeding 200 kilogrammes

M. voN WEIZSACKER, speaking on paragraph in -
SACK ph (b) a8 a whole, noted that in the text
a8 adopted the first line of the United Kingdom proposal had been’ 8 : o
that the reservation embodied in the lattexg- still alm)ppll)ied. npprossed ; he assumed

The PRESIDENT confirmed that view.

Paragraph (c).

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

(c) In a second and a lower category of i
. Y of offensive pow i
;rer%_r;pns _Which are capable of effective action aga,insl:; ugifg(f;i%tngn(fmded those
s: ifications or against non-permanent field-works and entrenehmente p(ta;mar}ent
50yl’: Dieces of calibres betwgen 155 mm. and 250 mm. firing projectil iohin at Is to
l!ogra.mmes and 200 kilogrammes.” ' projectiles weighing between
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He added that, in addition to the French proposal, amendments to this paragraph

?:ltllo:)vie-n received from the German and Italian delegations. These amendments were as

German Amendment.

Substitute for paragraph (¢).

“In a second and lower category of offensive i
¢ power should be included those
weapons which are capable of effective action against lightly-protected permanent
fortlflcgtlons Or against non-permanent field-works and entrenchments — that is to
say, pieces of calibres between about 100 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles

weighing up to 200 kilogrammes. ¢ About 100 mm.® sh
s o7 D 200 kilog: m.’ should be understood to mean

Italian Amendment.

Replace the words :

- - . calibres between 155 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles weighing between
30 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes®” ’ g Proj ghing

by the following words :

“ . . . calibres between about 100 mm. and 250 mm., firing projectiles weighing
between 15 kilogrammes and 200 kilogrammes.”

M. AUBERT (France) explained the principle underlying the French amendment as
embodied in paragraphs (¢) and (d) of the French delegation’s draft — namely, that a
distinction should be made between the category of *“ lightly-protected permanent
fortifications ” and “works on the battlefield ” and that of “ improvised field-works and
entrenchments ” : that distinction reproduced more closely the terma of the experts’ reply.

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) agreed.

General DE NANAsY-MEcAY (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 (¢)).

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 NANAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) thought it preferable to adopt the experts’
text,

General BoxouMI (Italy) was in favour of inserting paragraph (¢) pt the experts’ reply,
8o 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,

M. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) noted the' experts’ sfatement
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 (¢)
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 of the fire (flat trajectory or high-angle trajectory),;
thickness of earth or concrete, with artillery of calibres varying from 220 to 105 mm.

General Boxnour (Italy) thought it preferable to take the experts’ reply and to say thatin
a second category variable results might be obtained according to the kind of projectile, ete.

The PRESIDENT enquired whether the Commission agreed to the sul_)-division suggested
in the French proposal. If so, it would be possible to satisfy the French' view and those of ghe
Italian and Soviet delegations and the others by retaining the sub-division and redrafting

the French text.

General DE NANAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) stated that the Hungarian delegation accepted
the sub-division proposed in the French draft, but asked that the Commisaion.should adopt
the experts’ text, that text having already been accepted by everybody during the earlier

discussions.

M. vox WEIZSACKER agreed that it seemed reasonable to take the text of the
~ experts’ reply. ) ‘ ,

v

i
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ible solution might be to make a distinction,

The PRESIDENT suggested that & poss t fortification and entrenchments, field-works

as the experts had done, between permanen
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.) )

i he meeting, the PRESIDENT noted that thp new draft, prepa,rgd by several
deleg(s);ltli;zssm?;ﬁgv:eg, inetheg;na.in, the text of the Committee of Experts; it would, he
thought, sa,mtisfy the views of the Italian and Hungarian delegations. The draft text

submitted read as follows :

« Against permanent fortifications with little protection variable results may be
obtainedg accorging 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 105

to 250 mm.

“ As regards artillery eapable 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 WEIZSACKER (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 . . -. ”

M. AUBERT (France) agreed with the United Kingdom delegate on the merits of the
question. He asked that a decision might be postponed until the discussion of the second
sub-paragraph 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, l?:::;.;:fgmn OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
TION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932, CONSIDER-

ATION OF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY TO B MMT
T E SENT TO THE GENERAL Co
REGARDS ARTILLERY (continuation), SHION 48

The PRESIDENT, in response to the re t of i
by the Cor s IDENT, quest of certain delegates, read the text adopted
ol 188100 up to date. The text, which had been adopted unanimously, reagi as
“ Basing its opinions upon the conclusi
I sions e
Committee of Experts to the questionnaire submittedr?;)

el

odied in the replies of the
it (document Conf. D./C.T.7),
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the Land Commission offers the followin i i i
the Genoral Gomission o g recommendations for consideration by

“(a) All artillery can be wused for offensive and for defensiv i
. . . e purposes, but its
offensive capacity becomes greater ag its effectiveness increases as far as d,efensive

organisations and the civilian population are concerned — ¢ i i i
Dorer o T the P ) t.e., with the increase of its

€«

(b) Sup]ect to such solutions as may hereafter befound by the General Commission
for the questions raised by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent fortifications
and mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Commission is of
opinion that the types of mobile artillery most threatening to national defence are

;1;(1)1312 lv;"hich are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of considerable strength —

“1. In the case of permanent fortifications of great strength, artillery of a
calibre exceeding 320 mm. firing projectiles exceeding 500 kilogrammes 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 kilogrammes'
in weight.”

A difference of opinion had so far prevented unanimity on the subject of paragraph (e¢)
of the United Kingdom proposal, which had been considered in conjunction with paragraphs
(¢) and (d) (first part) of the French proposal. It was hoped that & new text submitted
by M. Bourquin as Rapporteur would permit of agreement,

Paragraph (¢) (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
for 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.), while the calibres indicated 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 {(the [calibres 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 (e).
While agreeing with the Rapporteur as to the importance of unanimity, he felt that clearness
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ps be achieved only by sacrificing

. imity might perha y .
was even more important, for unanimiiy Migh- b the Land Commission’s opinion

inori i text; moreover,
the minority or by adopting a colourless ; rea
was not in any case binding on the General Commissiol.

i i ion in the offensive character

he PRESIDENT pointed out that the idea of a graduation in
of W('ela‘;pons which Ge%eral Benitez wished to add, was already covered by paragraph (a)
where it wa’s gaid : “ but its offensive capacity becomes greater as its effectiveness increases
as far as defensive organisations and the civilian population are concerned — ¢.¢., with the

increase of its power and its range .

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

Commenting 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. Most 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 ”, ete., 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,

M. BoUurqQUIN (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. :

The Rapporteur had hoped that the work of the Commission might progress in the
technical field, but if unanimity were impossible, the Commission might simply transmit
the experts’ reply, adding in its 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 TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) explained that he had interpreted the experts’
reply somewhat differently from the Rapporteur. He took Chapter II, paragraph 2 of the
reply to mean that artillery of a higher calibre (than 100 mm. ), particularly of about 150 mm.
was capable of effectl_ve action. He did not read it as meaning that artillery of, say, 102 mm:
was capable of effective action. By “ artillery of a higher calibre ” was meant a.rt’illery of a
considerably higher calibre ; there had to be a big jump — not just a few points — to make
it effective. What he was concerned about was that he did not believe that a gun anywhere
in the vicinity of 100 mm. was capable of effective action against the works in question.

As regards transmitting the experts’ reply to the General Commission, h i
%ha.t the gue;stnonnalr_e had been sent to the ezperts with the object of clari’fy?nléozrﬁge%a?zlll;
dit;rfnmms:on 8 own views. The questions asked by the General Commission were quite
erent : the Land _Commm.swn had to decide what guns were most specifically offensive,
guist; eﬁflcacmus against national defence, and most threatening to civilians. It would not
c: ] 11'; g_ eneral Commlsslon_ to place before it the catalogue arrived at, after much -
nclilation, in answer to a series of very technical questions which the General Commission

dopt the Rapporteur’s suggestion and to send the

M. AUBERT (France) thon ifficulti i
ght that some of the difficulties which had ari
lerlge?t)s}l;: Ilact that the Rappo.rteur had not kept sufficiently closelyatl':l
ply. He drew attention to two points in regard to which that appeared to be

t»he cage Fll's ’ it Ould b ell i i i
abe. ] t W e w aft:er m
’ (fntlomng cahbl‘es Of 100 mm, and 150 mm., to

of the fact that the " calibre required may even lieer' he thought mention should be made

sen were perhaps
0 the text of the
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of the position ”, the text continuing: “ Further, variable results ma i i
°xt ¢ uing: . ¥ be obtained, accordin
to the nature of the projectile, with pieces of a ea’libre between about 250 mm. and’IOO mm.§

He thought that the text adopted by the Commission would thus b
. 0 - o clear and would
bring out the fact that the various opinions and tendencies could be grouped round

three main calibres. He feared that if the Commission summarised the !
drastically some misunderstanding might arise. experts” reply too

General NUYTEN (Belgium) recalled that the purpose of the Rapporteur’s amendmen
was to reconcilie the United Kingdom and French tIl)leses. At theprﬁeeting on Ma;rl I;llt.lf
the Belgian delegation had stated that it would ask for the abolition of all howitzers and
mortars of a calibre exceeding 220 mm, and all guns of a calibre exceeding 155 mm. Despite
its spirit of conciliation, the Belgian delegation had not changed its views on that point.

nggral’ Temperley had said that the different tendencies apparent during the
Commission’s debates' should be mentioned in the Commission’s report. The formula
at present under consideration applied to all calibres from 250 mm. to 100 mm. If that

\ fqrmula, were adopted, the Belgian delegation would be unable to express its own partioular
views.

M. BourqQuiN (Belgium), Rapporteur, accepted M. Aubert’s text. He proposed to

lf;eﬁp even more closely to the terms of the experts’ reply and to modify his amendment ns
ollows : :

‘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 & 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 Commission could only keep to the text of the experts’ reply and state in its report
to the General Commission 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. Ie 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 (¢).
The PrESIDENT noted the German delegation’s reservation.

Paragraph (4d).

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

« Artillery of natures lighter than those referred to in paragraph (¢) 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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German Amendment.
Substitute for paragraph (d) :

« Artillery of natures lighter than those referred to in paragraph (c¢) above are
not of a specifically offensive character.

Italian Amendment.
Replace the words :
« gre the least specifically offensive in character ”
by the following words :
« gre not of a specifically offensive character ”,

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

i i i if i i i 1d appeai‘ to
1 BENITEZ (Spain) pointed out that if it were ret_a,med, it would
indic(::: :fla;t 75 mm. gfml;, for example, were regarded as practically non-offensive.

M. AuserT (France) recalled that the discussion don the second sub-paragraph of
oraph (d) of the French proposal had been postponed.
para%rl I;iesv' )of the amendments made in the preceding paragraphs of the reply to the
General Commission, the French delegation wished to amend the text of the second sub-
paragraph of paragraph (d) as follows : :

“ Certain delegations regard artillery capable of -effective action against
improvised field-works and entrenchments as threatening to national defence, while
others consider it necessary for national defence.”

The experts' reply stated that artillery up to a calibre of 220 mm. inclusive was
necessary to reduce field-works. The French delegation could not include such weapons in
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 delegation 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
not 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 clear 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
showed that no rigid line could be drawn. All weapons, if placed at the disposal of a country
which was itself aggressively-minded, could assume an offensive character. A fleet of
battleships, for example, might be destroyed by sloops carrying torpedoes, or other
implements might be used which could not at present be brought under any system of
regulation. The French delegate thought that the Commission should give up the idea of
trying to identify aggression with this or that war material.

It was true that, during the discussions, it had been agree i .
more dangerous than others, ¢ greed that certain arms were

but the idea hi i
purely technical. | on which this agreement was based was not

In stating that material of a calibre sufficient to destro ificati |
: ¥ permanent fortifi

:rlllost dangerous to national defence, the Commission had chiefly had in mirfgtlt%l:as gi:
t :t the aggressor was invading the territory, since he was attacking its fortifications. That
Introduced an idea which was quite independent of the offensive capacity of the weapons

in themselves — namely, the definition of a i i
_ : ; ) ggression, the establishment of th !
Intentions. From these considerations M. Aubert wou’ld conclude that, if it we‘:'eag%;iis:&)rtg
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suppress aggression or at all events to discourage it — which was the fundamental ta

the League -— it was not sufficient to abolish certain material : it was essential to esta?)]:i;)lf
some system of control which would deprive the aggressor of the benefit of surprise and —
more important still — to convince the aggressor that aggression did not pay.

The French deleg.a,te, reverting to the remarks of the Polish delegate, pointed ont
further, that tl_le relative and empirical character of the line of demarcation to be drawti
between offensive and defensive weapons would vary according to whether the first-named
category were abolished or placed at the service of the League. Abolition would mean
embarking on the unkno_wn and upsetting the existing situation in regard to security.
Tht_a prol.nbmon of certain categories of weapons would be to the advantage of States
which did not at present possess them, and the value of the material still remaining
would be greatly enhanced, as would any new process or invention that had not yet come
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 repeated
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 favour 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. AuBekT (France) reserved his reply on that point until ke had heard the observationa
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 Bovomx (Italy) made the following statement”:

“ T have followed 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 Commission’s resolution,

« The resolution in question states that the range of land, sea and air armaments

.gshould 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.

« T am 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 toJopen & 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 adopled.

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

President : M. BUERO.

15. SELECTIGN OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE

~ RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22KD, 1932.
CONSIDERATION oF THE TERMS OF THE REPLY TO BE BENT TO THE GENERAL
COMMISSION AS REGARDS ARTILLERY {continuation ).

Paragr;zph (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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French proposal, the Italian delegation had raised the previous question

ning issi ine matters which, in its view, did
i he competence of the Commission to exam hich, 1 "
:?)ltl;cg)me vtrithin itl:x terms of reference under the General Commission’s resolution of

April 22nd. The Commission must first discuss the previous question.

(second part) of the

i b) the Land Commission

NYGREN (Sweden) obgerved that in paragra‘,ph ( {
had gi?(legrzldirect repl§ to the General Commission’s question by stating that thelvge?pons
specified —f.e., the weapons of highest calibre, were the most threatening to national defence.

i i i hould be
aracraph (¢) simply stated, however, that certain other pieces 8 :

inclu'flg(ei t,'i‘:zxga.Oo;felc)ond*5 caléegt()rgr of lower power; the paragraph then enu{nera.tedncertaim
technical facts, but no opinion was expressed on the real problem ab us:sufef — hamely,
whether those weapons, or some of them, should be regarded as specifically offensive, etc.
It might simply be concluded that they were less offegswe than the ones referreq toin (b),
but that was self-evident. In view of the actual aim of the Conference, v_vhml} was to
subject certain particularly aggressive weapons to special measures of qualitative limitation
and reduction, the Land Commission should give a more direct reply. General Benitez
had drawn attention to that point on the previous day, and .tha.t view was apparently
shared by the French delegation, for, in the last paragraph of its text as a.mer:nded at l}he
previous meeting, it stated that certain delegations regarded the weapons in question
as threatening to national defence. The Swedish delegation thought that text too vague
and general.

Since it seemed impossible at present to reach unanimity on the question of which
of the weapons in paragraph (¢) should be regarded as specifically offensive and threatening,
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-paragraph of paragraph (@) of the French proposal should be replaced by the
formal statement to the effect that unanimity had not been reached, but that the pieces
regarded as possessing specifically offensive characteristics were artillery of a calibre
exceeding, in the opinion of certain delegations, 105 mm., in the-opinion of others,
155 mm., and in the opinion of a third group of delegates, 220 mm.,

M. AUBERT (France), in view of the Swedish delegation’s statement, wished to refer
to paragraph (a) as adopted %

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

That paragraph, he said, covered all that followed. Paragraph (&) gave the
calibres most threatening to national defence, and paragraph (e} 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. VEN‘I"ZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation
had not considered it necessary up fo 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.
M. Aubert, howevgr, 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 hagl demonst_ra.ted 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 very
reason the Soviet delegation had maintained, in all the Commissions, that qualitative
disarmament was useless without gquantitative disarmament. If both those operations
could be put througl.l together, the offensive capacity of aggressive States would be greatly
undermined. The big-calibre campaign had been going on for the past three weeks, and
it was by 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 felt,

——— e e,

! Bee Minutes of the previous meeting.
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would 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 calibre&; was based c{)uld
not be regarded from the standpoint of statics. From the standpoint of dynamics, & consider-
ation of modern artillery tendencies, a cursory glance at military publications and an
examination of experimental models showed that each type of new artillery possessed higher
technical properties while _the calibres remained unchanged. Technical improvements in
the form of modifications in the structure of the pieces, in the mounting, in the shape of the
projectile, and in other de.ta.lls, permitted of an enormous increase in the range and weight of
the projectile, while keeping the same calibre. The Soviet delegation, therefore, maintained
that for the purposes of really qualitative disarmament the Commission should (1) select
from the Committee of Experts’ list the lowest calibres which could be a menace to national
defence, and (2) prohibit the qualitative improvement of existing models.

It might be objected that the technique of fortification was also improving. The Soviet
delegation did not agree that, to constitute a threat to national defence, the projectile must
be capable of penetrating one or two metres into the concrete or of piercing an armoured
turret. Few countries could establish so costly a system of defence as that would imply,
and for that reason the Soviet delegation still held that all artillery (guns and howitzers)
of a calibre exceeding 100 mm., firing a projectile exceeding 16 kilogrammes in weight and
possessing 8 range of more than 15 kilometres were covered by the General Commission’s
criteria. The passage inthe 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? M. Ventzoff.thought not,as the General Commission had
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 (¢}, and the question to be settled now was whether
that second eategory 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
designﬁt: 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 (¢) 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 WEIZSACEER ((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, ete., which were, he thought, for the
General Commission to decide, M. von Weizsicker 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 riles 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
' e ae

of a text as follows :

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

i i i tially
“ imi libre sbove which the artillery of a State has an essent |
ffensizgecllll;.rl;t:tgf' f:’ lo:ver in proportion as the ca.hb};es of th‘e artillery -available
?or the national defence of the opponent are smauer. .

in) noted that it was the point under discussion .tha.t had led t_;he

S an(i}s‘lalnglc;laclegg}éinoi;}i;zo (iils)::g )m its proposal® & reservation rel_atin_g to offensive and defensive

pa ons : it had indicated that arms which were most efficacious f.or_ purposes of offgnce

::rg eq'ually so for the defence. He thought that the Land Commission need not go into

the question of weapons for offensive and giefensive purposes, since paragraph (b )'f,lready
offered & solution of the problem before it. That paragraph as adopted reads?:

i i ' General
« (p) Subject to such solutions as may hereafter be found by the
Commi(sai)on fog the questions raised by the fact that the pxed artillery of permanent
fortifications and mobile artillery can be rendered mterchangeab}e, the Land
Commission is of opinion that the types of mobile artillery most threatening to national
defence are those which are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of
considerable strength — namely, ete. . . .”

If the French proposal® was not adopted by the General .Commis'sion, the defence
might have to be strengthened by allowing it to have heavy fixed artillery.

The PRESIDENT thought that the previdus question raised by the Italian delegation,
relating to the Land Commission’s competence, might be regarded as practncally settled.

General Bonomz (Italy) said that he would be prepared to accept the F’I;ench text
of paragraph (d) (second part) if the words “ necessary fo_r 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 (¢} 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 mm, the limit above which artillery is threatening to national defence,
a second group places it at 155 mm, and a third group at 220 mm. ”

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
majority of the Commission so desired, to accept a paragraph on the lines of the French
delegation’s proposal. He pointed out, however, that while the Japanese delegation would
have no objection to the statement concerning the three groups of opinion in regard to -
calibre limits, mention must also be made of a fourth class in favour of the 250 mm. limit
referred to in paragraph f¢) : “ . . Onthe other hand, variable results can be obtained
by the use of a calibre between 250 mm. and 100 mm. etc. »

. . e . . The Japanese
delegation wished to insist on the fact that a calibre of 250 mm. should serve as a line of
demarcation.

The PRESIDENT regretted that it had not been found possible for the Commission
to avoid taking a formal decision on the question raised by General Bonomi. The Italian
delegation insisted that the Land Commission’s terms of reference did not'permit of its
examining what categories of artillery were necessary for national defence, and stated
that jt could not accept any text on the lines of the French pProposal. '

! Bee Minutes of the seventh meeting.
* Bee Minutes of the tenth meeting.
* Amsintance to a Btate the victim of aggression.
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Although, in practice, the Commission had already answered General Bonomi's question
by the fact of having examined the German and French proposals, the Italian delegation
asked for a vote. °

In order to avoid a majority or minority decision, the President would ask the

Commission if it was of opinion that it could examine the amend _
French delegation. ndment proposed by the

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

General BoNnomx (Italy), while admitting the justice of General Temperley’s remarks
maintained that the question was one of principle, and reiterated his request that thé
Commission should state whether it thought it could or could not examine categories of
armaments not covered by the General Commission’s resolution.

Mr. WiLsoN (United States of America) stated that some years’ experience 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 & 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 General 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 asked
whether it would not be well, if it were adopted, to delete the last part of paragraph (o),
since the French proposal represented the idea embodied in paragraph (¢)..

General NUYTEN (Belgium) suggested that it might be possible 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 text proposed by the French delegation was adopled.

The delegations of Hungary, Turkey, Bulgaria, Afghanistan, Germany and Chz’pa,
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 againat which it was
to be used.

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

General DE NANAsY-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. Nevertheless, if a country attacked constructed entrenchments
in order to protect certain arms, it required for the defence of those entrenchments pieces
equivalent to those of the enemy. The solution would be to say what weapons a country
must not possess.
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i General Commission’s

iad that he had not so far interpreted the ¢ io)
resolg}aﬁxufﬁéﬁﬁzgc:&;gﬂgzﬁon of armaments. If there were any question of equalising

igi i tees in regard
i he original French proposa.l_contamed guaran .
:(e’c ?ﬁ?ﬁfﬁt‘g ?Igerifgge(tih:g;t %l?atg:lraft would meet with the Hungarian delegation’s
’ .

support.

the suggestion that
inAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) tha:nked M. Auberb for _
memgeﬁ:rg;f;)fcelqshould be given to States which were disarmed ; he wished to be sure,
however, that such weapons would be at the disposal of the States concerned whenever
' -

they might be the object of aggression.

: France) noted the views of the Hungarian delegation, which would no
doubl:;r.bﬁ glr;::::réd,rin 01)-der to ensure that rapid assistance might be given to a State
victim of aggression, 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 ARMS 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 PRESIDENRT 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 WEzsicKER (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 — 4.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 had
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 TEMPERLEY (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 Weizsicker'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. Fox"
etzc::hot :he cou:tr::ix;l concerned, tlﬁe nlslalibre l.%)mit would have to be selected by reference

e strongest artillery among all the possible ivi
longer play o vory imrgortant gp s P aggressors, and relativity would thus no
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M. von WEIZSACKER (Germany) explained that the second paragraph of the German
proposal was simply intended to bring out the meaning of the first paragraph, which might
otherwise not be properly understood,

In reply to the political objection raised by the French delegate, he would be quite
prepared to accept a different formula, in which the words “ a State ” did not appear,

_ As regards M. Aubert's technical objection, he agreed that so far the only question
at issue had been the relationship between guns and fortifications. It would be well, however,
in his View to take into account the fact that the defender might or might not possess
big calibre artillery. The defence was protected both by fortified works and by gun fire,
aI:ld it was to the interest of the defender to be able to keep the aggressor at o distance
with guns _of a range corresponding to that of the aggressor’s artillery. That question came
directly within the purpose of the General Commission’s resolution.

The G.erman delegate declared lastly that General Temperley’s preoccupation would
cease to exist if an equal basis could be found for all States.

M. A(_JBERT (France) thought that if the Commission intended to go into such
conmder_at_mns it would be necessary to find a formula reflecting all the different meanings
of relajtlpty referred to during the debate. It might be well to show the General
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 himself,
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 relationship 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. Ie did not
think that the General Commission could get any clear 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 encmy 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 eases. The I'rench 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 Commission 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 paragraph (¢), in view of the new paragraph (d).

The Commission decided to dclcie the last senlence of paragraph (c), from the words:
“ On the other hand ”

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

“ (e) As regards the third element in the resolution of the General Commission
(document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)), the replies submitted by the Technical Committee to
questions (1) and (2) of Chapter III of the questionnaire lead to the conclusion that
artillery material of over 200-millimetre calibre, having an effective range of more
than 25 kilometres is the most menacing to the civil population.

“ Pieces of over 133-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 bad been submitted
by the German, Italian and Japanese delegations:

1 See Minutes of the ninth meeting.
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German Amendment.

Substitute for paragraph (e):

“ ards the third element in the resolution of the Geperal Compnssion
(doeunﬁasntu;)gonf.D./C.G.28(2)), the replies submitted by the Technical Comn'nt;tee to

uestions (1) and (2) of Chapter III of the questionnaire lead to the conclusion that

grtillery material of over 105-millimetre calibre, having an effe_cmve range of more
than 15 kilometres, is the most menacing. to the civil population.

« It should be noted that these figures apply only to normally-constructed gung
at present existing.”

Italian Amendment.

Replace the words “ pieces of over 155-millimetre calibre having an effective range
of more than 20 kilometres, ete., by the following words : “ Pieces of over 105-millimetre
calibre having an effective range of more than 15 kilometres, etc. ”

Japanese Amendment.

[{3

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

“Yt 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 millimetres in paragraph (e¢) of the British proposal a range limit of
55 kilometres. The Japanese delegation had always considered that it was desirable fo 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.

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 delegations 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 Bonowmr (Italy) proposed to substitute in the first sentence for the words
having an effective range of more than 25 kilometres ” the words “or with a range of
25 kilometres *, in 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
sentences in the sub-paragraph reflected a divergence of view among the experts. In the

first case, there were two simultaneous conditions, whereas, in the second, there was simply
an alternative,

General BoNouI (Italy) said that he would not insist on his pro osal, but pointe
out that there was 3 likelihood that guns might be constructed in l?he If)utuxze of a.p:al.librg
of under 200 millimetres but with a range of above 25 kilometres: such guns, he said
would obviously be menacing to civilians, ’ ! '

! Bee Minutes of the ninth meeting.
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The PRESIDENT noted that the present drafti
experts’ Toply, as follesd P ting corresponded to the terms of the

“ Considering the minimum distance as 10 per cent of the range, and considering

:]ﬁz :%fective range of normally constructed guns at present existing, it is to be observed

“(a) Only guns of more than 103-millimetre calib g
15 kilometres beyond the front line ; ' {bre have a range of

“ (b) Ouly guns of over 155-millimetre calibre have oo of 20 ki
beyond the front line ; ve & range of 20 kilometres

“ (¢) Only guns of over 200-millimetre calibre have a range of 25 kilometres
beyond the front line. *

Tt.xe 'Pr?sident pointed out, in order to reassure General Bonomi, that to the Land
- Commission’s 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. Aussrr (France) proposed, in deference to General Bonomi's suggestion and in
order that the two sentences in the first sub-paragraph might be uniform, to replace in
the second sentence the words “ or with a range ” by the words “ having a range ”,

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

M. voN WEIZSACKER (Germany) asked for the deletion of the word “ even™ in the
second sentence of paragraph (e).

This was agreed.
The Commission adopied the following tert for the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (e):

“ (e) As regards the third element of the resolution of the General Commission,
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 WEIZSACKER (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, he would ask for a passage to be inserted between the two
sub-paragraphs stating that certain delegations were of & different opinion.

General BEnfTez (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 hi.s 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. He
thought, however, that a reference to a gun firing * effe_ct_nvely * at 50 lulomet._res meant
that the range of the projectile was in this case sufficiently accurate to hit specific
objectives. The chief danger to civilians consisted in the fact that, whena gun was fired
at maximum range, the extent of the zone in which the projectile fell was such that civilian

establishments might be hit even involuntarily.

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

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

LAND COMMISSION 4
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i i i i ible under existing conditions
i ; the ficure named, a8 it was impossib . '
rq-)eri?ulil;c?t‘eogrl?fll?g Ol?:;'l(])id :ha?; distance. ’ He suggested the following text :

“ farther than this figure, seeing that beyond that
. . . they would nou &3 o?rmilitary importance (places for the assembling

distance are situated objectives ; i irports, armaments factories
i transport, railway stations, airports, armalme ( 8,
3{;‘)%;:: ev«s"hi‘glleha:]gzg;rds thlt)a di’stance from the battle front, it is impossible, in

cisti i to indicate & limit, and that it is therefore nécessary that,
f; liﬁi&gz(:;;(;?nzz?n;:;éection of the civil ,POPUIation should be regarded as more

important than military requirements. ”

i i jecti the German proposal

. AuBerT (France) said that he would Taise no obJegtmq to I : l,

as ev]gryAdelegatir(m must be given an opportunity of expressing its own part}cular views in
the text to be forwarded to the General Commission.

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

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

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

Fized Artillery.

The PRESIDENT asked what procedure the Commission wished to adopt in regard to
fixed artillery, the consideration of which had been held over. Did it wish simply toforward
the text of its report to the General Commission, that the latter might note the que_stlon!

M. AuBEerr {France) thought that the Land Comiﬁission should simply send its own
report to the General Commission, together with the text of the Committee 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 submitted by the latter. It read as follows:

“ Paragraph 1. — (Unchanged.)

“ Paragraph 2. — The limit of calibre above which artillery need be regarded
a8 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 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, ”

M. 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. :

. M. voXx WEIZSBACKER (Germany) stated that he could not express an immediate
opinion. It seemed to him that the French amendment went rather beyond the Land
Commission’s powers, since the President himself had said that the latter’s task was simply
to indicate to the General Commission certain categories of weapons which should form
the subject of special measures. He would give a definite reply later.

M. AuBERT (France) pointed out that the Commission could not pas
that the questions put to it had been asked with the object of br'mging ago?xze:e;g?atf;?:g
in the form of abolition or internationalisation. He did not think that the Fremch
delegation’s amendment contained any new element or that the Land Commission, b
accepting it, would be exceeding its terms of reference. » ¥

The continuation of the discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.,
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THIRTEENTH MEETING
Held on Monday, May 23rd, 1932, at 4 p.m.

President : M. BUERO.

17. SELECTION OF THE ARMS POSSESSING THE CHARACTERISTICS ENUMERATED IN THE
RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932:

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

Paragrapk (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 submitted another amendment on the same point
which read as follows: ’

“The limit of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentinlly 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 characteriatics 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 WEIzsAcKER (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 Commission, it might be possible to revert,
as & 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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i i i text to be adopted
made a reservation as to the place in which the € €
Commission wou)ld be inserted. It would, he felt, be dangerous to.de:ilde on its
by ‘.ttt_xen i())efore the formula itself was known, since, if the_Con_lmlsmon' declllde dt;o lt?sert
. i’ﬁ'ﬁ ;Osection which had already been adopted unanimously, it might nullify the advantages

of the agreement obtained.

M. AUBERT (France

H ' i 1d be
:hed to reassure M. Aubert; he also thought’ that it wou
i E :;1: aP Rfslgf ;:flewvﬁ)l;?ﬁng of the text to be inse,rt.ed befpre determining the place of
i“nlss:rtion gl'i‘he Commission must first decide whether it desired to m.entmn the que_stmn
of relath:ity or to make no reference to it at all. In the former case, it would then have

to agree on & text, and decide later the place of insertion.

i i i b-paragraph
dent supposed that General N ygren’s idea was that the first sub-
shoullzih%f:g?e;nas lJ;fal.)iuta.ined, the point in dispute being, not the affirmation of the

principle of relativity, but its definition.

. oo d
M. AusEeRT (France) said that he could not regard the first sub paragraph as adopte
unless it was accémpanieii by the commentaries which, in the view of the French delegation,

completed it.

M. voN WEIzsickER {Germany), noting that, even if he withdrew his proposal, the
Commission would not achieve unanimity, maintained his request 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. AusEerr (France) replied that the French delegation could only agree either to
the total omission of any reference to the question of relativity or to a complete definition
comprising all the points it had itself suggested. The question of relativity might perhaps
be referred to another Commission, but, if the Land Commission took it up, M. Aubert
considered that it must be treated exhaustively.

The PRESIDENT thought that it would be possible to find a woi'ding 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. AUBERT (France) urged that it would be essential to accompany the affirmation
of the existence of relativity with commentaries.

The PRESIDENT 8till thought that it would be possible to find a compromise formula
indicating the divergence of opinion in the Commission.

General vaAN TUYNEN (Netherlands) referred to his delegation’s proposal,! 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 fhe 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 premi '
on the aggressor. It might be replied that competition in agmaments conferred a grgmigﬁ
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 be reached by a long road marked by numerous milestones. The Netherlands

delegation’s proposal was intended to mark a first milestone, and th issi
what was the significance of that proposal. ’ ¢ Commission knew

The PRESIDENT reminded General van Tuynen that the Netherla

. . nds

léie::]xmvyxtpdra;n:l vgth_dthe consent of the Netherlands delegation, at th%r(;:ﬁg?lv?l?gno?lll%
issio i i i

discussioil -n a ecided to take the United Kingdom delegation’s text as a basis of

! Bee Minutes of the seventh and ninth meetings.
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M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) made the following declaration :

; “ The So_viet delegation contends that the Commission must remain within the
ramework fixed by the General Commission. On the basis of the mandate

received on Apr§l 22nd, the delegation declares itself resolutely opposed to any
proposal concerning the relativity of qualitative disarmament.”

In the event of the Commission’s acceptine the text pro osed by the President
M. Ventzoff asked that the following wordspmig?ht be addecll) : poset By The Tresielth

“ Finally, other delegations were against any mention of relativity.”

The Soviet delegation should appear in this category.

The PRESIDERT, while agreeing that every delegation had the right to have its views
mentioned in the text adopted by the Commission, wondered whether the Sovict proposal
did not conflict with the German proposal, and whether it would not be necessary to revise
the first sub-paragraph if the Soviet proposal were accepted.

He proposed to adjourn the meeting, to enablet he Bureau to prepare a textof paragraph (d).

On resuming the meeting, the PRESIDENT read the following text framed by the Burcau :

“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 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 limit 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 limit also depends on the strategic situation
then existing, which situation generally varies according as the offensive ia 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.

M. 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 appeared
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 less, 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 understood that the Soviet delegation’s
views would be met by the insertion of a footnote to the first paragraph,to t!le effect thgt,
in the opinion of the Soviet delegation, no reference was required to the question dealt with

therein.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republies) replied that the President’s
suggestion gave the Soviet delegation entire satisfaction.

The Bureaw’s text was adopted, with the footnote suggested by the Pregident.

The PRESIDENT enquired whether the Commission wished 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 e.xis'ted
as regards the earlier part of the Land Commission’s reply to the General Commission.
A text on which there was not unanimity would fit in better after paragraph (d).

M. vOoN WEIZSACKER (Germany) agreed.
The Commission decided to insert the Bureaw’s lext after paragraph (d).
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IGHTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY

o ARMOURED F
18 :re;;mf‘:fzﬁlgfLTConmssmN ON APRIL 22ND, 1932 : PROCEDURE TO BE FOLLOWED.

called that the question of tanks, armoured cars, etc., had been

held i&:rltfgf lsg?el:'h;%;;deration. The Commission must now decide on the procedure to be

adop%ggeilil atxl-ltlfu::-;tg;t erial was under consideration, the Commission had held a general

i ion i i i d to the appointment of a committee of experts
o draw 1p 8 plllil;?irgn;?isrlg & g‘lﬁ(iisté](:fnl:x?i%tl:e had take%pa. proposal by the French delegation
o dra.l;v s :gd had submmitted to the Commission a questionnaire, to which the latter,
aseatinas;ss a committee of experts, had given replies. After a fresh discussion on the basis
(l:% : prgposal by the United Kingdom delegation, the Commission had concluded that part
of its work. . . .

i that & similar method might be adopted in regard to tanks.
The gg&ﬁ::ilg;n;:gﬁiuiggid a long preliminary discussion if, as in the case of artillery,
a technical committee were instructed to draw up a._questlom}a.l_re and replies to the
questionnaire. He proposed accordingly that a gommltpee consisting of a_few members
should be set up to prepare a draft questionnaire, whlch. might be considered by t_he
Commission sitting as a committee of experts, but in public session.

General BeNITEZ (Spain) thought that, while a committes had been indispensable
in the case of artillery, which raised many questions with regard to calibre, it was not
necessary to have one for tanks.

Mr. WiLsoN (United States of America) considered the Presideqt’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 STaANROPE (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.

The PRESIDENT thanked the United Kingdom and French delegations assistance

for their and submitted to the Commission the two following draft questionnaires prepared
by those delegations : - i

Drajft Questionnaire proposed by the United Kingdom Delegation :

“1. What is thé definition —

“(a) of a tank?
“{(b) of an armoured car?

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

“(a) a permanent system of fortification of great or average strength?
“ (b) improvised entrenchments or field works ?

“ Is there any type of tank unable to penetrate either (a) or (b)?

“3. Isanarmoured car capable of acting effectively against 2 (a) or (b) above?
“4. Are there any characteristics of tanks or ar
specially menacing to the civil population?

. “8. To what extent and in what time can i i
into (a) tanks of (5) semonced vaicr s commercial vehicles be converted

moured cars which make them ,
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Draft Questionnaire proposed by the French Delegation.

“1. Is it technically possible to make a distinction between the different
categories of mobile armoured appliances such as:

“ (a) armoured cars of all kinds;
“(b) tanks of various categories ;

“ (e) mobile armoured cupolas ;

“ (d) armoured trains of all categories?

« 2. In the affirmative, what are the technical characteristics of each of these
categories of appliances?

“3. What is the effectiveness of the various categories of mobile armoured
appliances on permanent fortifications?

“4. What is the effectiveness of the various categories of mobile armoured
appliances against field works?

“B. What are the capacities of the various categorics of mobile armoured
apphanqes outside the battle zonet ”

‘The President asked the United Kingdom and French delegates to be good enough
to prepare a joint text for consideration at the next meeting.

FOURTEENTH MEETING
Held on Tuesday, May 24th, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M, BUERO.

19. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED
BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932 : ADOPTION OF A QUESTIONNAIRE.

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission had to consider the following draft
questionnaire framed by the French and United Kingdom delegations:

“1. What are the general characteristics of :

“(a) tanks;

“ (b) armoured cars of all kinds;
“ (¢) mobile armoured cupolas;
“ (d) armoured trains?

“9  YWhat is the effectiveness of the various categories of the ahove against

ermanent fortifications? )
P Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the latter?

“3. What is the effectiveness of the various categorics of the above against
field works? )

“ Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the latter ¢

“ 4, Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make
them specially menacing to the civil population?

“5. To what extent and in what time can any vehicle be converted into:

“{a) a tank;
“ (b) an armoured car;
% (¢) an armoured train? ”
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 tark was a recently invented weapon which had assumed great importance gince
the world war as a powerful aid in infantry operations and for use in independent offensive

operations.
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i i aragraphs 2, 3, 4 and 5 of the draft questionnaire

The Sonett dell%gnatlgin;cfsgézi tﬁifl%ro;ﬁfséti tha’,t those pa,ragra.p.hs'sh?uld be .deleted

would mvolveLood C%mmission éhould reply to the General Commission’s questions, as

and that th; M(Il armoured cars, after having exhausted the programime 1aid down in

e 1 sf %Ee uestionnaire. In view of geveral proposals which had b.een put forward,

paragraphg (;e w01(111d geemn to be simpler, especially as some ten delegations had, during
:ggtggll;gf‘:l l:liscutsmion, already pronounced in favour of the total abolition of tanks.

i reed upon the Commission the necessity for sticking to

aﬁ?enemll) uBnFnbngfe(i%ﬂ?l) vlvla,i ta,nll)(s, originally of large dimensions, had gradually
o lvle‘ids'towa,rds a lighter type, which was the type chiefly found at the present time.
a“;::a Commission should examine the existing types frpm the standpoint of the_ three cnt(_arla,
named in the General Commission’s resolution; it should not engage in theoretical

speculations as to the future.

i i ish delegations, invited the
The PRESIDENT, with the assent of the Soviet and Spanis ons,
Commis%ion to exan;ine the draft questionnaire paragraph by paragraph.

Paragraph 1.
Paragraph 1 was adopted without discussion.

Paragraph 2.

M. Lounarcuarskl (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the characteristics
referred to in paragraph 2 would be defined by the replies to the questions in paragraph 1.
He asked that paragraph 2 be deleted.

M. voN WEIZsACKER (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
questiona. N

General BURHARDT-BUEACKI (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 BEwitez (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 ears. The Commission
must decide, then, whether it wished to retain paragraph 2 as it stood, always with the

possibility of incorporating it in paragraph 1, in deference to the Soviet delegation’s
suggestion. _ .

. M. LounarcARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he would not
insist upon his proposal.

The Commission decided to relain paragraph 2.

General DE NAiNisy-M&caY (Hungary) pointed out that, in the Fre ]
nch text of the

second sentence of paragraph 2 — ¢ Eziste-t-il des types de e s’ ing ¢ i
et réduire ces organisations ?* —— the conjunctiogp “et » should D pables do franchir

. ; should
conjunction “ ou ”, unless the two conditions were regarded ag simultl;eneg?:aced by the

M. i : .
been heﬁ“ﬁ; R,'f, (France) explained that the United Kingdom and French delegations had

r some time by the difficulty of finding a satisfactory translation for the
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expression “ break through ” in the English text. He thought that the expression “ franchir

et réduire” was a fairly accurate rendering. He had no objection however, to adopting
the solution proposed by the Hungarian d%legate_ J ) ver, puing

The Commission agreed lo replace the conjunction *“ et » by the conjunction “ ou ™.

. General” NUYTEN (Belgium) directed the Commission’s attention to the word
incapable ” in the second sentence of paragraph 2. That word had, no doubt, been
deliberately chosen ; but at first sight it seemed that the Commission’s task was rather to

determine what appliances were capable — rather than i —_ i
the field-works of the defence. P neapable — of breaking through

] Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) thought that he could explain that point. It was
quite true, as the Soviet delegate had said, that certain delegations wished for the
abolition of all tanks. Other delegations thought, however, that a distinction should, it
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 being designed
to cover appliances 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 parngraph 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 then state
that appliances of this or that category were ¢ncapable 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 2, alluding to appliances which were incapable of breaking
through permanent fortifications, gave a useful supplementary indication. The Commission
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
Kingdom delegate’s explanation. He thought, then, that paragraph 2_shou1d be retained,
the conjunction “ et ” in the French text being replaced by the conjunction “ ou ”

Paragraph 2, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 3.

The PRESIDENT proposed that the word “ énumérées " be inserted after the words “ des
différentes catégories de matériel ci-dessus ”.

The foregoing amendment was adopled, and also the amendment, in the last senlence,
replacing the conjunction * et ” by the conjunction “ou”.

General DE NANASY-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’:

“ What are the capacities of the various categories of mobile armoured appliances
outside the battle zone 1 ”

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.

1 See Minutes of the previous meeting.
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M. VON sz‘sicxm (Germany) supported the proposal, which he considered very

sound.

General TARBUK (Austria) also supported the Hungarian delegate’s proposal.

explained that, in order to shorten the questjonnaire, the text
of g&«faﬁp:groﬂﬁnﬁlnaf delegation’s draft had been deleted, since it was held to be
covgaredbby paragraph 4 of the new draft. The French delegation would have no objection,
howéver, if the United Kingdom delegation agreed, to inserting both formulas in the new

questionnaire, in the interests of greater precision.

United Kingdom) said that paragraph 5 of the origin'al_ French draft
questI;gxrl(xllasi::: T;?imi‘)f(aen deleted g;)n account of the difficulty of determining the depth
of the battefield. The new draft appeared to cover all the criteria named in the General
Commission’s resolution, and it would be better to keep paragraph 4. of thaq draft and
not revert to the very complicated question of the depth of the zone in. question.

General DE NANAsy-M£gAY (Hungary) admitted the justice of the last remark. He
thought, however, that the Commission should consider the possibility of the battlefield
being less extensive 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 BonoMr (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 civiliana. :

The Belgian delegation proposed, therefore, that paragraph 6 of the original French draft
be inserted in the new questionnaire. -

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) feared that, if the Commission adopted that course,
the discussion would become interminable. If it considered all the possibilities of a
surprise attack, when no fortifications existed, it must necessarily apply the same
criterion to all other arms, such as cavalry, or even infantry. The Commission could not
examine every arm and every form of transport ; it must confine itself to studying the means
of action against national defence and against civilians.

M. voN WEIZSACKER (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 wished, accordingly, to support
the Hungarian delegate’s proposal. ’ ! LRl 124

M. BoCRrQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, noted that the formula employed in the
questionnaire on artillery material, in paragraph 2 of Part 1I,! 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 is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above agai
entrenchments, field-works and other objectives of the bagtlefield? » gainst

Lord StANHOPE (United Kingdom) accepted that proposal.

M. AUBERT (France) said that it had, at all events, the merit i T
» . . . Of b
Commission must confine itself to the b'attlefield. Tx;,ctical manoeuvr:;n%oﬂgm;;ot g;
¥

definition, be carried out outside the battleficld, the limit ‘hi ; :
defined by those mancuvres as a whole. ' its of which were, in point of fact,

—————

! 8ee Minutes of the sixth meeting,

———



Further, as the United Kingdom delegate had pointed out, a surprise action might

be carried out by any arm. If the Commission were zoing to tak i
would have to examine all the existing arms one by o%e. © © ficcount of that fact, it

General pE NANAsy-Mfcay (Hungary) was prepared to accept the Rapporteur’s

proposal, but asked that it might be ecompleted by t ; i :
national,defenee_ " g pleted by the words: “ and other elements of

The PRESIDENT said that he, naturally, did not desire t i
) _na , 5 0 oppose the last sugrestion
but pointed out that the C.omml.ssmn had endeavoured hitherto to maintain a: l-‘certn,in’
symmetry between the questionnaire under consideration and the questionnaire on artillery

material. If the vaguer notion of national defence were introduced, some confusion might
arise,

M. voN WEIZSACEER (Germany) said that he would be prepared to accept the
Rapporteur’s proposal, on the understanding that any region in which tanks or armoured
cars were operating should be regarded as forming part of the battleficld.

He pointed out, however, that, if the Rapporteur’s proposal were adopted, it would
be necessary to redraft the second sentence of paragraph 3, as the word * field-works ”
could not be employed to describe all the objectives of the battleficld. Ie suggested replacing
the word “ field-works ” by the words * elements of national defence ”.

M. AUBERT (France) was afraid that the attempt to introduce greater precision might
place the experts in a difficulty. The words “ elements of national defence * opened up
a limitless expanse, especially if the Commission did not confine itself to the zone of the
battlefield. The introduction of the idea of mobility would necessitate s detniled
examination of all existing arms.

The French delegate thought that the Commission should resist the tendency to allow
its work to cover too many questions ; it should confine itself to examining the objectives
and the specific characteristics of the weapons.

_ M. BoOURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought that his suggestion should satisfy
M. Aubert’s views, as it gave more precision to the questions put to the experts, The
Hungarian delegate, however, wanted the Commission to go even further, The
characteristics of tanks, however, from the standpoint of their action outside the
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 battlefield.

‘In paragraph 4 the problem could be considered from a more comprehensive standpoint.

General DE NANAsY-M£EGAY (Hungary) pointed out that armoured cars could rapidly
traverse the battlefield and attack certain objectives of national defence, and that such

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 sonnd. Any ideas or reservations not taken
fully into account in the questionnaire to be referred to the experts could be embodied in

the Commission’s reply to the General Commission.

Lord STaNHOPE (United Kingdom) hoped that the Commission might reach agreement
on the lines of M. Bourquin’s suggestion, subject to a drafting amendment to elucidate the
connection between the two clauses of paragraph 3. He observed that the merpbers 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 ¥

« I3 there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the element
of national defence referred to abovet ”

-
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Lord STanuopPE (United Kingdom) expressed himself in agreement with the text.

- neary) said that this text did not express the idea he

Gengra(.ll DFIE d%;ili'seg gi‘iﬁnﬁﬁoﬁeﬁyfn the text both the elements of national defence
h'il:ds:&gl:ﬁl .the battlefield and those outside it. Swift tanks an_d armoure_d cars could act
Iﬁzloukilometres behind the battlefield on ammunition dumps, railway s_tatlons, ete., whlph
;'ere not necessarily objectives of artillery, so that the terms employed in thef;lues_xtmnna,xre
on artillery no longer applied. He wanted the experts to pronounce on thlefg lgnm‘;fnesst l:)f
such arms outside the battlefield, in a zone which only became a battlefield when the

armoured cars reached it.

red the Hungarian delegate that his idea could still be introduced,
eithe’flil: ElliE(s}?nfgfi‘t?:em:)f Experts’ regport. or in the report _to the G.ener.al Commission, and
pointed out that it would naturally assume some prominence, In Vview of the present
discussion. The questionnaire under discussion was intended to indicate a line of conduct for
the experts, and over-meticulous drafting might tend to limit the scope of t}len‘ proceedings.
He referred again to M. Bourquin’s suggestion that the Hungarian delegate’s point might be
taken up in discussing paragraph 4.

General BUREARDT-BUEKACKI (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 s@id that he shared
the Hungarian delegate’s scruples, since, wherever a tank was in action, a battlefield
might be said to exist. -

M. AUBERT (France) suggested that the Hungarian delegate’s views might be met by
redrafting paragraph 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? ”

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) thought that that text would not cover the real
issue — namely, the mobility of motor vehicles and the use of motor transport in general

for military purposes. He suggested that an entirely separate paragraph be inserted in the
questionnaire on the following lines :

“ What is the effect of the mobility of motor vehicles on national defence? ”

. General pE NANAST{-MEGAY (Hungary) pointed out that that last text corresponded to
his own original suggestion. The French delegate, however, had found a satisfactory solution
by adding a paragraph (b) to paragraph 4.

Lord StAnHOPE (United Kingdom) said that paragraph 4 could not be said to cover the
case, gince it referred to armoured fighting vehicles. He maintained that the same results
could be obtained by means of commercial lorries or omnibuses eonveying troops.

Paragraph 3, in the amended form submitted by the President, was adopled.

Paragraph 4.

The PRESIDENT enquired whether paragraph 4, the drafting of which had determined
the acceptance of paragraph 3, could be allowed to ,sta.nd, notwigthsta.nding the f:ct?rtmeit

failed to take certain vehicles into account. He enquired, in parti i
United Kingdom delegate’s views. 4 + ¥ particular, whether it met the

Lord S PE (Un-lt d Kl d()Ill) Te 116(1 thab lle dld not thi th . (!omm'ss'on

or TANHO © ng P ink that e

would get a correct answer to the real question at issue without including non-figlht;nf’
i)

* vehicles in the text. He repeated his suggestion that it mich )
entirely separat SE8LI might be necessary to include an
defencg. parate paragraph, a separate question, on the subject of mobility and national
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General DE NANAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) said that the French delegation’s text for
paragraph 4 met his views. He agreed that it would be well if the experts could give their
opinion on non-a.;moure_d vehicles ; it would be better, however, to embody the suggestion
made by the United Kingdom delegation in a separate paragraph.

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that he would have preferred a separate
question, s,;o as to have a clear answer. If, however, the Commission preferred the French
delegation’s text, he hoped that the experts would give a definition of a fighting

vehicle ; a motor vehicle with troops and machine-guns was as much a fighting vehicle as a
tank or an armoured car,

Paragraph 4, as amended by the French delegation, was adopted.

Paragraph 5.
Paragraph 5 was adopted without discussion.

M. LOoUNATCHARSKI (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;
“ (¢) Mobile armoured cupolas ;
“ (d) Armoured trains !

“(2) What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against
permanent fortifications?

“ I3 there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the lattert

“(3) What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against
entrenchments, field-works and other objectives of the battlefield 1

“ T3 there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the elemonts
of national defence referred to abovel!

“ (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,
“ (¢) An armoured train?”
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FIFTEENTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, May 31st, 1932, at 4 p.m.

President : M. BUERO.

20. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGNTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE
GENERAL COMMISSION ON APEIL 22ND, 1932 : REPLY OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS.:

The PRESIDENT opened the general discussion on _th_e reply of_the _Commlttee_of
Experts (document Conf. D./C.T.34) to the Land Commission’s questionnaire concerning
tanks, armoured cars, etc. That reply would serve as a basis for (_:oncll_lsmns which 1‘;he
Land Commission would submit to the General Commission in conformity with the rgsolutlon
of April 22nd ; the experts’ document would be annexed to the Land Commission’s report
to the General Commission.

General TEMPERLEY (United Kingdom) stated that the Uniped Kingdom '@elegation
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 8o, 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 NANAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) acceded on behalf of the Hungarian delegation
to I;Iote 2, as well ag 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 tanka.

“ 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.”

G_reneral NYGREN (Sweden) stated that the Swedish delegation supported the note
submitted by the German and Finnish delegations (Note 2).

General TARBUK (Austria) acceded on behalf of the Austrian delegation to Notes 2 and 3.

General BoNouI (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation supported the views expressed
by the German, Hungarian and United Kingdom deleEations. presse

Mr. WiLsoN (United States of America) observed that the reply of the Co i
Experts failed to give a clear definition of tanks, having tied up thlt)a ({eﬁnitioncofr?:;l::igi&f
that of armoured cars in such a way that the General Commission would be unable to
distinguish between them and to adopt a separate regime, if it so desired, for the two arms
Ile felt that the very purpose which had led the Land Commission to request the Committec;

of Experts for elucidation was nullified by the assumption, o i
body, of political considerations. d P » on tho part of that technical

Instead of answering a technical question, the experts had becom

theses, and, in attempting to amalgamate tanks and a
i rmo
technical report into discredit. ured cars

The man in the street would have no i i i
| e o | : Patience with .
echnicians to distinguish between two objects, which a chihlll ct;)l:ﬁdnz

e involved in political
y they had brought a

ability of some forty
ell apart, probably by
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their appearance and certainly by their performance. The tank was full armoured and
armed and capable of transit over the roughest terrain and over obstnclc‘s.y The armoured
car, while armed and lightly armoured, must confine itself to roads or very smooth going
across country, and its chlef.mlh.tary use was for scouting. In American experience, the
armoured car was little used in military operations, and the United States Army possessod

less than a score of such vehicles the remainder of those existing bei ) i
purposes and for the transport of g’old. Histing Delng used for polico

Both tanks and armoured cars were comparativ ins v
. A noul paratively new instruments of warfare. New
things _reqmred_ new deflmt_ions, and the use of a word in a general treaty or its aceeptance
by an international gathering such as the Disarmament Conference would establish for all
‘time a definition on which the future use of the word might be based.

The Committee of Experts, instead of clarifying the General Commission’s task, had
allowed itself to confuse the issue and endanger the very possibilitics of qualitative
dlsa,lzma.ment._ Shoul(_l the Commission decide to accept the experts’ reply, with its confession
of failure to differentiate between types which all the budgets of the world found it expedicnt
to tell apart, the United States delegation would make & reservation defining tho difference
between the two types on the basis of their purpose and their performance.

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) stated that the United Kingdom delegution had
been much struck by the divergence of opinion that existed, not only as to the actual
capabilities of armoured fighting vehicles, but even as to their nomenclature. Tanks had
only emerged during the later stages of the great war, when they were largely
experimental ; they had evolved since then, and differing expericnces and differing
problems made it difficult for the Commission to arrive at any agreement upon which
particular type was most efficacious against national defences.

The Committee of Experts had succeeded in reaching agreement on several important
points. It would be best, however, where wide differences existed on mutters of principle,
to draft a report stating frankly the view of each group of delegations. The Land
Commission would greatly facilitate the work of the General Commission if it refrained
from obscuring the real issue by trying to arrive at a common text in terms vague encugh
to cover up real differences of opinion. 1le 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 principle of limiting
the power of the aggressor and was prepared to make its contribution in that respeet in
the matter of armoured fighting vehicles. The danger of such vehicles to national defence
lay in their power to carry out a surprise attack, with the intention of delivering a rapid
knock-out blow. They possessed, in a varying degree (according to their types), high
speed, wide radius of action, capacity to cross and overcome obstacles, 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 posscss
the qualities upon which its offensive power depended. That issue had been obscured
in the Technical Committee by the assertion that even the lightest tanks had virtually
the same capacity to cross obstacles on an organised battleficld, when such obstacles
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, cou‘ld cross undamaged
trenches without preliminary bombardment and thus effect the surprise attack necessary

for a rapid knock-out blow.

Surprise must not be imputed solely to armoured fighting vehicles ; it was possible
s0 to armour a commercial vehicle as to afford some measure of protection to its occupants
and enable it, while carrying troops armed with rifles and machine-guns, to pierce far into
an enemy country. Surprise, formerly the role of cavalry, had to some extent passed to
the internal-combustion engine and might be successfully undertaken by vehicles which
could not be described as armoured fighting vehicles.

While, therefore, a rigid classification of_armoured fjghting vchicles {night not be
possible, experience bad proved that the varying ty;:es migzht be grouped in three main
categories — namely, (a) heavy tanks from a.I?out 25 tons upwards, heavily arrped a.nd
armoured, with considerable capacity for crushing obstacles.and a power of crossing wide
trenches which increased in proportion to their size ; (b) medium tanks from about 20 to 10
tons, less heavily armed and comparatively lightly armoured and with a considerably
restricted capacity to cross trenches ; their range and speed rendered them of great value as
a mobile reserve and in counter-attacks against troops which had pierced a defensive position
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(c¢) light tanks below 10 tons — with which might be included aranglir:gcgill'fa-is—s ;ggg.t.ngzt‘l;g
litrhtl; armed and armoured scouting vehicles esgentla.lly desng:ng d t(; L e ware
difficult to draw an accurate technica.lhd_islt]uncgmgl;el;e;?;z:v :311‘gt0 D o oss COnNtry, dué
irht be said to possess a nigher de _ : try, d
g:retiizourll;:l;l?(;gthe use of t,raclifs, while the latter were not specially designed for utilisation

on an organised battlefield. -
ommission’s resolution — the degree of menace to

upon whether the action of the weapon was
and that again depended substantially upon

The third criterion in the General Com:
the civilian population — depended primarily

iscriminating or indiscriminating in its effects, )
(tlllliacﬁ;:gzgiolﬂgof the individuals handling the weapons. Provided that the rules of war were

adhered to, the United Kingdom delegation did not co_nsider that any type of armoured
fighting vel,licle was a special menace to the civil population.

gate desired to preface the dei‘fin:‘itef pll'lt?osa.ls gf lils deleglggtlolz
servations. First, the question of armoured ighting vehicles could no
]l;g tta‘,‘;:;f il:;e:?ailﬂ},ing by itself. Certain nations had large effectives ; if, by the substitution
of machines for man-power, certain other nations had reduced substantially the number gf
their effectives, the abolition of all such vehicles must involve a corresponding increase in
their forces in 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-

a8 time went on.

The United Kingdom dele

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.

. In conclusion, Lord Stanhope proposed the following draft reply to the General Com-
mission : .

_“ The Land Commission, having examined the qualities and characteristics of the
various types of armoured fighting vehicles in the light of the criteria established by
the resolution of April 22nd, 1932, offers the following recommendations for the
consideration of the General Commission : '

1. With regard to tanks and armoured cars. — Having regard to the first and second
criteria, which may be considered together, the Land Commission is of the opinion
that the greatest danger of armoured fighting vehicles to the national defence lies
in their power to carry out a surprise attack, with the intention of delivering a rapid
knock-out blow. For this purpose, they possess, in varying degree according to their
respective types, the characteristics of speed and radius of action, capacity to cross or
to overcome obstacles, armour and ability to carry weapons. These qualities each
materially affect the weight of a vehicle, which is the principal standard by which the
capacity of an armoured fighting vehicle can therefore accurately be gauged. In other

words, the heavier the tank, the more it may possess those ch isti i
its offensive power depends’. TP characteristios upon which

{

“ While it is not possible to distinguish b i i initi
v disti Y precise technical definitions between
;hﬁ \éamous classes of armoured fighting vehicles, it may be said that those vehicles
all, -Tor purposes of general classification, into three main categories :

“ (b) Medium tanks of & wei e
These ate less heavily arm:(»l V;ﬁighgolxtweeq about 20 tons and about 10 toms.

considerably restricted trench-crossing capacit

Their special characteristics of range and speed render them of great value as

& mobile reserve and in - i i
defensive position, counter-attack against troops which have pierced a
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“ fc) Light tanks (below 10 tons in weight),

. armou_rti(li cars. These are lightly armed and armoured scouting vehicles
essclalnt_la. y glezglgne_ed for reconnaissance. While it is difficult to draw"an accurate
technical distinction, which would be generally acceptable, between light tanks
a.?d armoured cars, it may be said that the former possess & higher degree of power
of moving across country and of crossing trenches, due particularly to the use
of tracks, whilst the latter are not specially designed with a view to their
utilisation on an organised battlefield. Some armoured cars are, in fact, largely

confined to movement on roads although others of i
capable of moving across countr&. i )  different type may be

with which may bejincluded

“ The nature of defensive organisations likely to be encountered on the m
battlefield must also be considered, as well as the fy;-ontier defences, which vary gg}::l?
in strength as between (different States. Having regard to these as well as to the
qualities of armoured fighting vehicles referred to above, the Land Commission is
of opinion that the heaviest category -— namely, tanks of a weight of 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.

_ ‘f For the reasons stated, armoured fighting vehicles of the lighter categorics are
definitely less offensive in character. Moreover, it would in any case be uscless to
attempt to apply the restrictions of qualitative disarmament to the lighter types of
tanks or to armoured cars, in view of the ease with which vehicles possessing the
essential qualities of tanks and armoured cars can be improvised in a very short space
of time by the conversion of commercial, agricultural or other civil vehicles in general
use In 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
occupants. Such a vehicle could transport infantry armed with rifles and machine-guns
far into 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 undiseriminating
in its effect. The short range of their weapons and the fact that these will normally be
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 penetrate 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 cupolas and armoured trains. The offensive
capacity of mobile armoured cupolas and of armoured trains, and the efficacy of these
weapons against the national defence and their menace to the civil population, depend
entirely upon the range and the power of the artillery or other weapons with which
they are armed. They do not therefore appear to come within the scope of qualitative
disarmament as defined by the resolution of April 22nd, in virtue of any inherent

characteristic which they possess. ”

M. LounNATcHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist R.epubl_ics) recalleq that the Boviet’;
delegation had disapproved of the adoption of a questionnaire as a basis for the experts
work, on the grounds that a resolution on the concrete subject entrusted to the Land
Commission by the General Commission did not necessitate a detailed discussion. The
experts’ reply only confirmed the Soviet view that no unity of opinion existed in regard
to tanks, Every chapter had been liberally amended by various delegations, and the whole
document gave the impression that the amthors had been endeavouring to prevent the
inclusion of armoured vehicles in the list of weapons to be made subject to qualitative

disarmament.

i ation had already proposed the abolition of all tanks. Every new
modell‘l:)(; ?1?;;1 iteg;fg showed an impro’;rement in its characteristic properties in partlcul?,r,
horse-power, weight, armament, mobility, radius of action gnd armour. A further pqint
was the immense increase in the number of armoured vehicles and the fact that tanks
were now included in modern infantry units. Tanks constituted the essentially offensive

feature of modern armies. The experts’ reply, however, instead of bringing out clearly the =

LAND COMMISSION &
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ghting and offensive prope ie vehi w d from beginning to end

ighti i of armoured vehicles, was marke j

{;y at ltoue of rertti?:er:ce dc;aign!:(i :o cast doubt on their offensive character. Certain experts,
:

i i had raised the alarm
: : danger of disarmament in that sphere, nac
indeed, sntxlo:s itcou{aé\l;igﬁ i?:ctorsgwhmh; they maintained, _mlght constitute a far greater
in regard to agr. ing dimensions, weight, speed and armed capacity.

menace than those little toy tanks of varyl {lometres an hour were the danger! What
Wheeled agricultural tractors capable of 6 k (:) n: T the Skoda combined wheeled and

d
was the latest Renault tank ? What could be e compared with agricultural tractors?

t were all the other tan .
g;:il;fx‘litg: kxf;t d‘g:?mazlent, was what the delegations were at Geneva to talk about !
b

i ion had done useful propaganda in favour of the Soviet Five-Year
PlanTh"la‘lll:;olll%l g:::ﬁfggoa day turned out by the Stalingrad works were a real (lzlonquest,
but the Soviet delegate would never have thought of comparing phenomena of that order
with the intensive import of armoured vehicles of every kind that was going on in certain
countries bordering on the Union. Most of the Soviet-manufactured agricultural tractors
were wheeled tractors of the International ¥ 16 horse-power type, capablq of b to
6 kilometres an hour. Could they be compared with the latest types of tanks in certain
countries? Could they be converted into really useful tanks? Not that the Soviet Union,
if its frontiers were violated, would hesitate to employ those.mdustr.lal m;plementg. The
Soviet delegation protested energetically against tl}e system which consisted in 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 were or were not
offensive weapons. The Soviet delegation insisted that the Land Commlm’?n, 1pstea,<’i’
of repeating the Committee of Experts’ vague conclusions, should say “.Yes or ‘No
to that very simple question, It desired to have put to the vote a resolution 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

;o tflulal draft reply to the General Commission proposed by the United Kingdom delegation,
8 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, wherever there are no permanent manned fortification, nor organised

battlefield, 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 . . . *”

. General BEniTEZ (Spain), commenting on the United States delegate’s ver
criticism of the experts’ reply, observed that the Committee had made a Ig)raisewoitiysggcﬁ-%
to obtain unanimity. Thq experts were capable of distinguishing between a tank and an
;rlznpured car, but had tried to go further and to establish a definite line of demarcation

eir efforts had revealed the difficulty of achieving unanimity on any but a somewhaé



:OIOMI‘;]SS text. One example — noted by the Soviet delegate — would illustrate his point :
rom the results achieved by tanks in the last war, those weapons would seem to be
essentially offensive ; but the fact remained that they were not eapable of effective action

aga.ins_t fo_rtiﬁcations. That illustration alone showed how difficult it was to define the
situation in a few words.

M. AuBERT (France) said that his delegation was anxious that all possible consideration
should be given to the report of the experts, whose competence it appreciated. It could
not accordingly associate itself with the criticisms formulated by the United States
delegation. The du_;tmct:on between tanks and armoured motor-cars was not, in jts opinion,
80 easy as the United States delegate had argued. Both tanks and motor-cars could be
armoured and travel across country, and it was not possible to make a distinction between
them on the basis of weight. Only the use made of them might differ.

- 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 drawn attention would be
accentuated still further if an attempt were made to define the limits between light tanks,
medium-weight tanks and heavy tanks. There could be no technical reason for saying that a
twenty-five-ton tank was a defensive weapon, but that a thirty-ton tank was “ specifically
offensive ”. Such a distinction would be purely arbitrary. .

With regard to the use of armoured vehicles for surprise attacks, the remarks which
applied to attack held good for surprise tactics as well. Just as troops on the defonsive had
to make use of the counter-attack and consequently needed the arms required for the attack,
80 the defender, no less than the aggressor, was obliged to attempt surprises.

A tactical surprise must not be confused with the initial strategical surprise carried out
by an aggressor. Tanks were weapons of tactical surprise. 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, because they
economised personnel and rendered the combatants less vulnerable.

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 was
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 peace rather than seck arbitrarily to find
“ specifically offensive ” characteristics in machine-guns and armoured field-guns which
were moved from place to place with their armour, whereas the same weapons, if not
armoured, would be “ specifically defensive ”. .

M. Aubert read the French delegation’s draft reply to the General Commission :

“The following recommendations, based wupon the conclusions (document
D./C.T.34) contained in the replies of the Committee of Experts to the questionnaire
addressed to it by the Land Commission (document D./C.T.33),! 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 permanent fortifications. The same applies to armoured
trains carrying artillery capable of similar effective action — 1.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 efficacions 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 far into that territory according to the mobility,
speed and radius of action of the said vehicles, but also in counter-offensive opera-
tions conducted by a defender on the front, flanks or rear of an aggressor .wh_o has
penetrated into his territory and entrenched himself there. The characteristics as
regards armament, armour, mobility, the power of crossing obstacles and the radius
of action of these vehicles, most of which are primarily intended 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 ;

1 See Minutes of the fourteenth meeting.
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i i i fected ¢ n easily

“ Because the anti-tank weapons which are being per: ly,

in an grb;'mised position, be arranged so as to pyovxde a complete and effective

system of defence, whereas it is much more difficult for them tc; agﬁompa,ny a,g
offensive, so that troops which are attacking are more vulneg'able (_)t_ 3 aimt(:m{i

vehicles of the defenders than troops established in a defensive position are to the

tanks of the attackers ;

ification, to act as mobile

“ In the defence of a permanent system of fortification, ] )
fortress(ga{ capable, thanks to prepared routes, of advancing to any points which
are particularly threatened or of stopping any breach which may be made by the

assailant in the defensive arrangements.

“ hat the last-mentioned use is strictly defensive, requiring ‘heavily
armed?lll?i sfa,?g'oflr:d tanks, which are consequent}y very heavy ?.nd can with difficulty
be moved away from the area prepared for their action, suffices to show that any
discrimination between armoured vehicles according to yvelghi_;, dqsggned to prove that
the heaviest tanks are most offensive, would not be tec]_lmcany J:_mtlhed. It is, moreover,
impossible to make distinctions based upon the question of weight, as it 1s 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 t_helr own protection,
whether passive (armoured) or active (armament), that the}r weight shou_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 designed so as to be able to
move across country and which, from the standpoint of technical characteristics, are
tending to become assimilated to tanks, are useful in reconnaissance o_pgratlons, in
delaying an aggressor and in maintaining order in overseas territories whereitis 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. ”

General NYGREN (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 national 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.

He recognised that certain civil vehicles could be converted, within a comparati
short time, into tanks and armoured cars, particularly if at tim time of mal.)nu?aczsg
provision had be_e_n made for conversion. Such vehicles, however, were, generally speaking
less useful for military operations than real tanks. The possibility of conversion, therefore,
should not prevent the abolition of tanks properly so-called, which the Swedish delegatioﬁ
had proposed in its memorandum (document Conf. D.110).

The Swedish delegation considered, on the other hand, that arm

) ‘ ; oured m -
eqllx_lpped only with ordinary wheels, h:;d only a very limitt’ed value for an attgg(l)cr
military ob;eclnges not in the immediate vicinity of a read, and that they should n
regarded as being specifically offensive or threatening to national defence.

cars,
upon
ot be
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_ General BURHARDT-BUKACKI (Poland) said that, in principle, the Polish delegation was
quite prepared to include tanks and armoured moto,r-csﬁ's am%n:g the arms which could be
dealt with under the resolution of April 22nd. It thought., however, that this problem could
not be considered apart from another — npamely, the possibility of using certain
civil vehicles, in particular agricultural tractors, as tanks and of utilising in time of war the
factories where such tractors were made for the manufacture of armoured cars.

~ The Po_lish delegate, who had come to Geneva as his country’s representative with a
sincere desire to co-operate in the organisation of peace, was not referring, when he
mentioned tractors, to low-powered tractors, but only to those equipped with an engine of

b0 to 60_horse-pow<_er or more, mounted on tracks and capable of conversion into
comparatively effective fighting vehicles,

The question of conversion would be less important if the supply of tractors and the
degreg of developmgnt of the industry manufacturing them were appreciably the same in
the different countries. Unfortunately, that was not the case. In some countries where,
like Poland, their production had not been encouraged, whether for economio or socinl or
military reasons, the supply was insignificant, In others, among them some of
Poland’s immediate neighbours, the position was entirely different. In one of them, the
annual output of tractors, which had heen 44,500 units in 1930-31, represented something
like three or four times that number at the present time,

There could be no doubt as to the possibilities inherent in that position in the cnse of
;Bvar, a.tnd the Polish delegate had already referred to that matter in the Committeo of
xperts,

Further, the fact must not be overlooked that the countries in question had 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
in order to show the Commission that the question of tanks differed in aspect in the different
countries, He considered that, if qualitative disarmament were to be applied to tanks, the
Commission should also take steps to prevent the conversion of tractors and tractor fuctories
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 review
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, he had stated
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
Commission and the General Commission for the purposes of qualitative reduction.

He had proposed that the definition suggested by the Belginn 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 been
avoided.

The Brazilian delegation accordingly associated itself with the remarks of the United
States and Belgian delegates.

M. voN WEIZSACKER (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 vehicles to the Committee of Experts. e 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 aqd were not calcql.?,t_ed to expedite
the Commission’s task. M. von Weizsicker associated himself with the criticisms expressed
by the Unifed States delegate and M. Lounatcharski.

In the Treaty of Versailles, tanks, armoured cars, etc., were mentioned, but were
not specially defined. He did not see why it had been necessary to devote a long discussion
to finding & definition which had not been considered necessary in the Treaty of Versailles,

He drew attention to certain passages in the experts’ report. ) The experts bad said
that very light tanks might be effective against strongly orga.msed battlefields. The
experience of the last war had shown that tanks were a particularly offensive weapon.
Why was that fact contested now? 7 .

Certain delegations had stated that tanks, on an organised battlefield, and certain
armoured cars, in the case of improvised or disconnected field-works, might be particularly
effective against 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 8o, tanks could operate
against national defence objectives outside the battlefield, in the strict sense of the term,
abnd become a danger to the civilian population. The Gex_‘man delegation considered
that the civilian population could not be protected against tanks, and that these
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ons sccordingly came not only within the firab two eriteria but within the_ third as
weap .

well.

Again, the conversion of agricultura
materigal, p’ersonnel and time, but the va.
ordinary tanks.

1 tractors into tanks was feasible given the necessary
lue of such converted vehicles was less than that of

i i istics mentioned
tion considered that tanks possessed the characteristi
i tl?h‘(a}gf:g? %gggﬁis;gn’s question. It failed to understand why mention had been
:;]adeeof the " humanisation ” of war in connection with tanks. The soldiers in the tank

might perhaps benefit by such “ humanisation ”, but that did not apply to the encmy
forces.

. . . . . . he only
the divergencies of opinion, the German delegate considered th_a.t t. ‘

solutlignV;:;vuftif beetolsaygthat all tanks we’re specifically offensive, and hg ma.m?amed his

delegation’s proposal. He supported the Soviet delegation’s remarks and, in particular, the

Hungarian delegation’s proposal. !

G al BonoMI (Italy) said that his delegation could not acecept either the proposal
made g;etrhe United léinggom 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 vehic!es, it was
possible to economise 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 jn its men}orandum' and
inits proposal of May 7th, 1932% — 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 a.ccepf the Soviet delegation’s proposal, the Italian delegation supported
the Hungarian proposal.}

General NANAsY-MEGAY (Hungary) recalled the lesson of the last war — that there
was no possible defence against a successful surprise attack. Offensive strategy based
on surprise was considerably strengthened by armoured vehicles, and the Hungarian
delegation considered that tanks, armoured motor-cars and all similar machines capable
of being 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. :

Other arms — for instance, infantry transported in motor-cars, or cavalry—also took
part, in surprise operations, but their fighting wvalue could not compare with that
of armoured fighting vehicles, since, although infantry could be relatively quickly

1 See below.
? Document Conf.D.108. . :
* The document which the Italian delegation submitted on May 7th, 1932, read as follows :

.., “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 obstacl
particularly suited for offensive purposes, for taking by surprise and destroying defenclt:s (bsa:l():efls-'wailr"g
entanglements, trenches, breastworks, etc.) constructed y the defender.

*As the world war showed, these 1 1 i i i
the object of Iaanching an atesch weapons were only employed against defences, and in all cases with

“Armoured and armed cars of all kinds are suited for surprise actions, which are
by an aggressor. In view of their wide range of action and their mobility,

offensive raide into the interior of a country, and are thus particularly threaten; ivili
.« . . el : em =
ly, they fulfil the first and third conditions laid down in t{)le above-lgentioned r:;goti?xfil:l;l.mns- Consequent

“On the other hand, tanks are particularly suited to shock actions
the object of opening the way for attacking troops and making conditizgg o

them as againet the defending t . . 1
l‘esolutio;.g . ng troops. Consequently, they fulfil the first

pa.rticularliv) employed
they may also be used for

erushing opposition with
as favourable as possible for
and second conditions of the

“In the Italian delegation® s opinion, if the use of these cate

abolished, the offensive wou!d be robbed of
made more effective. of much of the probab

“Moreover, tanks are particularly costl ing 3
abolition would considerably decrea.sey militgr;’ :‘;f)ngn:ﬁ?e? e constantly being improved, so that their

“Accordingly, the Italian delogati , taki iteri ;
tanks and nrmecf and armoured cmgs olfo:u l?inltfsg."the above criteria as a basis, Proposes the abolition of

egories of armaments in warfare were
ility of success, and the defence could



transported in motor-cars, the fact that it could not then use its own arms, and was far more
vulnerable than armoured vehicles to attack by any other arm, placed it in a definitely
inferior situation as compared with the armoured vehicles, Again, cavalry could not
move as fast, and the trooper and his horse were far more vulnerable than armoured fighting

vehicles to attack by any other arm. It was therefore plain that armoured fighting vehicles
were an essential part of any surprise operation.

. In the Hungarian delegation’s opinion, an exhaustive knowledge of the strategio
importance of armoured fighting vehicles was sufficient in itself for such vehicles to be
deemed to be covered by the General Commission’s resolution of April 22nd.

Notwithstanding these facts, the Hungarian delegation was prepared to take part in
a technical enquiry by the Land Commission regarding the importance of armoured
fighting vehicles.

_The first question was: Which armoured fighting vehicles were the most effective
against national defence! The Hungarian delegation, basing its view on the opinion of the
Committee of Experts, held that all tanks, and those categories of armoured motor-cars
which were capable of effective action against battlefield entrenchments, were to be regarded
as the most effective against national defence.

In the matter of the armoured fighting vehicles which were the most threatening to
the civilian population, the Hungarian delegation again based its view on the experts’ reply;
while it recognised that the experts had also stated that the fire of tanks and armoured
motor-cars was extremely precise, with a consequent reduction in the risk to the civilinn
population, it considered that the power of armoured vebicles, directly they appeared to
create a new battlefield so rapidly that the civilian population was incapable of seeking
refuge in time — that fact alone answered entirely to the criterion of a threat to the civilinn
population and hence that all very mobile tanks and armoured motor-cars and similar
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 aguinst 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 countries threatened to maintain their frontier
defences — even in time of peace — at a level sufficiently high for them to be in a position
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 also be of great use to the
defenders could not, in the Hungarian delegation’s view, nullify and could, indeod, hurdly
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 surprising the
enemy, constitutes a considerable threat to national defence and to the civilian
population ; .

“ Whereas the conduct of such war is greatly facilitated by the armoured weapons
enumerated below :

“ The Land Commission considers that tanks, armoured cars, or any other similar
appliances answer to the three characteristics laid down in the General Commission’s
resolution of April 22nd, and that, consequently, they should be inserted in the list 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 misunderstapding, it would be desirable
to point out that the report by the Committee of Experts was intended to be used by the
Commission only in so far as the latter found it helpfl_xl. It the majority 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 explanz:.tmn had appeared
necessary because certain delegations seemed to think that the experts repo‘rt was binding
on the delegations, whereas, in fact, it was only submitted to the General Commission for

its information.

M. AuBERT (France) desired to reply to the German delegate’s remark, with reference
to the experts’ report, that the tanks employed during the last war had been an offensive
weapon. France could not agree that an arm which 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 LarpoNER (Estonia) said that if the experts’ report, against which certain
criticisms had been made, indicated certain divergencies of opinion, he had been obliged to
notice that there were even wider divergencies in the Land Commission.
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i ission’s task was purely

,siCKER (Germany) said that the Land Commission 8 _
technhféa}rogm‘i;v gzgithe qugstion su{)mitted to it should be discussed frlom tthat uplgulllt; of
view alone. If speakers entered on the political field, the German delegate wo ve

other observations teo offer.

i i i taken as purely technica.l.-
M. AUBERT (France) said that his observation was to be
It was intended (as an il)lustration of the argument he had advanced to the effect that
tanks were a weapon for the purposes of counter-attack.

SIXTEENTH MEETING

- Held on Wednesday, June Ist, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. BUERO.

21. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY
THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932 : CONSIDERATION OF THE REPLY
TO BE BENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION,

The PRESIDENT observed that the divergence of views which had appeared in the
Committee of Experts! had been confirmed in the Land Commission, and that it seemed
useless to try to reconcile the theses of the different delegations. He suggested that, on the
conclusion of the general debate, the Commission should ask M. Bourquin, as Rapporteur,
to prepare a report describing the situation.

The delegations appeared to be divided into some five groups, and the Bureau had
prepared a classification which would be submitted to the Land Commission later. The
Rapporteur might be asked to state that unanimity had been found impossible and might
then proceed to enumerate the main trends of opinion : some delegations were in favour
of the abolition of tanks; a second group made & distinction between tanks and armoured
cars ; & 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 vebicles 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,% 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 constitute 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 thel_n, 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 match for the enemy tank. Every effort is being made to prevent chemical and
bacterlologlc_al warfare. It is surely essential to prevent, or at all events to limit, tank
warfare, which is certainly easier to supervise than chemical warfare. One migl’lt ask
why, if the limitation of capital ships was brought about at Washington, it should not

be ; A . : e
theﬁses;lzli:egg‘grmg about the reduction of armoured land-skips, and even to prohibit

—————— e

! Document Con{.D./C.T.34.
inutes of the third session of the Preparatory Commission, page 219.
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In the Committee of Experts, the Neth i
. rts, erlands delegation had supported the text
Fhlngh had been adopted concerning the possibility of actionbagainst objectives of the battle-
ie 1’f .smltlze, 1fn 1ts_ view, {t_appeared from the text that even seven-ton .tanks possessed
specilically offensive qualities. That applied also to the action of tanks against permanent

fortifications ; hence the Netherlands delecation’ : ; i i
P, Experts’ reply. gation’s note to the answer to question 2 in the

When one came to consider the possible action of tanks — even six or seven to K8 —
permanent fortifications which could not, throughout their whole length, be tplt-lo?i'g:(: in
time of peace with accessory defences against such weapons would be particularly exposed,
especially at fhe .begmnmg of a war, On that point, the Netherlands delegate supported
General Galet’s view. He accordingly endorsed General Nygren's suggestion for the abolition
of all tanks and special armoured cars capable of being used on the battleficld.

_ The Netherl_ands delegatiqn thought that such weapons, answering as they did to the
criteria named in the resolution of April 22nd, should be made subject to qualitative
disarmament. It had therefore submitted the following proposal :

“ Tanks and armoured cars, provided with special appliances to enable their use
on the b?.ttilefleld, should be considered as having the most specifically offensive
characteristics and the greatest effectiveness against national defence.”

] M. _L_OUD{ATCBARSKI ‘(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that, in the interests
of simplification, the Soviet delegation desired to support the Hungarian proposal submitted
at the close of the last meeting and to withdraw its own.

Referring to the Polish delegate’s last speech, he maintained, while agrecing 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 already submitted to
the Conference a proposal advocating the abolition of tanks and armoured cars, Those
weapons, it considered, possessed the three offensive characteristics named by the Genoral
Commission. Tanks, in particular, possessed great mobility and a wide range of action
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 aggressor,
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 observations,$
the object of which was to include armoured cars among the weapons most specifically
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 document Conf.D.102 of
April 26th, and that it had repeated those observations on May 11th?

He recalled that, on May 20th, 1932, his delegation had submitted the following proposal,
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 chemical and
bacteriological warfare must be classed in the category of weapons ‘¢ whose character
is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national defence

y »

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 themselves to the new
war of “positions ” —i.e., of general defence. Numerous offensives had shown the
impossibility of breaking down the enemy’s resistance ynth the weapons ?.vmla.ble. at t_he
beginning of the war, and new weapons were accordingly created, demgnpd pnma}nly
" to increase the offensive power. In addition to the strengthening of mobile and fixed
heavy artillery, bombing planes and tanks were constructed, the latter being, in the

1 Document Conf.D./C.T.34. )
8 See Minutes of the previous meeting. o
# Ses Minutes of the eighth meeting of the Land Commisaion.
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nee, apart from the element

: : i zcelle
Austrian delegation’s view, the weapon of aggression par ¢ corxideration explained the

of surprise and the moral effect which it produced. The same
use of armoured cars and poison gases.

While armoured cars and armoured
actually been created during that period.
i ivenin the experts’ reply.

initi nks, armoured cars and armoured trains were givenin . \
All gl)xf)iiam::g:;(?ri: awitimut exception, were prohibited as offensive weapons 1n certain
armies employed si;npl y for the defence of the national frontiers, and such armies possessed

neither tanks, armoured cars, Ror armoured trains. -~

iti ifi i —_ fficacious against
he abolition of specifically offensive weapons weapons most e )

na(:ioil;a.(la (?efence and m%sb threatening to civilians, and w1thout.whlch an of_fenswe on a
big scale was impossible—constituted the most urgent requirement of international

security. ‘ E
In conclusion, the Austrian delegation supportpd the I_)roposals of the Hungarian and
Netherlands delegations, which were on the same lines as its own.

trains had existed before the war, tanks had

M. PirschEL (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 the Conference as a whole. That st@tement
implied no reproach as regards the Technical Commissions themselves, which .ha,d
endeavoured, with highly laudable zeal, to go into all the technical 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 fatal 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.

) Undo_ubtedly, 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 clearly in the minds of all the speakers during the general debate, when the declarations
of the big Powers in particular had aroused the highest hopes. It would find then that
it would be easier to decide which weapons should be abolished. The Danish delegate

proposed to refer simply to heavy artillery, but parallels could, he said, be drawn for tanks
and various other weapons and means of combat.

" fll‘)(:l c«lmlnslder the beginning of the great war: what would the situation have been
ﬁoltl;lf' e heavy artillery had not existed, a weapon which was later employed also by those
e ing on their own territory — i.e., for purposes which might be described as defensive ?

ndl(:lubtedly, the permanent fortified defences of certain small countries, for example,
:m:h haye offereq & much higher degree of resistance, and certain marches depending
C tn e swift reduction of those defensive works could not have been carried out. From this
it was )ustifiable to draw the conclusion that, at the moment when war broke out — and

this was the moment which was of the i i

L ; greatest interest since 1t was of preponderatin

ggg;;tlznt(;erz;)&eatﬁ:ycgrﬁzglcat :z;:a.fndppint — it was mobile heavy a,rtillerl;r tgat made 1%
l nen :

B0y intention by disturg the poatn, efensive works ; that factor was calculated to encourage

; the absence of those weapons, on the other h in
::trlg;%erdi Itlc‘), jﬁgsﬁte such an intention. True, if war brol?e out notwit;hst:::l.!f(iil:z;l‘ggl da:ntc)le;h%
T teoelp moraded an‘;r tﬁz:;i(;rgrtg“t;e cgugtx('ly v;hiifch he was attacking, that count;‘y might
8 i
That defect, howsver, would simply }il’avelgo etfe a.d:;ial:(}ll S rearty out & counter-attack,

the price was infinitesimal compared with the object in vieivvl.t was the price of success, and

The decision now called for was not a technical one, but a political one. It was essential

that t imit fi i
he limit fixed should be low. Once it had been fixed, and provided the control was

effective, military expert, i

defensive w perts could easily construct permanent fortificati imuprovised

temp:;;; ob(‘)(:l(:g- suf{nuently powerful to withstand the a,c.rg'ressorca.at?(;mtssoa’(lzl(;1 1t'tprt0 ls
Jectives ! The lower the limit, the less armaments would cost ekt fess
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of Naali]:n:)ﬁal,]&Sh' delegl.?te desired to submit one further observation. While the League
S tioaions had glvetn t.-te smaller States — particularly when grouped together for concerted
- importance tolt)lliorf 1:111 5{ ireater, no doubt, than ever before of influencing decisions of

! 0 ¢ fate of the world and of modern civilisation, those decisions none the less
always _reppndeq primarily on the big Powers. That statement, if it were desired to
summarise it, might perhaps be expressed in a brief formula : the power was in the hands
of the big Powers ; power implied honour, and honour implied responsibility.,

General BRI_ND (India) stated that the delegation of India could not support the draft
resolution submitted by the Hungarian delegation, since it disagreed with that resolution
in three vital particulars. First, it did not consider that it fully or accurately answered the
questions put to the Land Commission by the General Commission ; secondly, it considered
that the resplutmn was based on a purely local and special point of view ; and, thirdly, it
disagreed with the conclusions formed as regards the civil population.

As regards the questions put by the General Commission, the Land Commission had
been asked to examine land armaments with a view to selecting those weapons which were
the most specifically offensive, the most efficacious against nutional defenee and the most
threatening to civilians. It was, in the view of the delegution of India, neither helpful nor
correct to say that all tanks and armoured cars were the most offensive, ete., when it was
known that the offensive quality varied enormously with the size and type. 1t must be
obvious te the Land Commission that a vehicle heavily armed and armoured, which could
surmount almost any obstacle, was a more offensive weapon than a lightly armed and
armoured vehicle which could go across country only with difficulty, and that a moderately
armed and a moderately armoured cross-country vehicle was more efficacious agninst
national defence than a light one which was confined to roads. In short, it seemed to the
delegation of India to be absolutely incorrect to say that all armoured vehicles were the
most offensive when it was known that some were more offensive than others, nnd, as
the United States delegate had pointed out, that some were only of use for police work.,

As regards the second objection — that the ITungarian resolution was based on a local
and special point of view — the delegate for India noted that the Ueneral Commission's
resolution to which the Land Commission was endeavouring to find a reply was hased on o
previous resolution, which said that the General Commission declared that the provisions of
Article 8 of the Covenant were to be applied, that armaments were to be reduced to the
lowest possible limit consistent with national safety, and that account hud to be taken
of the geographical situation and special circumstances of each State. That fact must not
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 Persiun delegate had given a
glimpse of a more Eastern picture, and it was necessary that the delegation of India should
express its point of view, which was based on conditions in some respects not unlike those
referred to by the Persian delegate.

India had two main problems to consider in connection with the maintenance of order
within her own frontiers : a frontier problem — i.e., defence against tribes living within her
own frontiers — and the maintenance of order in the interior of the peninsula,

To consider first the frontier problem. There existed within the frontier a belt of
unadministered, mountainous tribal territory several hundred miles long and some sixty
miles across. The tribes inhabiting that belt were numerous ; they were warlike, (mostly)
gkilful and well armed. They liked war, or rather raiding, they were not interested in
disarmament conferences, and their rifles were their most cherished possessions. By degrees
roads, which had a civilising influence, were being constructed through that belt, but the
work was difficult and expensive and progress was slow. For the maintenance of order in
that area, armoured cars and light tanks were essential, and were used for reconnaissance
in place of cavalry patrols, for communication and liaison, for escorts and sometimes for

rapid reinforcement.

As regards the rest of the peninsula, it must be remembered that the country was as
large as Europe without the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, that it had a pepulation
of 350 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 peningula 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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i — and then, in the case of
— with liaison and escort work next in order and | , in
ist banch onw;tgrea,ter scale (which unfortunately occurred fronfl tlrﬁ]ebg?ntu:etﬂggat]ﬁd
oo ured uite recently), reconnaissance and cavalry work, Far fro . ngn a por 0
:lfguc?\.ril x?opulation, arxr;oured cars actually preve:nted d1fferenlt. t;f;(_lzft;onlsnd ioa , %eizﬁlé
ther, and had been found most effective in 8topping communal 8 e, ne: O T
v "been compelled, for financial reasons, to reduce effectives and exp re, and ny
f:(?;sction of armoureé cars or light tanks would involve a considerable increase in eifectives

and expenditure,

importanc

- i i Iution was that
: ird objection noted by the delegate of India to the Hungarian reso . ,
a8 re'{g:'::cltr:u:ge aileged threat gf tanks and ar_moured. cars to the cu;ﬂnpopulgtzlon, the
statement was not only incorrect, but was at variance with the very carefully worded report
on the subject drawn up by the Committee of Experts. In all the early ghscussiog_s on the
subject, the weapons which were criticised 28 being a menace to the civil pO%u a {onlwere
bombing-aeroplanes, submarines and long-range artillery. Tanks had never been inc uded
in that category, and the speaker knew of no example in war of their having been so
considered. Neither tanks nor armoured cars could be conmde:red in the same category as
aeroplanes or heavy artillery, for the following reasons : Quite apart from the possible
indiscriminate use of the weapon, and with the best intentions in the world, an airman or an
artilleryman might miss his target, and at great heights gmd long ranges very frequently
he must miss it. In the case of tanks and armoured cars it was not the inaccuracy of the
weapon or its long range that had 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, the 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 8o — 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 ears 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
forced into war, she would have to resort to improvised weapons, as had been the case
during the war for her independence. For such a country as Latvia, with her slender resources
and with the possibility of vast stretches of front very variable in character, armoured

cars and trains would constitute useful armaments ; they could, however, only be employed
for national defence,

It had been stated that all defensive armaments could become offensive, since tactics
necessitated continual changes from the defensive to the offensive in the form of counter-
attacks, etc. Nevertheless, neither for offence nor for surprise attack had armoured cars and
trains the importance that had been attributed to them. The part they could play was
limited to the opening stages of an attack, and was smaller than the Commission seemed to
think. These arms were linked to lines of communications ~— roads and railways. They
eguld not operate at any great distance from the troops to which they were attached, and
they constituted no threat to civilians, as they were rather for reconnaissance atro,l or
even liaison purposes. Further, they did not usually carry heavy guns. ' P ’

In conclusion, he would point out that these weapons

decisively in battle ; the Latvian delegation considered them could never, alone, be used

purely defensive.

Colonel MARTOLA (Finland) supported i8 vi
nor armoured trains could be cc))nsilzil:ared astsg:ra,l o ey Inbis ming to natrarmoured cars

; { » and which were ar i
mainly used for reconnaissance purposes. T med with small-c

maintenance of order. It was true that t



As the experts had pointed out, the us i
. A X e of armoured trains was dependent upon the
evxlsttencef of railways. They could only be used by the defending State and could not
v lclen ure far from their ba:}e, as the slightest obstacle could put them out of action. For
these reasons, his delegation supported General Kaleys® statements,

Colonel ToMBERG (Estonia) also agreed with the Latvian delegation on the subject
of armoured cars and armoured trains. Such arms were a means of defence for small conntries
unable to construct expensive fortifications to protect the Lkey-points of their
communications. They could scarcely be used for offence, since a haundful of men or a few
kilogrammes of exploswes_ were sufficient to put an armoured train out of action. They
could be used to the full in defence only ; it was in any case impossible to use them for
surprise attack, since roads and railways were guarded.

The Estonian delegation therefore considered that tanks and armoured ears could
not be regarded as one of the most specifically offensive means of warfure.

) C(_)lqnel Buzl (Persia) reminded the Commission that he had alrendy stated why, in
his opinion, it was impossible to consider armoured curs as offensive weapons, In Persin,
such cars were used for purposes of liaison between the differont pulice posts and bodies
of troops responsible for the maintenance of order. This would be the case until such time
a8 Persia was equipped with an adequate railway system.

" The Committee of Experts had acknowledged that this view was sound, rocognising
that certain of the machines in question were not intended for use on the buttlefield.

The Hungarian delegate had stated that the draft resolution submitted by his delegation
had been drawn up in the spirit of the Committee of Experts’ report, and this draft resolution
covered tanks and armoured cars of an aggressive nature and not less powerful or less

-heavily armoured machines not constructed for use on the field of battle.

Hence the Persian delegation was prepared to vote for either the Hunguriun draft
resolution or the Netherlands proposal.

Lieutenant-Colonel CRERAR (Canada)stated that the Canadian delegation supported the
draft reply proposed by the United Kingdom delegation at the last mecting ; it alvo agreed
with the text proposed by the Italian delegation! to the effect that the measure of
effectiveness of an armoured fighting vehicle was dependent upon * offensive power
(armament and weight), protective efficacy (armour), speed, radius of action and capucity
to move over ground ”, As each of these factors was largely dependent on “ weight ', weight
was a logical basis for determining the effectiveness of tanks in their possible operation
against field entrencliments and other elements of national defence.

If the Land Commission was not prepared to suggest to the General Comminsion that
the factor of weight could usefully be applied as a measure of qualitative divarmament, thoe
only alternative conclusion must be to ask that all tanks should be prohibited or that
none should be.

The discussions had shown clearly that the dividing-line between commercial all-track,
semi-track and wheeled vehicles and the military pattern tank or armoured car could not be
clearly defined or recognised. As mechanical transport became more perfect, this distinetion
would become even more difficult to draw. The Land Commission would thercfore be
obliged to suggest that neither tanks nor armoured cars should be aholished, which would he
regrettable.

For these reasons, the Canadian delegation supported the United Kingdom proposal,
which expressed in some detail a useful and sound principle —— namely, that the weight of o
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 Spanish delegation considered :

(1) That light tanks constructed for co-operation with infantry in all phases of
battle and over any kind of ground should be classed 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 quoted in the experts’ reply,
should be considered as specifically offensive and efficacious against national defence ;

1 Document Conf.D./C.T./C.E. 52.
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armaments ;

(8) That motor vehicles adaptable in varying degrees of perfection to military
ends formed part of the potential war strength of each country.

stood as such, were fixed

nish delegation considered that the .qu.estion of the prohibition or non-
prohil?:)li]&ospzf the arnglaments in question was within the competence of the General

Commission.

- M. Sato (J. apa',n) stated that his delegation thought :

(1) That tanks and armoured cars should not be considered threatening to civilians
unless employed in a way contrary to the rules of international law relating to war.

(2) Since the offensiveness of mobile cupolas and armoured trains de_pende<_1 upon the
arms which they carried, the Japanese delegation considered that these vehicles did not come
into any of the three categories mentioned in the General Commission’s resolution. 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 & 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
armoured cars were essentially offensive weapons and among those most efficacious against
national defepce. In view of the fact that surprise attack constituted a grave danger for
small countries possessing few means of defence — as the Belgian and Hungarian
delegates had already explained — and since such attack could place these countries
in a particularly disadvantageous position until such time as the organs of the League of
Nations could come into operation, the Norwegian delegation wag ready to support the
Belgian amendment.! It could not, however, support the British proposal, in which only
tanks weighing over twenty-five tons were considered specifically offensive’. :

The Norwegian delegation could have su '

_The ' : pported the Netherlagnds i
Eaal;l;l;, :;nom trg(eletmg, wh:ich had been accepted by the Swedish delegatiglr‘l(:%?ﬁla;upbrggf)tsﬁ

I armoured cars not equipped with caterpillars. The N i i
considered that armoured cars were very effective offensive apons saines egatlon
attack. His delegation did not consider armoured t ins cesention Pons agamst_ oo Their
radius of action was limited by the existence of railw;?rli]izeess.senmauy offensive, sinco their

The Norwegian delegation considered that i i
the most nearly in accor(i’a,nce with its point :f vtil;(:v Elilc{l Srould iy sation’s proposal’ was

spite of doubts as to the offensive character of armouredv:;;):ilgsthus vote In its favour, in

! See Minutes of the fifteenth meeting.
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Genera.l VATEFF (Bulgaria) said the Bulgarian delegation felt that, in view of the
reasons which had led to their construction in the world war, their special features and their
method of action and use, tanks were exclusively offensive weapons. Moreover, their great
mobility favoured surprise attack, particularly at the beginning of the war.

_The Bulgarian delegation was of opinion that tanks were most efficacious against
national defence, because they could destroy temporary constructions, and because they
could, by crushing obstacles, open passages for the attacking troops and, with their
armament, could protect the advance of these troops. The heavier the tank, the more
offensive and dangerous it was against national defence,

Tanks were more or less threatening to civilians according to the strength of their
armament and the belligerents’ respect for international treaties.

The Bulgarian delegation considered that armoured cars, which were very mobile
and had a wide radius of action, were particularly suitable for offensive action. They could
make surprise attacks and constitute a threat to civilians by invading the territory of
the country, Finally, the Bulgarian delegation considered that armoured cars were not
very efficacious against defence organisations.

__ Lieut.-General OMAR (Afghanistan) said that the Afghan delegation, in conformity
with its proposal! and with its statement made previously, was of opinion thot tanks and
armoured cars were the most specifically offensive weapons, the most efficacious agninst
national defence, and the most threatening to civilians. It therefore approved and
supported the Hungarian?® and Netherlands draft resolutions.

General DnnTrREsco (Roumania) pointed out that, in its report, the Committee of
Experts had unanimously agreed that it was possible rapidly and eusily to convert
agricultural tractors or other vehicles into tanks or armoured cars,

The value of these vehicles converted for military purposes might be greater than that
of old model tanks or armoured cars, and their use en masse by the armies of the countries
in which a large number was available was certainly dangerous and very efficacious against
national defence.

The Roumanian delegation was therefore of opinion that,in providing for the limitation,
reduction or prohibition of tanks or armoured cars, it should be borne in mind that
agricultural tractors or other vehicles could easily and rapidly be convertod into tanks
or armoured cars.

The Roumanian delegation did not intend, in making this remark, in any way to suggrest
that the development of the agricultural industry should be hampered. 1t merely desired
to draw attention to the importance of bearing this fict in mind, a8 in the cavse 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 (Swiﬁzerland) 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 specifically offensive than a lorry for the transport of
troops armed with machine-guns or guns.

The Swiss delegation could not accept the Hungarian proposal, nor did it consider
that armoured vehicles were particularly dangerous to civilians. It did not feel that the
danger of surprise attack should be attributed to armoured cars, since a strategic surprise
attack depended not only upon tanks but also upen infantry. Obviously, an infantry
battalion with machine-guns was as dangerous to civilians as an armoured vehicle.

Apparently, the Hungarian delegation had considered the danger to civilians in a
gomewhat different light from the General Commission, which understood it to cover the
risks run by the population outside the field of battle. Surprise operations would inevitably
create a new battlefield, but the same would apply to other material as well a8 to armoured

vehicles.

Colonel Ziiblin felt that the question of tractors was rather within f:he. General
Commission’s competence. It would be useful, however, if the Land Commission could
bring it to the notice of the General Commission, in order that the latter might bear it in
mind in discussing limitation or reduction. Colonel Ziiblin said that, in this sense, he could
support the Roumanian proposal to set up a committee to consider tractors.

1 Document Conf.D. 116. .
2 See Minutes of the fifteenth meeting.
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' i that the
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United Kingdom) noted that Mr. Wilson had criticised the Committee
of E?S;(ritss iﬁzligvlilié sgi?erely bgca.use it had been unable to define tanks and armoured

cars. )
He pointed out that the United Kingdom delegation had submitted a proposal to

i i i . to the
ttee of Experts, which that Committee had not accepted. In response .
;’l:-zsggﬁt!;]’lsl appeal, hepaga.i’n submitted a proposal which would perhaps meet, if not with
unanimous approval, at least with the approval of the majority of the Commission.

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 had to traverse. In the vast, flat plains of the United States and Canada,
it was a8 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
characteristics are great range and speed on roads, but they have practically no
capacity for crossing trenches. Like the light tank, their réle is reconnaissance,
and they are useless for attack against any form of organised defensive position_

“ Armoured fighting vehicles might be further classified under three main
categories.”

He added that the United Kingdom delegation could accept the Belgi legation’
addition to the second paragraph, ! as it improved the text. P Sgian delogation’s

Mr. WiLsoN (United States of America) paid a tribute to th i ?
draw up a definition making the discussions more clear. © President’s efforts to

He also thanked the United Kingdom delegation for making similar eff 1
be wanting in gratitude if he did not immediately say that he r%a.dily accepotlt'at;'tlgegnggeg
Kingdom proposal and the Belgian proposal with regard to surprise attack.

General WHANG (China) pointed out i i i
the abolition of tanks( and a.i‘nlm)oured c::'ls. o‘%:hagam v 6 the cquntry was in favour of

‘s ] 8 view to th i
General Commission, the Chinese delegation supported thg H:ngg&g'ﬁf’; (:)Ifozalieply to the

ger otpr;s?‘;i)?'vasm& Blfallj'ing in mind the statements
Lithuanian delegation supported the H i 130 aliac Y armoured vehicles, the
other similar appliances ”pdi d not inclﬁgganan proposal, on condition that the words “ any

® armoured trains, for the Lithuanian delegation
— :

! Bee Minutes 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.

M. AUBERT (France) asked that, without prejudice to the draft previously submitted
by the French delegat_lon, the following declaration, the object of which was to facilitate
a comparison of the diverse views, should be inserted in the report.

“1. While in many respects tanks possess fizhting qualities superior to thoese of other
means of combat, they are nevertheless not capable of being used efficaciously, independently
of other weapons, particularly of the infantry. :

% - . . .
2. Tanks and armoured cars are essential factors in the defence forces of certain

countries whos_e geographical situation exposes them to immediate invasion, whose human

resources are limited, who, further, are responsible for maintaining order in vast oversea

territori_es, and whose_security depends to a great extent upon materials enabling them to
economise their effectives.

“3. Tanks and armoured cars are among the weapons least threatening to civilians,
a8, owing to their precision of action, they must be directed at militury objectives,

“ 4. Tanks and armoured cars are therefore not (a) the most specifically offensive;
(b) the most efficacious against national defence ; (¢) the most threntening to civitiana,

_ “5. Inall cases the weight above which tanks could be considered as answering to the
criteria (paragraph 4 (a) and (&) above) should be not less than the weight necessary to
ensure adequate protection against appliances specially constructed to destroy them.

“ 6. The reduction and limitation of the weight of tanks and armoured cars do not
come within the Commission’s present terms of reference, as they involve questions of
principle which must first be discussed by the General Commission,”

M. Aubert pointed out that Nos. 1, 2, 3, 4 and 6 were based on the statements of the
United States, United Kingdom and Japanese delegations in the Naval Commission relating
to capital ships, and that No. 5 was similar to a statement made in the Naval Commission
by the French delegation (see pages 5 and 7 of the Naval Commission’s report)t,

General BUrRHARDT-BUEACKI {Poland) stated that he supported the Roumanian
proposal, particularly as interpreted by the Swiss delegation. 1le asked thut the following
declaration be inserted in the report :

“ The Polish delegation points out that, should the General Comminsion decide to
apply certain measures of qualitative disarmament to tanks, it would be absolutely
essential to take simultaneous action with a view to preventing:

“1. The conversion of agricultural and other tractors into tanks ;
“95.  The utilisation of tractor factories for the manufacture of tanks. ”

General Kossiter (Yugoslavia) also supported the Roumanian proposal with regard
to the conversion of agricultural tractors. He did not think it necessary, however, to set
up a special committee. It would suffice, in his opinion, to make suggestions to the General
Commission, a8 Colonel Ziiblin had said.

Lieutenant-Colonel NEMECEK (Czechoslovakia) associated himuself with the declaration
made by the Polish delegate.

The PRESIDENT asked the Czechoslovak delegate whether he fully cop(eurred in the
Roumanian proposal, and whether he had any opinion to express on the idea to regard
armoured fighting vehicles as answering to the three criteria contained in the resolution
of April 22nd. '

Lieutenant-Colonel NEMECEX (Czechoslovakia) replied that he accepted the proposal
of the Polish and Roumanian delegations as regards the transformation of agricultural
tractors. _

So far as the offensive character of tanks was concerned,ihe did not desire to make any
special declaration, seeing that the Czechoslovak army did not at present possess any tanks
with the exception of a few such machines for instruction purposes.

.N.30,
1 See document Conf. D./C.N.30 LAND COMMISSION €
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The President proposed that the Commission ghould consider a e next meetl
deﬁniti:n of tanks Endparmoured cars proposed by the United Kingdom delegation.

A greed.

SEVENTEENTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, June 2nd, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. BUERO

22. APPLICATION TO ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES OF THE RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY
THE GENERAL COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, 1932: CONSIDERATION OF THE REPLY
TO BE SENT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION (conlinuation),

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 the 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.

I{] 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.

'Genpra.l TARBUK (Austria) proposed that the definition of armoured cars be completed
by the insertion of the words * self-propelled ” before “ fighting vehicles ”.

General DE NANAsY-MfGAY (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 WEIzZSACKER (Germany) observed that the differentiation between tanks

and armoured cars was not of capital importance to countries wishi i
weapons. The German delegation accep Toeing o abalish both

ted the United Kingdom definition, subject
to the Austrian amendment, and also supported t i i 4 $
to delete the words * Like the light tankp’l’) he Hungarian delegation’s suggestion
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General NYGREN (Sweden) observed that the important point was not to adopt this

or that country’s definition, but to mak ; “i i i
. ’ ake sure, when employing a technical expression
that all the delegations meant the same thing. ’ ployine pression,

. dIn the Swedish delegation’s view, the simplest and the clearest definition would be
o describe tanks as any fighting vehicle so equipped as to be able to move across uncven

:;r:glg, and armoured cars as any other armoured vehicle provided only with four ordinary

The Swedish delegation felt that the United Kingdom proposal would make it much
more difficult to establish an exact distinction between two types of vehicle; it wos
prepared, howevgr, to accept the United Kingdom definition, if the Commission was in
favour_ qf a.dop!img it. The previous day’s discussion had clearly demonstrated the
Commission’s mistake in not defining the terms * tank ” and “ armoured car ” at the
outset. A group of armoured vehicles evidently existed which,in the opinion of certain
delegations, were tanks and in that of other delegations armoured cars.,

It was impossible to agree on a joint text or even to compare different toxts if the
terms emplqu.ad were not interpreted in the same way. The Land Commission might,
however, obtain unanimity by saying that, in this or that text or document or reply, the
terms “tank ” and “armoured car ” had been used in a specifio sense.

Baron vAN VOORST TOT VOORST (Netherlands) stated that the Netherlands delegation
accepted the United Kingdom definition. It thought, however, as regards armoured
cars, that there was some inconsistency between its terms and the reference in the Experts’
reply to the capacity of armoured cars to cross trenches. 1lle would suggest amending
the United Kingdom proposal to read “ only a very limited capacity for crossing trenches ”
instead of * practically no capacity for crossing trenches ”.

Referring to the definition of a tank, he suggested adding, after the word “ tracks ",
the words “ enabling it to cross intact trenches of at least 1.50 metre in width ",

Colonel ZUBLIN (Switzerland) stated that the Swixss delegation was prepared to support
the United Kingdom delegation’s text. The Netherlands delegate’s observations coneerning
that text were perhaps rather too detailed, and the United Kingdom delegation’s second
document might be held to cancel its previous text. The Land Commission had not
been asked to state all the technical possibilities of tanks and armoured cars, and it was
sufficient to describe their main characteristics. Tanks were intended primarily for use
on the battlefield and armoured cars for use on roads. Both those points were clearly
brought out in the United Kingdom document.

Colonel peE CArRvALHO (Brazil) said that the Brazilian delegation supported the
definition proposed by the delegation of the United Kingdom ; it recognised, nevertheless,
that it was impossible to find formulas which were strictly applicable to every case, but it
was essential to define at least the most characteristic tanks, as had heen done in the British
amendment, The Brazilian delegation also agreed that this definition should be inserted
in the report, :

General BENiTEZ (Spain) stated that the Spanish delegation accepted the text proposed
by the United Kingdom delegation, subject to the deletion of the phrase * Like the light
tank ”. That reference seemed out of place, especially as the tank wus designed to cross
rough ground and to overcome obstacles on the battlefield.

Colonel DE CARvVALHO (Brazil) stated that, in accordance with the definition the
Commission was about to adopt, a tank was a fully armoured, self-propelled vehicle, designed
to cross broken ground, usually by means of tracks. It was p'rimu.rily intended for
employment on the battlefield In the opinion of several delegations, such implements
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
consequence, a means for reinforcing offensive action, and thus possessed the first two
characteristics mentioned in the General Commission’s resolution of April 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, having invaded the national territory, had entrenched itself — a point very rightly
brought out in the French draft reply. In view, however, of the fact that the use of such
weapons considerably increased the offensive power of the attacker and that they were
intended for purposes of attack while serving also for the defence, the DBrazilian de!egatmn
was of opinion that all tanks, irrespective of weight, were specifically offensive and
efficacious against national defence.
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threatening to national defence, as they could be stopped more or less easly on roa s't
they penetrated far into the territory, while in the open they possessed no great capacity
for crossing trenches. Further, such weapons were necessary for police purposes 1n
peace-time, especially in countries of great territorial extent and Wltl'l a scattered population
in which the maintenance of public order might require the rapid transfer of forces to

a considerable distance,.

The Brazilian delegation was of opinion that armoured cars could not - constitute
weapons threatening to civilians, unless they were employed in violation 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_N etherlaqu
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 pointshould 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 eapacity
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 werestill changing. Thefirst 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 words “ but tanks of a lighter pattern are also employed for reconnaissance ”, while
the omission in the third paragraph of the words “ Like the light tank ” would make the
words following -— “ their réle, etc. ” — apply exclusively to armoured cars.

_ M. AuBERT (France) said that the French delegation would be prepared to adopt the
distinction 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 establish a distinction; the
experts had said 8o, and, according to the United Kingdom document, there was no vil’-tua.l
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 categories were prohibited, a premium would be put on the othe;' and
armoured cars could rapidly be converted, by means of a semi-track device, for use 01,1 the
battlefield. There was no guarantee against their being so used, and unless the Commission
adopted for armoured cars a restrictive definition, saying that such vehicles could not

leave the road, there seemed no obj i i i isti
ject in endeavouring to establ i i
would not really serve the purpose in view. 8 ish & dlstmctlon,' as b

General DE NANASY-MEGAY (Hungary) observed that his ame
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Baron VAN V0ORST TOT VOORST (Netherlands) withdrew his second proposal ; he

thanked the United Kingdom delegate for hi lanati f » i he fi
Droposal e had el o g g is exp on and for accepting the first

] .Th_e PR?:SID.ENT thought that it would be possible for the Rapporteur to establish &
distinction, in his report, between tanks and armoured cars. He suggested that the first
paragraph of the United Kingdom definition might stand, and that it might be added that
the experts had not been able to agree more fully, but that certain delegntions had reached
an agreement. That would assist the General Commission in arriving at a conclusion,

Lor:d STANHOPE (United Kingdom) said that he entirely agreed with the DPresident’s
suggestions. He felt that all the delegations would wish to thank the President, whose
personal efforts and pertinacity had enabled the Commission to reach an agreement.

~ General GALET (Belgium) stated that the Belgian delegation accepted the United
Kingdom definition of armoured fighting vehicles.

M. BoURQUIK (Belgium), Rapporteur, reverting to the question of tanks and armoured
cars, requested those delegations which had acceded verbally to any formula that had been
proposed, subject to reservations or amendments, to forward such reservations or
amendments in writing, in order to avoid any possibility of mistake.

General BERITEZ (Spain) stated that the Spanish delegation had only accepted the
definition of tanks and armoured cars included in the British proposal. As regards the
remainder of the document, it adhered to its declarations of the previous day.

The Spanish delegation requested the President to have the following declaration
inserted in the Minutes 3

. “ The Spanish delegation is of opinion that both light and heavy artillery should
be included among the most specifically offensive weapons, for reasous of even greater
force than apply in the case of tanks, since the said artillery, which is better ‘armed’®

_ than tanks, is capable, owing to its mobility, of accompanying the infuntry and co-
operating at any stage of the battle. It is, moreover, intended for that purpose.
“The aforesaid artillery does not constitute a weapon most efficacious against
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 'its fire enables it to be directed exclusively against selected military
objectives. *

23. FORTIFICATIONS : DRAFT QUESTIONRAIRE AND DRBAFFT REPLY SUBMITTED BY THE
GERMAN DELEGATION.

The PRESIDENT stated that the German delegation had submitted the following
questionnaire concerning fortifications and draft reply :

“ Draft Questionnaire.

“(1) What are the characteristics of fortifications, fortified towns and 'fortificd
works (with special reference to the maximum size of their organisations) which must
be considered as offensive and which constitute a threat to the national defence of
the neighbouring State 1 :

_* With 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 ;
“ (¢) Distance from the frontier.

“(2) What are the characteristic features of fortifications, fortified towns and
fortified works (with special {reference to the maximum size of their organisations)
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 ;

“ (e) 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 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 1 ”

“ Draft Reply.

“ 1, The Land Commission considers the ‘ extreme limit 7 of the orga.nis_ations of a
fortress to be the points at which the most advanced organisations of any kind ca,pa.blg
of firing are situated.

“(a) Any fortress, owing to its considerable possibi}ities for lodging and
protecting troops, enables men and material to .be held in reserve. It follows
that, in addition to its defensive importance, it Ipust be I:egarded a8 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 States’ defence.
The effect against that defence is naturally increased in the case of guns of large
calibre. - : .

“ (¢) 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. '

“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 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 fortresa’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 1 (¢) 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 ncighbouring State 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 than that of permanent fortifications; the former, owing, in particular, to the
possibility 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.

“ Coagclysion. — It follows from the above that fortresses possessing such
characteristics are of an offensive nature, that they are specially efficacious against
national defence and particularly threatening to civilians, ”

M. voN WEIZSACKER (Germany) stated that, by way of introduction to the questionnaire
concerning fortifications, he desired to refer to the observations by which the German
delegation had prefaced its proposals to the Conference. !

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
factors of armaments. They included, in particular, measures of fundamental importance
in regard to the prevention of aggression. With that object, the German delegation had
included a paragraph relating to fortifications, framed as follows :

“ The construction and maintenance of fortresses, field work i
) : tio 1 f 8 and works
owing to their proximity to the frontier, constitute a dix’-ect menace {o the nefgl:bglil;ic;]g’

country and mi i .
™ pro{x e (;Tl’lght possibly obstruct measures taken for the prevention of war, shall

R —

! Document Conf.D.79.
* Idem, “ C. Fortificationa™, paragraph 8.
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In its resolution of April 22nd, the General Commission had asked the Land Commission
which weapons were most specifically offensive, most efficacious against national defence
and most thre.atemng to civilians ; its further decision of April 26th covered the German
proposal relatpg to_fortmcatlom_’,. The German delegation desired to state, in order to
avoid all possible mxsunder_standmg, that it had in mind those fortresses which, owing to
their nearness to the frgntner, constituted a menace to the neighbouring country. The

- General Co‘nvent!on to Improve the Means of preventing War (September 26th, 1931)
laid down in Article 3 that, in certain given circumstances, lines should be fixed beyond
which the forces of the parties to the dispute might not pass. Some limit was NEeCOSIATY
if a fox_'tress was to be .conslderpd of a solely defensive character, otherwise the stipulation
of Article 3 would be inoperative. The German delegation, in its draft questionnaire and
draft reply, had endeavoured to direct the Commission’s attention to various important
points, and hoped that by so doing it had done something to further the aims of the

Conference. He suggested that the Commission should proceed immediately to consider
the two texts before it.

~ Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) observed that the question of fortifications was not
of very great interest to his country owing to the particular geographical configuration
of the United Kingdom. He had expected the German delegate to quote historical instances
proving tlaa.t the existence of fortifications close to the frontier constituted a danger to the
neighbouring countries. Fortresses, he said, did not come into play except in case of attack,
being essentially non-mobile. The German proposal, moreover, concerned not so much the
fortresses themselves as their garrisons and armaments. Again, fortresses were not. the
only military works capable of sheltering troops, which might be hidden in barracks or in
woods, or indeed anywhere. As regards armaments, the Commission had already expressoed
its views on the different calibres of artillery pieces. The United Kingdom delegate thought,
then, that it was unnecessary to revert to the question of garrisons and artillery. The
German delegation would perhaps agree to withdraw its guestionnaire, since the examination
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 fundamentul fdea
underlying the German delegation’s draft reply was that the existence of a fortress closo to
the frontier constituted a presumption of aggression. That idea was quite correct if, behind

" the fortress, there existed an absolutely empty stretch of country, but, generally spenking,
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
waas important to protect. They must then be situated close to the frontier.

Secondly, it would appear from the German delegation’s questionnaire that the actual
characteristics of fortresses constituted a presumption of aggression, in that they posscssed
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 preferable, if it
were desired to protect them, not to shut them up in a fortress, but to hide them in woods
or to make use of other natural places of shelter. If the existence of fortifications
constituted a presumption of aggression, the term aggressive might just as well he applied
to a policy of building roads, motor roads and bridges close to the frontier. Artillery might
just as well be kept in fortresses as in barracka ; 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 application of its
provisions depended on the good faith of the signatory States.

In conclusion, M. Aubert did not think that any useful purpose would be served by
maintaining that the existence of concrete fortresses was proof of a spirit of aggression.
It was much more important to consider the feelings that might exist on enth_er side of the
frontier, and the League’s duty was to see that, in case of conflict, such feclings were not

allowed to lead to irreparable consequences.

. The PrRESIDENT thought he might add to the British delegatg’u rerr}arks that the
German delegation might rest assured that, should the Land Commission decide to postpone
the discussion 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 WEIZSACKER (Germany) reserved his reply to the two speeches which hfsd
just been made, but enquired whether the Land Commission proposed to remove from its
agenda & question which had been definitely included in it. If that were the cuse, he
would ask that a vote be taken.

As regards the possibility of reverting to the question of fortifications in connection
with the examination of the problem of demilitarised zones, the German delegatestated that,
had he intended to discuss the question of such zones and their effects, the questionnaire
would have been much more comprehensive.
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i iti i ished the L.and Commission
ESIDENT enquired whether the British delegation wis
to ta’ili‘g ?;I;::te on the pr?avious question. Lord Stanhope’s proposa,! washto litle'le efgegtlgh::igg
discussion be held on the question of fortifications for reasons which the French deleg

supported.

i i i iti te's views, said that he
M. AUBERT (France), while still endorsing the British delega 8,
would be prepare(d to dis)(’suss the question if the German delegation so desired.

i i i i d only to the
ANHOPE (United Kingdom) observed that his suggestions referre
quesﬁg;‘rizfi:e submit;(ted by the German delegation He repeated that the problem of
fortifications was not of immediate interest to the United Kingdom.

ESIDENT thought that he would be interpreting the feeling of the Commission
if he'I;)hr?);:)l:ed that no de%ision 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 8TANHOPE (United Kingdom) observed that one of his reasons for suggesting that
the Commission should not examine the German questlonr_lal_re was that it _must avoid
all possible delay if it wanted its report to the General Com.lr!mswn to be ready in due time.
1f 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 thelr.co_nversa.tlpn, it
became necessary — though this he did not anticipate — for the Comr_mssmn 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 COMMISSION ON APRIL 22ND, - 1932.
EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION,

The PRESIDENT invited M. Bourquin, Rapporteur, to address the Commission on the

subject of his draft report to the General Commission under the terms of that Commission’s
resolution of April 22nd, 1932.

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, explained the structure of his draft report, which,
after recalling the General Commission’s resolution of April 22nd and the Land Commission’s

interpretation of that resolution, set forth the Land Commission’s eonclusions in regard to
artillery and armoured fighting vehicles.

For the artillery, the Land Commission had unanimously adopted a common text which

embodied all the essential features of the different views expressed. It had thus only been

g;aceszsgrg for the Rapporteur to quote the text adopted by the Land Commission on
ay 23rd.

Wl.len he came to deal with the question of armoure
text existed and a whole series of opinions had had to be
main currents. It had seemed advisable,

d vehicles, however, no unanimous
classified in order to bring out the
for the purposes of the General Commission, to

! Document Cont.D./C.T.45. Addenda : Documentas Conf.D./C.T.45.(a) and (b).

2}



differentiate between tanks, armoured cars, armoured trains and armoured cupolas, and to
state separately the conclusions reached for each of those categories.

Secondly, it had been necessary to explain somewhat fully the considerations on which
the various conclusxonp were based. It was not possible merely to state the conclusions,
ag they were not unanimous and as in consequence the General Commission, whose duty it
would be to take a decision regarding them, would need to know the arguments on which
!;hey were based. F.urther, certain delegations had sent in full written statements, so that,
in the interests of Impartiality, it had been judzed advisable to state in the report the
arguments formulated in support of the opinions expressed by other delegations.

Thirdly, i1_1 classifying the main groups of opinion, the Rapporteur had refrained
from.saylng which delegations Wwere represented in those groups, since the Land Commission
had intentionally abstained from adopting the vote as part of its procedure. To specify
the States which were in favour of any particular thesis would have been tantamount to
recording their votes, and, as some States had not expressed their views on eertain im portant,
points, to mention those which had done so would have given a fulse view of the Land

Commission’s attitude ; the names of delegations had only been mentioned in exceptional
instances, for special reasons.

- The Rapporteur explained that certain omissions which he had overlooked, owing to
the limited time at his disposal, had now been made good in document Conf. D/C,T,
45 (a), consisting of an addition, and in document Conf. D.JC.T. 45 (b) amending the
order of a couple of paragraphs.

The PRESIDENT expressed the Commission’s sincere thanks to the Rapporteur for the
impartiality, competence and precision which characterised his report.

M. LoUNATCHARSKT (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) made the following statement ;

“ The present report, instead of giving direct answers 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.

“ The Land Commission had instructions to determine what ealibres of artillery
and what classes of armoured vehicle answered to the three criteria luid down by the
General Commission on April 22nd. The Land Commission was to answer thesoe
questions ; it was to say whether these classes of armament should be subject to
qualitative reduction, and, if so, to what extent.

“ Instead of answering the questions, the Land Commission, by repeating the
opinion expressed by the Committee of Experts in an interminable series of technical
arguments, i8 still further complicating the task of the General Commission. Land
armaments, especially armoured vehicles and heavy artill'ery,'offer aufficient material
to be submitted to the General Commission for its decision in regard to qualitative
disarmament. The Land Commission’s voluminous report is full of arguments about the

" relative value of different calibres of artillery, the impossibility pt making an absolute
distinction between a tank and a motor vehicle, and the efficacy of artillery and
tanks against permanent fortifications ;: but all this is merely preparing the ground
for bringing the whole principle of qualitative disarmament into question. Public
opinion is beginning to realise this, and numerous protests are now lgelpg heard from
every side against this tendency, which is visible in all the Commissions,

“ The Soviet delegation quite realises that this total absence of positive results
is not due to any bad work on the part of the experts. The experts are only expressing
the ideas and wishes of their respective delegations. Be that as it may, the Boviet
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.

“ i king this general reservation, the Soviet delegg.tiox} _proposes to
céntingh é:re ugll?old gits owngview in the General Commission, maintaining that the
following "classes of arms should’be subject to qualitative disarmament : all guns and
howitzers of calibre exceeding about 100 mm. tm,ng 'nhells welghm.g more than
16 kg. and having a range exceeding 15 km., and all"armoured vehicles — tanks,

cars and trains.”

i -Colonel BERRANO (Bolivia) observed that the Land Commiasion’s report was
an hi]:églrlitce:la&gcgment and that e(very cozmtry must bear some me.asgre,of responaibility
for the proposals and arguments set forth in it. The Land Commission’s views must be
accurately portrayed before being placed before the General Comm.mg]on, and 11 a true
picture were to be given, some things must be made to stand out more distinctly than oth_ers;
accordingly, each section of the report should, he thought, bear the names of the delegations
whose views it represented. The H’ungamn proposal, for example, concerning tanks
had been supported by some twenty States.
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i Soviet delegate’s criticism
_ BourqQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, assumed that the
was lc\lIirelgt(:ad zgainst thge Cox;xmiasion rath’ey than against the Rapporteur, whose report
was simply intended to reflect the Commission’s work.

He repeated hig reasons for not thinking it desirable to specify the names of the

i inion : tries had not
lerations who had supported the various groups of opinion : some coun
s:a:gd their precise attitude, and any record of names would thus have been mcomp_lete.

ESIDENT, endorsing the Rapporteur’s view, explained that he had himself been
to s(;rnlllg Eftent resp’onsible fogr the procedure adopted by the Commission. The latter’s
work was in s sense a preparation for that of the Ge_neral Commission ; there still remained
a long work of negotiation, and it had seemed to him preferable not to record the for.ma!
vote of any delegation, so as not to bind it to any particular opinion frqm .whlch it might
find it difficult to depart. He hoped that the Bolivian delegate would not insist on his point.

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 I 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 ! 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 . . . ” toread as follows:
“ It was of opinion that generally . . . ete.”

M. BourqQuUIN (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 Germa
delegatl’on, asked for t,hp insertion, after the first sub-paragraph of paragraph (e) of thz
experts’ report (embodied in paragraph 5 of the draft reply under consideration), of a
sub-parag’l:aph to the effect that the German delegation included under the terms “ about
100 mm. ” guns of a calibre of 77 mm. and over. |

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, enquired whether the German delegation would

be willing for that statement to appear as a foot
had already been adopted. Pp note, as the text of the experts’ report

M. voN WEIZsKCKER (Germany) agreed to the Rapporteur’s suggestion.

! Bee Minutes of the seventh meeting (May 10th, 1932).



Paragraph 5 was adopted, twith the addition of the following fooinote :

“ The German delegation include. ¢
calibre of 17 e s o*;er.” 8 under the terms ¢ about 100 mm.’ guns of &

Paragraphs 6, 7 and 8.

Paragraphs 6, 7 and 8 were adopted without discussion.
Paragi-aph 9.

. Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed an amendment in the definition of tanks :

tanks of a light type ” to read “ the lighter types of tanks . He pointed out, as regards
armoured cars, t}mt in the latter part of the definition which had already been approved
by the Commission and which in the draft report read “ . , . but they have only a
very limited capacity for crossing trenches. Like the light tanka their réle is
reconnaissance and they are useless for attack against any form of organised defensive
position ”* should read : “ but they have only & slight capacity for crossing trenches,
Their réle is reconnaissance and they are useless for attack against any form of organised
defensive position.”

. Paragraph 9, as amended, was adopted.

Paragraph 10,

Paragraph 10 was adopted without discussion.

N ew Paragreaph.

Following a suggestion of M. AUBERT (France), a new paragraph was inserted after
paragraph 10, as follows :

“ Certain delegations 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 wore
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 exclusion of
caterpillars, and which are obliged to keep to roads.”

Paragraph 11 (New Paragraph 12).2

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed that paragraph 11 which now read as
follows :
“ The general characteristics described by the Committee of Experts as regurds
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, as amended, was adopled.

Paragraph 12 (New Paragraph 13).
Paragraph 12 was adopted without discussion.

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 Bonom1 (Italy) endorsed M. Lounatcharski’s observations, which, he said,
represented the Italian delegation’s views.

General TEMPERLEY (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.

1 The nunmbers in parentheses correspond with those in the final text of the report (document Conf. D. 122).

-
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calibre limit. If the size of the groups were qualified in the one case, it must be qualified
in the other, - ‘ '

General VAN TUINEN (Netherlands) _supported ngeral Temp(_arlt_ey’s observations as
giving a very accurate picture of what had happened in the Commisston.

M. BoURQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, suggested that the first.spb-pa.ragragh of
paragraph 13 should read : “ A large number of delegations 18 of opinio IR ete.
Paragraph 15 could then read: “ A second large group of delegations . . .

The proposals of the Rapporteur were adopled.

Lord STaNnoPE (United Kingdom) proposed a slight amendment in the English text.
He also proposed the removal, in the second sentence of the ‘s‘econd sub-paragraph (’),f
paragraph 13, of the brackets, and the substitution, for the words “ by means of Cars, ete. 7, .
of the words “ by means of motor vehicles of all kinds ”. :

Lord Stanhope’s proposals were adopted.

The PRESIDENT observed that the follovﬁng additions proposed by the Rapporteur
after the distribution of the draft report referred to paragraph 13.

.

(a) To be inserted between the second and third sub-paragraphs of paragraph 13:

“ Soveral 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 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 . . .” '

(b) To be inserted at the end of paragraph 13 :1

“ 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.” ‘

These two additions were adopted.

Lord ST;}NHOPE (United Kiné;dom) 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? He proposed that a sentence on the subject
be included in paragraph 13.

M. Bourquix (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 the first group, the very difficulty which he had wished to avoid might arise—namely,
an impression of & series 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 StANnoPE (United Kingdom) expressed his agreement with that suggestion.
Paragraph 13, with the above additions and amendments, was adopted.

Paragraph 14 (New Paragraph 15).

Paragraph 14 was adopted without discussion,

! The addition of the above sub-ps i i
and 24 of the draft Jopnct e sub-paragraph to paragraph 13 necessitates the Suppression of paragraphs 23
2The Italian delegation, reiterating a reservation which it had alre

text relating to artillery material, expressed the opini
£ to . opinion that
purposes of national defence was outsix y con

ady put forward in connection with the

decision as to the i
6 the Land Commission’ Arms required for the
* Bee footnote 2 to the reply of the Committee of Ex nts (Quaboronce.

Vebicles (document Conf. D.122, Appendix 2). perts (Question(3)) coucerning Armoured Fighi;ing



— 03 —

Paragraph 15 (New Paragraph 16).

. Paragraph 15 was adopted, subject to the amendment already adopted in connection
Znth paragraph 13 — namely, to replace the words “ A second group of delegations ” by
A second large group of delegations ”.

-

Paragraph 16 (New Paragraph 17).

Lord STANHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed the insertion, at the end of the sentence,
of the following :

“ They hold, however, that this power of surprise is not confined to tanks, but

is shared by armoured cars and even by commercial motor vehicles converted to
military uses.”

Paragraph 16, with the above amendment, was adopted.

Paragraph 17 (New Paragraph 18).

Lord StanHoPE (United Kingdom) pointed out that the sentence just inserted at
the end of paragraph 16 made it necessary to replace the words “ That expluaing, they
add, why tanks possess ” at the beginning of paragraph 17 by the words:

“ For the purposes mentioned above, tanks, they add, possess ",
Paragraph 17, as amended, was adopled.

Paragraph 18 (New Paragraph 19).

General Bonowmr (Italy) thought that paragraph 18, which simply gave the opinion
of the United Kingdom delegation, might appear in the form of a footnote, uy had beon
decided in the case of the German delegation’s observation relating to paragruph 6.

M. BourqQUIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, pointed out that paragraph 18 did not, strictly
speaking, represent the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation alone. That paragraph
was required in order to explain the conclusions arrived at by the delegations belonging to
the second group and to explain more particularly the figures “ 20 to 25 tons upwards ” in
paragraph 19 of the draft. The Rapporteur had used the expression * which the United
Kingdom more particularly defines as follows: . . . ”, as it was not quile certain
whether the various delegations in the second group accepted all the arguments sot forth
in paragraph 18. The conclusions derived from those arguments had, however, been
adopted by all the delegations in question.

On the proposal of General BoNoM1 (Italy), the phrase quoted by the Rapporteur
was amended to read as follows:

&« Lid

. . . which some delegations define as follows: . . .,

Paragraph 18 as amended, was adopled.

Paragfaph 19 (New Paragraph 20).

Lord StaxHOPE (United Kingdom) proposed the insertion in the second sub-paragraph,
after the words “ tanks of a lower weight ”, of the words “ are definitely less offensive in
character and . . . ”

Lord Stanhope's proposal was adopled.

General BonouI (Italy) thought that the limit of 20 to 25 tons upwards 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 respectively to
heavy tanks and medium tanks.

M. BourqQUIN (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 in harmony with paragraph 18, but he was not entitled to alter
the figures given by delegations. :

General BoxoMI (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 BRIND (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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' nion of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated tl}at, in the Soviet

Mt.‘ I;ﬁ:?,ﬁ;fnai‘: l;Ims,sUt;ion of police measures should not be dealt with in the repqrt,
delegatlo uestion was outside the Commission’s terms of reference. The Soviet delegation
z:dt ?epgabedly expressed the same view in the Preparatory Commission and in the
Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological Arms. It accordingly proposed 'th.e de!etlon of
the last sentence of paragraph 19. If that were not agreed to by the Commission, it would

ask that its protest be noted in the report.

. UIN (Belgium), Rapporteur, thought that the last-named solution should be
adop%f:d??c}? (?erl;a.irg deﬂgatzans had referred to the use of tanks for police purposes, and
the report should duly note that point. Similar reservations, moreover, had already _begn
included in the report, such as the Italian delegation’s opinion that it was not within
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 pa.ragrs_mph 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 amendments.

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 he proposed accordingly that the following text be substituted :

“ The Spanish delegation is of opinion : (1) that light tanks, designed to co-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 had 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 had proposed. '

Paragraph 21 was deleted.

Paragraph 22 (New Paragraph 22).

General Bononmr (Italy) proposed that the contents of paragraph 22 dppear 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 had concluded, from the fact .

f.hat the Commission had decided to insert the German observation relating to paragraph 5
in the form of a footnote, that any opinion expressed by a single delegation must appear
in that form. The French delegate did not think, however, that there was any analogy
between the two cases. Paragraph 5 embodied a text which had been adopted by the
whole Con.lmmsmn, and the German delegation had simply wished to explain its
interpretation of that text. The part of the report now under discussion, however,
described in succession the various opinions which had been expressed, and as paragraph 22
concerned one of those — the French delegation’s opinion — the French delegate was

opposed to the procedure proposed by General Bonomi, for which he thought there was
no justification. .

M. BourQuiN (Belgium), Rapporteur, repeated that he had made a poj
mentioning the delegations by name save in certain exceptional cases vl:glel:f :;fe(lzlig.t;
circumstances rendered it necessary. As the French delegate had maintained, the
paragraph under discussion concerned one of the theses put forward, one of the va.,ri :
systems betwpen which the General Commission would have to decide’ It was ne ary
thz}t_the thesis in question should be set forth in the report and sinc.e it repres g egs%ll;y
opinion of one delegation, that delegation had had to be ment.io’ned expreslgly gl; ;amee

General Boxoar (Italy) said that, if he remembered rightly, other delegations had

supported the French thesis ; he suggested that it mj i
adopted for paragraph 18 a.;ld to an “ ecertain del«lfgggiggsp’(').smble ? employ the formula
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He did not wish to insist on his pro i i
) posal, but pointed out that otherwise the French
delegation would be the only one expressly me’nt.ioned by name in the whole report.

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Bureau should ascertain whether certain delegations
supported the French delegation’s thesis. If that were the case, the formula " certain

delegations ” would be adopted ; otherwise the French delegation’s name would remain,
The President's proposal was adopted.

Subject to the foregoing reservation, paragraph 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 paragraph 13,

M. LoUNATCHARSKI (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) stated that the Soviet
delegation supported the Italian delegation’s reservation, which appeared in the form of a
note to the second addition proposed by the Rapporteur; it had supported the same
reservation which the Italian delegation had put forward in connection with the text
relating to artillery material.

Paragraphs 25 to 28 (New Paragraphs 23 to 26).

Paragraphs 25 to 28 were adopted, subject to various drafling amendments with the object
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 paragraph 29
met the situation of certain countries such as Persia, to which the addition proposed by
Lord Stanhope did not apply.

Lord StaNxHOPE (United 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 obaervalions.

Paragraphs 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 Remarks ” was adopted.
Paragraphs 32 to 36 were adopted.

‘General Reservation by the Soviet Delegalion.

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 Boviet delegation.

The President’s proposal was adopled.
The draft report as a whole was adopled.?

25. FORTIFICATIONS : ADOPTION OF A TEXT TO BE INSERTED IN THE REPORT
70 THE GENERAL COMMISSION,

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission still had to examine the question of
fortifications. He recalled that, following on the communication from the German
delegation,® he had requested the delegations to send in any observations on the subject to the
Bureau. Eight delegations had submitted observations in writing. _

The President now proposed, after having consulted the German delegation, that
the Rapporteur should draw up a text, which would form the third part of the report
to the General Commission, describing the facts and explaining that the Land Commission

! For the final text of the report, see document Conf. D.122.
1 See Minutes of the seventeenth meeting.
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i it w iffi i i tical conclusi;ms in regard
d that it would be difficult for it to arrive at prac egs
:l: (}ol;eb?flilé};tions and that it had decided simply to forward to _the (;‘rem_ara,l1 Commission
the German delegation’s communication and the observations in question,

! ' sthe | tical solution
M. voN WEIzZSACKER (Germany) thought that that was,the most prac
and thanked the Oommissio(n for its action in the matter. He asked that two supplementary

passages might be added by way of explanation. :

i i i i 1 Commission’s
The first of those passages, endorsing the interpretation of the Genera iss]
questions which appearf in thge r’eport of the Naval Commission to the General Commission, 2

was as follows :

“ The German delegation took as a starting-point for its discussions the following
interpretation of the questions raised by the General Commisgion : Supposing one State
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 chara,ct.er,
and without prejudice to their defensive purposes, are most likely to gnable 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 t_:he
following passage in the report?® of Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Commission
for the Disarmament Conference :

“‘ The category of organisations which can only be used for territorial defence
cannot be gaid to include :

“¢ (1) Organisations the principal purpose of which is obviously to enable
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

“i( 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 ;

“f(b) Or to command for the benefit of a single country certain
routes used by international sea-borne trade.’ * .

M. BourqQuIiN (Belgium), Rapporteur, read the following text, which he proposed
adding at the end of the report under the heading * Fortifications ” :

“ The German delegation submitted & 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, : .

“The Commissi_on, 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 for purposes of information.”

. M. VON WEIzsicKER (Germany) asked that the words “for purposes of information”
might be replaced by the words “ for any necessary action ”. ’

The text, with the foregoing amendment, was adopted.

26. CoNVOCATION OF A MEETING OF THE BUREAUX OF LAND, NAVAL AND AR CoMMIssIONS
TO COMPARE THEIR REPORTS TO THE GENERAL CoMMISSION. ‘

The PRESIDENT stated that the Bureaux of the three Technical Commissi
' g ons would
meet in order to compare the reports of those Commissions and to endeavour to bring them
into line. ~Should any amendments to the Land Commission’s report be deemed necessary.
the President would convene & meeting of the Commission, 8o that the latter might express’

its views in the matter, Otherwise the report would be f i
Comere in D e lorwarded direct to the General

——————

! For the text of the observations, & i
Document Cont.D,121. oo document Cont. D.122, Appendix 3.

* Document C.730.M.278.1926.1X, page 142,
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Conf.D./C.T 2.

Geneva, Mafch 11th, 1932,

NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT.

The Chairman 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 10.30 a.m.

At 3.30p.m.
Afghanistan Italy
South Africa {apan
Germany atvia
Argentine Republic Liberia
Australia Lithuania
Austria Mexico
Belgium Norway
Bolivia New Zealand
United Kingdom Netherlands
Brazil Persia
Bulgaria Poland
Canada Portugal
Chile Roumania
China Siam
Colombia Sweden
Costa Rica Switzerland
Cuba Czechoslovakia
Denmark Turkey ]
Spain Union of Soviet
Estonia Socialist Republics
United States of America Uruguay
Ethiopia Venezuela
Finland Yugoslavia
France
Greece
Hungary
India
Irish Free State

Guatemala
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Series of Publications: 1932.1X.30. Oficial No.: Cont.D./C.T.4.

[Conf.D./C.T./Experts 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 how the different
Governments, in drawing up the particulars they have sent to the League of Nations, have inter-
preted the definitions given in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draff Convention and what difficulties
they encountered and doubts they had in interpreting them P o ]

The Committee first of all confined itself to examining the definitions contained in Articles 2
and 3. For the purposes of this examination, it adopted the following questionnaire, which served
as a guide to each of the experts in giving information as to the manner in which his Government
interpreted these definitions.

“ What meaning have you given to the word * effectives’ ? Theoretical, budgetary,
legal, actual or other effectives ? i .

“ What have you counted as days of presence ? (Short leave, long leave, illness, travelling,
early discharge, etc.) :
“{a) For an officer;
“ fb) For a professional soldier;

“(¢) 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.

“ 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 thisinvitation,
and the result of the enquiry is given below. : -

From the replies received, it appears thatl three conceptions of the term “ effectives ” have -
been adopted, either separately or jointly, by the Guvernments in supplying the information
r;fquested—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.

L

The Committee has not attempted to give a precise definition of the different meanings of the
word “ effectives ”, applicable to all the individual cases and covering the different interpretations.
It confines itself to reproducing as briefly as possible the essential points of these interpretations.
Nevertheless, for greater tonvenience and for a better understanding of the replies given by the
experts, an endeavour has been made to give a general idea of the three conceptions of effectives
legal, budgetary and actual, without attempting a precise definition. ’

LeEGAL oOR THEORETICAL EFFECTIVES.

Generally speaking, legal or theoretical effectives are ex i
» leg ressed
by the army law or regulations or numbers obtained bya fullpapplica?ilortlecl;rfn:h::flQ:Iglzlz.rln ];:;svisﬁi);fg
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concerning the personnel subject to military obligations and the duration of these obligations.
These numbers, therefore, essentially represent a maximum, and hence they naturally do not, as
a rule, take into account purely temporary and unforeseen absences.

I. The following countries have taken legal effectives as a basis in giving their information,
and the manner in which they have applied this term is explained in each individual case. All the
effectives shown in tl_lese countries’ 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 are calculated on the assumption that the men regularly serve the
period prescribed by law, leaving out of account absence for illness, leave, carly discharge,
Effectives of officers are fixed numerically by the law on cadres, and their presence has been

reckoned at 365 days per annum. To this fi have been added the days of presence of res
officers called up for periods of training. gure ysolp erve

Finland. — The professional personnel, officers and N.C.0.s, has been regarded as maintained
throughout the year at the level fixed by the law relating to cadres. The average strength of a
certain category 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 accomplished the legal period of service. The actual number of cadet officers and the
average effectives 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 whole year, officers
on restricted service and reserve officers being regarded as present only during the periods of

service, :

Roumania. — The legal effectives have been calculated on the assumption that the active
personnel is present during the whole year, except in the case of officers’ long leave exceeding
six months and the usual short leaves granted to other ranks,

Czechoslovakia. — The legal effectives have been calculated without deductions of any kind
on the basis of the legal possibilities for the year xg30. Details of the calculation are given in
document C.654.M.266.1931.1X.

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 countries, whose Governments did not base their data upon
the legal effectives, have given the following definitions:
Argentine Republic. — In the case of officers the legal effectives represent the maximum

thorised by law. The theoretical effectives are the personnel shown in the table of
;2:;2-%;: establishni:nts, on the basis of which the actual effectives are distributed among the

various corps and services.
Austria. — The theoretical effectives consist of the number of persons liable to military
‘service, of whatever kind and duration, and who have received military training.

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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United Stales of America. — The term * legai effectives * means the maximum number
allowed by the law on national defence.

i i f all kinds, with the

'a. — The theoretical and legal effectives are the number of troops o inds, ,

exce;la)tei:)sr;aof municipal police, which the Government proposes to attain under its ten yegrs
programume, in accordance with the recruiting law.

Poland. — Same definitions as that given by the French expert.

BUDGETARY EFFECTIVES.

ine budgetary effectives mean either the number of personnel on which the
budgcé::fyra:lszh;giﬁé basdegd, a(‘;‘;-ythe number which can be rr_laintained with the credits opened
in the budget. The budgetary effectives are therefore an estimated or probable average of the
number of days’ maintenance. . In countries in which the budgetary effectives may be exceeded,
the examination of the final accounts shows whether they have actually been exceeded. When
this happens, the accounts must be regularised by means of supplementary credits. . In other
countries, if in the course of the year it is anticipated that the budgetary effectives will be exceeded,
this is remedied by means of the early discharge of conscript personnel so as to remain within 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 cannot
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 eflectives 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 basis 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. : :

Turkey. — The effectives given are the budgetary effeétives based on*the average days of
presence in summer and winter. 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
corresponding to the number of rations (pay and provisions) provided for in the budget: this
maximum may be exceeded, the accounts being regularised by means of supplementary credits.
In practice, however, it has not been exceeded. Reservists of all kinds called up, and among them

non-permanent effectives belonging to militia units to which special credits may be assigned,
are not included. - : , '

Yugoslavia. — The budgetary effectives have been given for reserve; officers and r i '
No deduction has been made for absences. = € eservists.

2. Definitions of Budgetary Effectives given by Other Experts.
The experts of the following countries whose Governments did not base their inf i
on budgetary efiectives have given the following definitions: el information

Argentine R
actual bud
- Pa.y n'

epublic. — By budgetary effectives are meant the personnel included in th
get according to the sums placed at the disposal of the Ministll)'; of War under etheul:ead?

Austria. — The budgetary effectives are the effectives which b i :
the budgetary estimates for each year. An absolute fi s fred 1o oc attained according to
an average figure for other rankg.y gure 1s fixed for officers and N.C.0.s and

France. — Budgetary effectives are calculated i i i i
for any g v B pet A Wi B coerr e;n France from the basic effectives which are

to apply the legal provisions during that year, ponding to the degree to which it is possible
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The budgetary effectives are arrived at fro i i i i
redu'cijztilon ca]leid e o o arived at m the basic effectives by applying co-efficients of
e actual effectives may be higher than the budgetary effectives, which are only an estimate
When this happens, supplementary credits are as]gegd ?c:Z ' d '

Gresce. — The budgetary effectives vary according to th di
by the Minister is taken into account. v § fo fhe Gredils voted, and leave granted

Persia. — The budgetary effectives are made up of the total strength of troops and servi
whose expenditure is provided for in the State bugget. gt d e

AcruaL orR ReAL EFFECTIVES.

Speaking generally, real or actual effectives are the number of persons performing a day’s duty.
The number may be recorded on a given day, and we then have the actual effectives on that day,
or it may be obtained by taking the average number of persons performing days of duty over a
certain period, and we then have the average actual effectives for that period. The differences of
Interpretation are the result of differences in the definition of a day’s duty. :

. . L The following countries have adopted the system of real effectives in giving their
information 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 number 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 all-day
courses of instruction which N.C.O.s are encouraged to attend. Attendance at voluntary lectures
and rifle matches is not counted. '

Ausiria. — 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
permantent 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 days’ duty
per annum for all men inscribed in the registers of the regular army without any deduction for
absences. As regards the territorial army, whole 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.
d The gritish 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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‘ i ives i daily number
National Guard, the number of eﬁgctweq is the average dail :
of eifezﬁ!:eg:rcg?cégied i:iu:lcording to the method described in Article 3, days passed in msilru%txo.n
being counted as days of duty and periods of training of less than a day being counted on the basis
of eight hours’ training being equivalent to one day’s duty. 7 o .
India. — The number of effectives is the average daily number of the personnel registered

i i ted as follows:
i ither with the colours or in the reserve, days of duty being coun WS
li?x ttllllz ‘::nasem((l)ff (;erigt:ﬂs:; officers and professional soldiers, 365 days a year; in the case of reservists
of the Indian territorial force, one day’s duty for every day of service; 1n the case of the Indian
auxiliary force, one day’s duty for four hours’ training; and in the case of the forces organised on a

military basis, one day’s duty for each day’s service. No deduction is made in respect of leave of
absence, sick leave, etc.

— ¢ of actual effectives is the average daily number of effectives actually
preseﬁ‘td?a,ﬁd pegxxgg:;b;uty. The number of days’ duty is calculated on the basis of the actual
presence of the individual, and consequently days of leave of absence or of sick leave, days spent
in travelling or days of absence resulting from early discharge are not counted as days of duty.
The Italian Government has applied this definition in calculating the average effectives of the
conscription contingent for a period of five months in winter and seven months in summer.
The average effectives for the year are obtained by multiplying the first figure by five and the
second by seven, and by dividing the total by twelve. -

Japan. — The number of effectives given is the average daily number of effectives for the
year without deduction for absence, except in the case of early discharge. Muster-parades have
pot, 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 Zealand. — 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. ~ ‘The number of real effectives is the number of officers, N.C.0.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
the number of days’ duty for 1930. No deduction is made for absence except in the case of early
discharge for days of actual 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 number of effectives is the average daily number of effectives based upon

the number of days’ duty in the course of a year. No deduction i i i
the e s du¥y. y uction is made for absences in counting

Sweden. — The npmber 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. ' : i

Switzerland. — The number of effectives is the average dail i
. ge daily number of effectives based
on the total number of days’ duty throughout the year. Men on sick leave are only counted as
absent if they are sick for more than six days, if they then leave the unit to enter hospital,

Yugoslavia. — The actual number of effectives has been given i .
‘ _ t : n in the case of officers and
professional soldiers on active service. No deduction has beengmade for absences,

2. Definitions of Actual Effectives given by Other Experts.

The French expe

defines 1t us ook rt,. whose Govemmen‘t has not employed the system of actual effectives,

France. — The number of actual effectives is ba
of soldiers, distinguishing presons ut wrelobity oca s
half-pay,
ays on half- are converted i )
the total number gfa zays onnfrl‘lal ;:yl.nto days on full pay and added to the latter. We thus obtain

ctives pon the number of day’s pay b
sence or availability pay from absence pay—that fs tctp szy. %c;::gtoig
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The average number of actual effectives 'is then calculated as follows:

{a) In the case of officers and N.C.Os in receipt of monthl
L ind N.C.O. y pay. the total number
(Oii ;;lsa_ys is divided by 360, pay being issued to the said soldiersat monthly intervals of thirty

(8) 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. )

1. CoMPOSITION OF EFFECTIVES (COMBATANT PERSONNEL AND AUXILIARY SERVICES: PERSONNEL
DETACHED ON CiviLIAN Duty: CIVILIAN PERSONNEL),

(2) The following are included in the effectives:

. !
South Africa. — All the permanent personnel and the members of the citizen forces receiving

‘military training, including civilian medical personnel serving in the army.

Germany. — All persons are counted as officers whom Germany is obliged by the treaties -
to count as such: doctors, chemists, veterinary surgeons, officials baving 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 hours, either all in one day, or in a night, or in half-day parades aggregating this minimum
period. . : ' :

Awustria. — 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.0.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 their units in order to carry on the health services of civilian populations overseas, officials
of the supervisory service, officers of the intendance service, including those of the Pensions Civil
Service, the personnel of the physical training service, the officers of the fire brigade of Paris.

Men employed in the auxiliary services who are unfit for armed service and receive only such
training as is strictly necessary for internal discipline are included in the effectives 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) and men serving on staffs or in units or services of
the regular army (active and reserve), the Indian Auxiliary Forces, the Indian Territorial Army

and the Indian State Forces.
Italy. — The following are included in the effectives: Officers on permanent effective service,

of the budgetary complement or recalled from leave for training, including doctors, veterinary
officers, chemists, employees of civilian offices, officers carrying out budgetary missions; professional
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soldiers; soldiers belonging to the conscription contingent, including cadet oﬂi_cers 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. _
Netherlands. — 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 employed in
the va‘:'ious services, as well as officers of the intendance service, treasury department, admini-

strative staff, barracks personnel, and military chaplains of various creeds.

Persia. — All the personnel legally armed by the State and participating in the maintenance
of order and security, in return for payment, reduction of taxation or a similar privilege.

Portugal. — All the permanent personnel and the men of the contingent during their periods
of instruction. _ :

Roumansa. — 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.

Stam. — 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 contihgent,
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.

() The following are regarded as part of the effectives:

The pupils in military schools in the following countries: Brazil, Buleari. China, Czecho-
slovakia, Estonia, France, Italy, Netherlands, Polarfi, Roumania and :S'wedei. " ma, e -

(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.
Japan. — Cadets of the military Prytannée. ' : '
Portugal, — Cadets in the Military College and in the Military Orphanage.

United Kingdom. — Cadets in the mili ; P .
are not liable f ogr Corvics 1o mot_ fn rr;vlix;‘ary colleges or in officers trammglcorps, since they

!

3. YouTHS UNDERGOING COMPULSORY PRE-MILITARY INSTRUCTION,
(@) The following are regarded as part of the effectives

Belgium, — Pypil : -
or disabied i ac il;ll)l) .s over 16 years of age in the military orphanages (children of soldit_ars killed
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() The following are not regarded as part of the effectives:

it nﬁz;;lc'; — Youths undergoing compulsory pre-military instruction, which is at present in

Estonia. ~— Pupils in the highest cl f i ilitarv traini
secing that they arg mot mob i.lisegxble. asses of secondary schools undergoing military training,

France. — Pupils in the higher civil schools of the State: pupils in schools for children of
soldiers, seeing that they are not available for active service. | pup en o

Italy. — No information is given as regards youths subj i
. ; v ) youths subject to compulsory pre-regimental
instruction, owing to the reservation made in regard to preparatory military traininggl by the

Italian delegation at the Preparatory Commission for the Di
C.600.M. 285 Soation 105, paratory lon for the Disarmament Conference (document _

1. GENERAL OBSERVATIONS BY VARIOUS EXPERTS ON THE SYSTEM OF LIMITATION
AND THE DEFINITIONS CONTAINED IN ARTICLES z AND 3 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION,

. Belgium. — 1In 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 effectives, which it defines in Article 3 and has distributed
the troops 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 retufns upon which pay
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. ] i . ) ]

Owing to the different methods employed in the various countries, I hesitate at this stage to
make a suggestion for the definition of effective, especially as in drafting 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:

() Whether, in the case of non-regular forces, only complete days under military
training {in camp, at courses of instruction, etc.) should be reckoned as days of duty, or
whether drills, parades and attendances should be brought into the reckoning 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 terms “ effective * and “ day’s duty ” not having been defined in the draft Convention,

my Government adopted a form of reckoning which seemed to it fair. NS
Portugal. — In the opinion of the Portuguese delegation, the principle of limitation on the
basis of thi effectives on aI.) given date cannot be accepted without reservation by certain ?)tqtes.
Theoretic effectives must be contemplated on account of the necessity of counterbalancing obvious -
deficiencies which make the reduction of armaments incompatible with national security and the

execution of international obligations. . ot
] ingdom. — The system of making no deduction for absences was more convenien

fromUt’l‘;ek:.;fnin%strative pointy:f view. If tl§e General Commission decided to reckon these
deductions, this would necessitate somewhat complicated calculations, and the Bntlsp expert
thought that it would be preferable to provide for an average number of absences. He pointed out
that, generally speaking, there would always be differences of interpretation as between the
different military organisations and that those difficulties could not be settled by the same formula.
The best thing would be to take into account the special features of each army, assuming that
they did not vary.

. United 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. :

Switzerland. — 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 50 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
serving. The conception of average daily effectives accordingly gave quite a false idea of the
militia army; the Swiss Government had therefore the intention, before applying the system
recommended in Article 3, to give 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, 1632. )

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2).)

REPORT BY THE BUREAU.

The Land Commission decided at its meeting of April 26th to ask delegations which had made
proposals for special treatment in the case of certain categories of armaments to state exactly
what arms they had in view, taking into account the three specific characteristics enumerated in
-the General Commission’s resolution of April 2znd. A certain number of delegations have replied
;(:‘ éhge as(i;mmlssmn. Their replies deal with artillery material, tanks, armoured cars, fortifications -
. Certain delegations have explained the reasons for which they have ado ted thi imi
in discriminating between materials, or the extent to which the mgterials theg havghil: Sli-et\:rlatolslslgz
one or more of the characteristics specified in the General Commission’s resolution. The Iri’ureau
is of opinion that such explanations can be better made in the course of the 'Commission's
g!scu_sspns,_ and has accqrdmgly_cpnﬁned itself in this report to recapitulating the means of
1scrimination proposed without giving the reasons submitted in justification of such discrimination

1. Artillery Material,

I. In the first place, a certain number of delezations hav. i ween
. - ’ [ e i i
mobile material and fixed material for the annamer?t of pennanel:ll;ofpcﬁ-st?gczig:f tvls:)%lclss'h between

(@) The delegations of the following countries ar. ini \
9 : ' ; are of opinion th i i
material does not call for a special regime: United States gf Anr]leri:;,tllj)lgncrit:rg]?r%’tﬁ; lgnlflll:gl,



restricts the proposal to coastal defence artillery in naval fortifications), the Netherlands,
Persia, United I_(mgdom, Switzerland and Sweden.

The delegatloqs of _Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden make reservations in the case
of permanent 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.

ot () Other delegations would impose certain restrictions on fixed artillery in permanent
ortifications—viz., the German and Austrian delegations, which propose maximum limits
of 150 mm. for guns and 210 mm. for howitzers and mortars.

2. A second distinction between artillery materials is made by certain delegations in
accordance with the nature of such materials, the latter being classified for the purpose into three
classes: guns, howitzers and trench mortars.

Maximum calibre limits are fixed for each of these categories. The German, Danish and
Hungarian delegations propose a limit of 77 mm. for guns, 105 mm. for howitzers and 150 mm. for

trench mortars. The Austrian delegation proposes a single limit of 105 mm. for guns and howitzers
and a limit of 150 mm. for trench mortars.

3. A single calibre limit is. proposed in order to distinguish materials calling for special
treatment by the delegations of the following countries (which are arranged in the order of the
calibres they propose, from the lowest to the highest): China, 80 mm.; Afghanistan and
Italy, 100 mm.; Switzerland, 150 mm.; United States of America, United Kingdom, Spain and the
Netherlands, 155 mm, ; Sweden, 160 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 x50 mm. 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
15 kilometres.

5. 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 matenial 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 placed under a special regime have
‘drawn no distinction between different types of tank. The United 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
obstacles. The Netherlands delegation adds that by “ obstacles " are to be understood those which
agricultural tractors cannot normally pass over. The United States delegation has specified that
this definition does not include armoured cars.

1I1.  Armoured Cars.

The delegations which have proposed the abolition of armoured cars, and to which has been
added the Austrian delegation, have made no distinctions in this category and have proposed no

definition. ‘ . )
Hungary has proposed the abolition of armoured trains.

IV. Forti ﬁcatibns.

Nothing more specific has been added on the question of fortifications. The Austrian
delegation, however, has joined the delegations which propose that fortresses capable of threatening
a neighbouring country should be abolished.
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V. Gas.

i i i i hould be mentioned, however, that
thine more specific has been added on this question. It shot
the I-Iﬁ?ngzl:-igan deleg%etgon has proposed the abolition of flame-projectors. ,

———————————

Conf.D./C.T.g.
~ Geneva, May 7th, 1932.

MiiMORANDUM 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. i ‘ '

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 as a basis, proposes the abolition
of tanks and armed and armoured cars of all kinds. i

Conf.D./C.T.11.
Geneva, May Iofh, 1932.

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 Commissi
(document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)), the Hungaril;.n delg > the
tlflfe fo_llomxﬁg arms should be included in the serie
oiensive character, are most efficacious against national def i
Clﬂh’ilk_rﬁS:H . m%mied oot iicacious ‘;g;d o Da efence, and are most threatening to

e Hungarlan delegation submits the following arguments in sy i :
withlfﬁeo::lgn \\étlxlg,tlg‘t:;eogght of t:fxe expe:’lit?ncet:1 of the world war, has studlirc)lotrlte(gr;tlflg)[;?:;%iﬂéﬁted
ern warfare and is thus capable of formi i i i
future can doubt the very important part which w?ll be pla);:zrcllnl‘)r;rgsaurrlplfi:: :tft:.v};f;t war will be fn

The supreme lesson of the great war must be obvious to everyone: “ A ain,

surprise attack there is no defence ”. + - figaimst a successful

n on April 2z2nd, 1932

s of weapons which are of the most specifically

gation proposed to the Land Commission that -
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We are absolutely convinced that any State which has decided to embark upon a war will do

everything possible—and even what is almost impossible—to surprise its adversary and thus
expedite a favourable issue.

The conduct of offensive warfare, which is based par excellence on the art of surprising the
enemy, is considerably facilitated by armoured weapons. We witnessed their appearance—when
they were partly used for different purposes—during the great war. But since then, thanks to
technical 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 armoured 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 outbreak 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, with reference to f_ortiﬂcations, the President of the L.an.d Com-
mission, considering that the question of fortification is on the Agenda of the Commission and
that it is to the interest of the Commission and of the Conference itself to expedite the work as
much as possible, is of opinion that it would be advisable if written procedure were substituted

for the oral discussion.
tly, the President requests the delegations who wish to submit observations on
the ggéi?g:egf ¥ortiﬁcations kind]yqto send them in as soon as possible, and at latest on the

f Saturday, June 4th. ~The observations submitted will be transmitted to all the
gitlggﬁ)&soandat: thengpporgeur. 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 4p.m.
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Series of Publications: 1932.1X.47. . Oficiad No.: Conf.D.1zz.
' [Contf.D./C.T.45(z).]

Geneva, June 7th, 1932.

REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION _
UNDER THE TERMS OF THAT COMMISSION'S RESOLUTION OF APRIL 22ND, 1932.

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2).)

Rapportewr: M. BOURQUIN (Belgium).

INTRODUCTION.E

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./C.G.28(2)): . :

“In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the
previous resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.26(1)), the Conference is of opinion 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.” : ) _

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, _ _ g
I. ARTILLERY MATERIAL.

4. _The general discussion which took place on’the subject soon revealed the necessity of
entrusting to a committee of experts the preliminary examination of certain technical aspects

! The Soviet delegation makes the following reservation with reéard to the present report:

“ The present report, instead of giving direct answers 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. ‘ . .

_ “ 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’
was to answer these questions; it was to say whether these classes of armament should be subject to qualitative
reduction, and, if so, to what extent.

“ Instead of answering the questions, the Land Commission, by repeating the opinion expressed by the .
Committee of Experts in an interminable series of technical arguments, is still further complicating the task of the
General Commission, Land armaments, especially armoured vehicles and heavy artillery, offer sufficient material
to be Fupm{tted to the General Commission for its decision in regard to qualitative disarmament. The Land
Commission’s voluminous report is full of arguments about the relative value of different calibres of artillery, the
impossibility of making an absolute distinction between a tank and a motor-vehicle, and the efficacy of nrti'llery
and tanks agawnst permanent fortifications; but all this is merely preparing the ground for bringing the whole
principle of qualitative disarmament into question. Public opinion is beginning to realise this, and numerous protests
are no:th;‘emsgo hatrg :rom every side against this tendency, which is visible in all the Com;nissionu P

¢ Soviet delegation quite realises that this total absence of positive results is not du .
on the part of the Experts. _The Experts are only expressing the ideas and wishes of their resp:ctt?vaengelt::;t?oc:sk
Be that as it may, the Soviet delegation cannot associate itself with this refusal to give any specific reply to th '
quatl.'(‘;n‘s‘:{ g:l:t, a.mll‘ is tt:chreiore unable to pronounce in favour of the report, yop Py ¢
. e making this general reservation, the Soviet delegation pro i i i
in the General Commission, maintaining that the following classges of a:r"msp:l::lfiobceo:lt:;)quett: uph<l>_ld ot
ment: all guns and howitzers of calibre exceeding about 100 m Joct haua tative disarma-

i m., firin, ighi .
& range exceeding 15 km., and all armoured vehicles—tanks, cars, nﬁc;h:ﬁ:i::'l‘ghms more than 16 kg. and having
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of the problem. That Committee, on which all the delegations were entitled to be represented,

had to consider a questionnaire, to which it replied in the terms ing in the d t
attached hereto (documents Cont.D /C.T.8, 8(a), 8(3), and 8(). b e

5. The report of the Committee of Experts having been communicated to the Land
Commission, the latter employed the material which it contained for the purpose of informing
.the General_ Commxssxor_:. The discussion which took place on those lines resulted, on May 23rd,
in the unanimous adoption of the following text:

“ Basing its opinions upon the conclusions embodied in the replies of the Committee
of Experts to the questionnaire submitted to it, the Land Commission offers the following
recommendations for consideration by the General Commission:

“ (@) Al 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.

“(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 fortifications and
mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Commission is of opinion that the
types of mobile artillery most threatening to national defence are 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 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) Ina lower category of inferior power should be included pieces of a calibre between
250 and about 100 mm.2 .

“ 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 with limited personnel and material.
The necessary calibre may even reach 250 mm. when the time, personnel and material available
have permitted the increase of the resisting power of the position.

” 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 3
for national defence than threatening to it, a first group of other delegations places at about
100 mm. the limit above which artillery is threatening to national defence, a second group
places it at 155 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.?.

“ 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
limit 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 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 1s 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.

“(¢) As regards the third element of the resolution of the General Commission, the
replies of the Technical Committee to questions I and 2 of Section III of the questionnaire
lead to the conclusion that, in the view of certain delegations, artillery material of over

1 delegation includes under the terms * about 100 mm."” guns of a calibre of 77 mm. and over.

1 %: z‘;:::t?ons 6fg Afghanistan, Germany, Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy, Turkey and the Union of Soviet So_cna:hst
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 examination of the weapons necessary for national

. defence.

3 The Soviet delegation makes a reservation on this point on the ground that no reference should be made to this _
question of relativity.



ve range of more than 25 km. is-the most menacing to
tions attribute this character to artillery of calibre over
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200 mm. calibre having an effecti
the civil population. Other delega

n. with an effective range of over 15 km. | 1 C
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ssembl of reserves, with motor transport, railway stations, air-ports, . T
?act;?-ies,m%tc.), for which, as regards the distance from the battle-front, 1t 1s 1mp0551_ble, in
existing circumstances, to indicate a limit, and that it is therefore necessary that in this
zone the protection of the civil population should be regarded as more important than military

requirements. ‘ o ' - ,

“ Other delegations, on the other hand, think it necessary to include in the zone pf
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 km. away from the front; these delegations consider
that artillery designed to fire beyond the cor{espondmg range is more dangerous to the civil
population than to military objectives, and is consequently the most menacing to the civil

population.”

II. ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES.

6. The Commission adopted for this category of material the same procedure as for artillery.
A Committee of Experts was first requested to answer a series of technical questions relating to:
(@) tanks, (b) armoured cars, (c) armoured trains, (¢) mobile armoured cupolas. Its replies form
the subject of document Conf.D./C.T.34 attached hereto (Appendix 2). :

. 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. , o - , :

Since, however, a very marked divergence of views had been apparent from the outset 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. . o
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
battlefield. There are two kinds of armoured car: one which keeps to the road, the other capable
of moving across country. R

“ Some types of tanks, and especially armoured cars, are capable of great speed and
a considerable radius of action.” : ‘

9. A large number of delegations were of opinion, however, that it is possible to establish
between the two categories of vehicles a clearer and more definite distinction. In their v