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FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Th11rsday, November 6th, I9JO, at II a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

r. Re-opening of the Session. 

The President. - We are met together to-day to continue the work of our sixth session, 
which we suspended because the naval question-i.e., the question of the methods to be a~o~ted 
for the reduction and limitation of naval armaments-was not yet solved. Our Comm1ss1on, 
which in the beginning consisted of only eighteen delegations, now comprises thirty-two, 
and I am happy to welcome two new members, ~e repres~tatives _of Ireland and. Norway, 
who have come to join us as a result of the recent election of therr countries to the _Council. . I am 
also glad to note the presence of certain members whom we have not prevtously had the 
pleasure of seeing among us as delegates of their count?es. On behalf ?f all those who up ~o the 
present have only known him as Director of the Dtsarmament Section of the Secr~tanat ?f 
the League of Nations it is my privilege to welcome a new colleague whose vast expenence Will 
be of invaluable assistance; I refer to M. Colban. 

As you will remember, on May 6th, 1929, we decided to suspend our work in order that the 
principal naval Powers ~o~d have ~e to reach an agreement with ~d to cert~ suggestions 
submitted to the CommiSSIOn on April zznd, 1929, by the representative of the Umted States of · 
America. I need hardly remind you, I suppose, how often I myself ventured to appeal ~o the 
maritime Powers to reach an agreement on this part of our programme for the preparation of 
the General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

These Powers, as you know, met on January 21st last in London at a Conference to which 
the-Governments of the United States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan 
were convened, and at which the Governments of the Union of South Africa, Australia, Canada, 
India, the Irish Free State and New Zealand were also represented. In the case of the 
Disarmament Section of the Secretariat, its Director, M. Colban, was invited to follow the work 
of the Conference as an observer, without taking part in the discussions. 

The results obtained in London were made known to you in the letter of April 21st last from 
the President of the Conference to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. The most 
important of these are: the agreement reached between the French and British delegations with 
regard to the adoption of a common method of limitation; the agreement reached between all 
the contracting parties represented at the Conference on the question of the limitation of the 
displacement of submarines and the calibre of their guns; the definition of vessels to which the 
roles fixed for limitation do not apply; the rules concerning replacement and disposal; and, 
finally, a list of the vessels which, although not possessing the characteristics of exempt vessels, 
need not be taken into account in determining total tonnage. 

I think I am speaking on behalf of the whole Commission when I say that we note these 
results with the greatest satisfaction-a satisfaction still further increased by the ratification 
by ~ of the contracting parties of the Agreement they _signed at London with regard to the 
question of tonnage. 
_ In ~ interval betwee!l ~e end of the London Naval Conference and the reopening of the 

sixth sesston of our Commission, two events have occurred which directly affect our work
namely, the fonrth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and the eleventh 
Assembly of the League of Nations. 

The ~~tee on Arbitration and Security, a junior branch of our Commission, which works 
for secunty on lines parallel to our own, has accomplished some very important work of which 
yon have been informed by the Minutes transmitted to you by the Secretary-General: I think 
1t may be well to summarise these results very briefly. 

The agenda of the fonrth session of this Committee included three important points, namely: 

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

(z) A Draft Convention on Financial Assistance· and 
' 

• . {3) • Matters concerned with Communications affecting the Working of the League of 
NatlOilS 1n Times of Emergency. 

As regards the first item (the Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means 
of Preventing ~ar), the exchange of yiews m the Committee showed that the conversion of the 
»odel Treaty mto a General Conventton raised a number of problems of great importance .. 

. In the. case of some of these pr?blems, the Committee succeeded in bringing the various 
div~ent ~s closer together; but! _m the case of others, particularly the problem of the more 
: obl.~tory char~ of ~he military measures to be recommended by the Council, and that 

IUpervlSIOn and penaltieS, 1t found Itself unable to put forward any unanimous proposals. 
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At its meeting on May 15th last, the Council examined the report of the Committee and 
instructed the Secretary-General to transmit to the Assembly the Preliminary Draft General 
Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, together with the report on the work of the 
Committee. · 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In the first place, people should abandon the habit of saying that the object of our work is 
" disarmament ". It cannot be repeated too often that we are only considering the reduction 
and limitation of armaments, absolute disarmament being still an ideal, the achievement of which 
is hardly conceivable in the political, and above all moral, state of the world as we see it at present. 

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

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

Remember, Gentlemen, the emphasis laid at the last Assembly by various - and by no 
means the least eminent- delegates, on the absolute necessity of limiting and reducing armaments. 
We must succeed at whatever cost and with the smallest possible number of reservations. I 
therefore appeal most earnestly to all delegates here present to abide by the results-at any 
rate provisionally-even if those results fall short of their ideal, and even if the methods they 
advocate individually are not adopted. They will thus be helping us to terminate our work 
and may rest assured that this first endeavour will lead to others which will gradually bring us 
near to our ultimate goal. 
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There can be no doubt that a setback will shake the confidence of the public in that " desire 
for peace" so often asserted by its leaders. Nothing could be more harmf~ to the cause of peace, 
which in the present troubled times, needs more than ever to be strengthened, . 

b terminating my speech, therefore, I say, let us set about our task ~ith the cl~ar determination 
that "\\-e will not separate until we have established the draft Convenbon !ln whtch we hav~ been 
working since 1927 with such unfailing perseverance-a perseverance whtch, I feel sure, will not 
\-reaken during this last phase of our labours. 

2. Order of Work. 

The President.- I hope you will agree that, if our work is to make satisfactory progress, we 
should meet only once a day. I propose that we meet regularly every morning from 10 a.m. 
to r p.m. In that way we shall all have the afternoon free either for conversations, which are so 
useful, as you know, or for meetings of sub-committees if it is found necessary to appoint 
them. I propose that we begin our meetings every morning punctually at five minutes past ten; 

1h_~tish dele.,oation has submitted three proposals on Chapter V. These will be circulated. 
I propose that we do not open any general discussion, because we are continuing the second 

part of our sixth session. The cases put forward by the various delegations are known. Moreover, 
there is nothing to prevent their being restated when the various points on our agenda come up 
for discussion. We will therefore begiR to-morrow, if you agree, the examination of our draft 
Convention. We shall try, as far as possible, not to revert to questions which have already 
been settled at second reading. On the other hand; we shall carefully consider those which have 
been settled only at first reading and also those parts of the texts considered at second reading 
which were deferred until the second part of our session. 

If there is no objection, I shall consider that the Commission accepts this procedure. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Mr. President, I agree with what you have said as to 
the general course of our proceedings. I certainly hope that we are not going to have any 
more general discussions. I agree also with your general views as to the way we should deal 
with the draft Convention. We should take up the Convention and give it a final reading, 
enabling us, I hope, to arrive at a final conclusion on several of the questions raised. It has 
been stated that questions which were finally settled during the second reading of the draft 
CoiiYention-apart from some exceptional cases-ought not to come up again during the course 
of our present discussion, and I agree with that view; at the same time, I hope we shall take up 
the draft Convention article by article, even though they have already been adopted. If we 
find that anything has been overlooked during the second reading, then we can suggest that it 
should be considered. . 

In principle, I am in entire agreement with the procedure you have outlined. 

· Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I think there is a slight difference between Lord Cecil's 
proposal and that of our President. Lord Cecil says that, in certain exceptional cases, articles 
already adopted might be reconsidered. In my opinion it is most important to know what 
these exceptions are. 

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

" I therefore find myself obliged to dissociate myself definitely from 1 the programme 
which the majority of this Commission has just drawn up and to leave to it henceforth, as its 
course is being shaped at the present moment, the sole responsibility for the preparation of 
the Conference." 

I know that our Commissiou's sole task is to determine by what methods the Disarmament 
Conference is to settle the question. In my opinion, however, the decisions already taken preclude 
!he ~Dility of any appreciable reduction of every kind of armament; yet the essential point, 
m our VJ.eW, JS that, if we are to take a first step forward, that step should involve an appreciable 
reduction of every kind of armament. Any other step would be absolutely unacceptable, as far 
as I am concerned. For that reason I felt bound to make the statement I have just repeated; 
~ I have repeated it now, because it fully explains my attitude towards the negotiations in 
which we shall engage. 

l!y desire is that our Commission should complete its work as soon as possible, so as to enable 
us to report to the Council and ask it to convene the General Disarmament Conference for November 
xst of next year. In that way we shall know whether there is or is not a real intention to reduce 
armaments. 
. We have been warned against cherishing illusions .. I feel sure the world is under no illusion 
m r-=gard to our work. After these five years of discussions the world has lost any illusion in 
r~d to what we could or could not accomplish, particularly in the first part of our present 
lf.:S!V.nt. 

We have had to wait for eighteen months; yet for the last six months at all events there need 
t~e ~ no delay, because we might have continued our work immediately after the London 
.Saval Cookrence. 
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The German delegation has made a proposal regarding publicity. It has been said that this 
proposal would be discussed when the question of publicity was dealt with in our draft. 

It is true that our proposal relates to the publicity to be given to the elements of armament 
which are susceptible of reduction. We have made these proposals to assist in preparing the 

· work of the Conference: and for that reason I ask that the German proposal be discussed as well, 
apart from the discussion on the draft submitted to us. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

" The solution of great economic and political problems has not brought about the hoped
for appeasement, and the situation in Europe appears more disturbed at the present moment 
than at any other period since 1924. " 
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M. Hymans, the Belgian Fore4,an Minister, at the same Assembly expressed a. similar thought 
. in the follo"ing words: . . . 

" for various reasons on which I will not at present dwell~ the atmospher~ has 
beco · h 'avy· as 1'f ch---> WI'th eiectricity at times reminiscient of previous troubled penods .. 

me e • iLl!:;= • • d 'rcl . hich f 
~ · t revails in certain circles. There ate, mdee , some CI es m w rumours o war , 
~~;~a~ like gas-fumes ... the very fact that war is discussed is in itself a dan~er. " 

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

"Almost all Americans returning during the last months and even earlier, from summer 
tours in Europe have brought back the impression that Europe is moving towards a new 
war. Quite harmless people, befo~ their journey anticipa~ ~ that they. were to see in 
Europe retnmed "ith that pleasmg news, breathless and mdignant that the well-meant 
friendly visit had been rewarded by haunting anxiety. " 

Indeed, does not the extraordinary intensification of political and economic antagonisms 
confront liS steadily and threateningly-antagonisms finding new and fertile soil in the general 
economic crisis at present experienced, a crisis not even to be shaken off by anti-Soviet incanta
tions ? Does not the existence in Europe alone of something like 50 million persons belonging to 
national-minorities, in some countries comprising one-third to one-half of the whole population, 
and ever more insistently urging their rights, continue to press upon the international situation ? 
Can we really ignore the significant intensification of the influence on the destiny of certain States 
of the most irresponsible, reckless and aggressive groups and parties, in its tum the result of the · 
intensification of international and inter-class antagonisms within capitalist society itself, constitut
ing, as this influence does, a special danger to peace in countries which are fully armed ? Does 
not the determination with which various States are resisting the slightest attempt at disarmament, 
and the energy with which they are carrying ont further increase of their armaments, speak to us of 
the danger of war ? Have not the war budgets of five of the biggest States increased by half 
a billion dollars (i.e., 27 per cent) since I926--i.e., during the existence of the Preparatory 
Commission ? 

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

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

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

_M. Litvinoff_(Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I will be as brief as possible. I am 
commg to the pomt. · 

It is perfectly obvious that the mere conclusion of arbitration, regional or any ~ther treaties 
whatsrJeVer, and even the solemn signing of a general Pact for the renunciation of war, are incapable 
cA creating t~t in~tional co!lfidenr.e which should enable States to forget the danger of war 
~ to. cease mtensive pr~rationS for war. Add to this the fact that, under the system of 

secunty" mea51;1res conceived by the!r authors and exponents, comparative security is only to 
!>e created for a sm~ group ?f countnes, at t~e expense of the " security " of other countries
In ~ y.'OTds definitely natlOJial or group allllS are pursued, and by no means the insurance 
cA_ cr~Jtv.ms of general peace, so that the chances for general disarmament become in their turn 
•till slighter. Thn:; the theory " security first, and then disarmament " must be boldly rejected 
and.tlu: fact recr..gn~ that the !hesis ?f "security" at the present time and in the form advocated 
by ~~' ele:J>Oill7ltl m1~ta~ aga1nst disarmament, and that the exponents of this doctrine are 
actuany W<Jrkmg agamst dL-;armarnent or even the reduction of armaments. It is, therefore, no 

• 
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wonder that, among the countries which were the loudest in their demands for " security " 
guarantees, and which made provident requests to the League of Nations for financial aid in case 
of attack on themselves, were some in which the chiefs of military staffs were, as is now common 
knowledge, at the same time devising and carrying out plans for the provocation of war with 
their neighbours. 

What conclusions should be drawn from all this ? How are we to protect ourselves against 
the imminent danger of war ? To us, the representatives of the Soviet Union, and exponents of 
definite socio-economic theories, the impossibility of removing the politico-economic antagonisms 
of capitalis,t society, and hence the ultimate ineVItability of war, is perfectly clear. We believe, 
however, or we should not be here, that the danger of war might be considerably diminished, or 
made comparatively remote, by some measure of real disarmament. The greater the degree of 
the reduction of armaments, the less will be the danger of attempting to solve existing antagonisms 
by armed conflicts. The Soviet delegation therefore came to the Preparatory Commission with 
a proposal for complete and general disarmament as the maximum guarantee of peace. Meeting 
with determined resistance from the majority of the Preparatory Commission, the Soviet delegation 
brought a proposal for the reduction of all branches and kinds of arms, on land and sea and air, 
by 50 per cent. The principle of proportionality and justice upon which this proposal was based 
was to have removed all these obstacles which the London, Paris, Rome, Geneva and other 
disarmament negotiations, going on outside the framework of the Soviet draft, are coming up 
against. Unfortunately, this draft Convention also was rejected by the Preparatory Commission. 
At the second reading of the draft Convention drawn up by the Preparatory Commission itself, 
the Soviet delegation proposed the establishment in this draft of at least some sort of coefficient 
for the reduction of armaments, expressed in figures. But this proposal also was rejected by the 
Commission. I would willingly propose a return to all these questions and their re-examination 
in the light of that new phase of the international situation which I have just described, if I had 
the slightest hope of any inclination for this among the majority of the Commission. But I 
have no such hope and therefore will not again raise these our old proposals, reserving them for the 
Disarmament Conferer1ce. 

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

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

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

Imiting the Preparatory Commission !o ~vert at le~st to th~ th~ee questions I ~ave 
ted the So"iet dele!!1ltion also has m mmd a certam alteration m the membership of 

enumera , "' f h . . t f e G t the Preparatory Commission itself, arising partly out o t e col?mg I~ o powe~ o n w ov~rn?len s 
· e countries and also the change in views on the questions discussed m the Commission on 
:~of some ~ther Governments represented in it previously .. We have recently heard. from 
representatives of the Governments of certain great States offiaal speeches on the questlo~ of 
di..~ament which are far from corresponding to the views expressed by the representatives 
of these sam~ States in the Preparatory Commission. We :rre bound to ~ord these Governments 
an opportunity to bring the speeches an~ vo~ of therr representatives at the Preparatory 
Commission into line with their own public offiaal speeches. 

The Soviet delegation contents itself with a J?roposal for the re<?onsid~ration ?f a minim~ 
number of questions, but a second negative deciSion on thes~ questions will depnve ~e So~et 
delezttion of all interest in the majority of the other quest1:ons on the agenda, as bemg qwte 
un~ected "ith the question of disarmament or the reduction of armaments. 

The President. - I did not want to interrupt M. Litvinoff a second time, but he 
has gone far beyond what he himself ~old us .he would say. · I caru;tot ~ect i;he .Commission 
to remain in session to hear the translation of his speech. The translation will be distributed later. 
The fust part, however, will be translated, as it deals with a question of procedure which was 
under discussion. 

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

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

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Lord Cecil misunderstands me if he thinks I entertained 
the 1fast doubt of his desire to enable us to reduce armaments. I do not feel the least doubt; 
!rot· as r~ar<ls his _proposal, I am somewhat in a quandary. If amendments are to be 
mt~odua:d m the. artiCles Y'e have already adopted, I must necessarily revert to the questions in 
lllt.sch I aJ?l partiCUlarly mterested-namely, trained reserves and material-and I shall have to 
~ speofic proposals on .those two points. I shall do so with great pleasure, although I know 
it ":JD ta~ a great dea! of time; but I sha~ n~ make such proposals unless I see that the majority, 
wt.v.;b de.cidP-<1 otherwL'le at our last meetmg, mtends to change its attitude. . 

It is q'!ite tL~k.'S!I for me to put in the amendments I submitted at our last session if they 
at'!: trJ l..e r~~ m the same way, because that would lead us to a result which I desire to avoid. 
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I repeat: my chief desire is that the Disarmament Conference should be convened as soon as 
possible, and that the Preparatory Commission should complete its wor:k at the earliest possible 
moment-the day after to-morrow, if it can-in order that the Conference may meet as soon as 
possible. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. Massi~li (France). - I entirely agree with what has just been said in conclusion of 
the discussion. As regards the general revision of the draft Convention, however, when we 
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haY-e e~·amined the te:..:ts which have not yet been taken at second reading, there will, of course, 
be a ~ discussion only if a majority of the Commission consider it necessary. . 

The President. - That is und~tood. 

Lord Cecil (British EmJ.>ire). -. I. woul~ have pr~ferred t~ leave it t? the President to 
see that only questions are nused agam on which there IS somethmg to be saxd, rather than ask 
for a formal decision of the majority of the delegates. 

M. Lininoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Chairman has ruled that my 
,.tatement should not be translated into French. Personally, I will not lose anything by 
that ruling. as it may heighten the importance of my statement. Prohibited literature is 
ahva}-s read most e3.oaerly. At the same time I think it is unfair to treat the French-speaking 
delegates as _less advanced and ripe for Soviet speeches than the English-speaking delegates. 

The President. -. I proposed that we shoul?- not have that spe~ch interpreted at once, 
because. in any case, It was out of order. I mterrupted M. Litvmoff. He told me he 
would be brief. I did not want to interrupt him again; as, however, we had decided that there 
would be no general discussion, I said that his speech would not be translated immediately, 
but that the translation would be circulated later. 

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

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

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

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -Could we not ask delegations· who send in amendments 
aL"' to state their reasons in writing ? 

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

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

The meeting rose at I.I5 p.m. 

· SECOND MEETING. 

Held on ~riday, November 7th, I930, at zo a.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

3- Discussion of the Draft Convention - Procedure. 

Note by the Secretariat, 

1. Document c;p .D.2U, referred to In the followfnll pa!les, was prepared by the Secretariat and cir· 
culated In the CommlHIDn at the commencement of the Sixth Session (second part). 

It combines In one document: 

(a) The tests of the Draft Convention drawn up at First Readln!l, with the Observations and 
ReaerYatlons fn regard thereto, an4 

(b) The Tests of the Draft Convention drawn up at Second Readinll, 
Tbfs document .. reproduce4 fn whole aa Annex 1 to th .. volume. 

C.P ;;;z1 ~ tests printed at the beafnnlna of the discussion of each Article are taken from this document . 

r 
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The· President. - Before we begin our work, I had better recapitulate briefly what was 
decided yesterday with regard to procedure. · 

We decided that ~ should read to you our draft Convention from the beginning, that we 
should only stop at pomts not sett~ed at the second reading, whether articles or parts of articles, 
and, lastly, tha~ when we_have fin~shed this work we may find exceptional cases in which it may 
be thought desrrable to discuss pomts already settled at the second reading. 

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

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

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

4· The Preamble: Discussion held over. 

The President. - According to the procedure I have just indicated; I ought to read 
you the Preamble-i.e., the three drafts which you probably have before you if, as I suppose, 
you have all received official document C.P.D. 2II, prepared by the Secretariat. I do not think, 
however, that you want me to read the whole of these three drafts, since, as was said both by the 
Commission and by myself at the third session, the Preamble is really only the roof of the edifice, 
and, in this particular case, I think this roof should only be put up when the building is completed. 
I am sure you will agree with me on this point. · 

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

Agreed. 

5· Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article A. 

First Reading. 
Obseroations and · 

Reseroalions. 

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

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

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

ARTICLE A. 

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

I. Land Armaments: 

Table I. - Maximum home forces. 
Table II. - Maximum overseas 
. forces stationed in the home 

country. 
Table III. -Maximum of total 

forces stationed in the home 
country. 

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

Table VI. -Maximum of the forces 
belonging to forma~ions o_rganis:d 
on a military bas1s stationed m 
the home country. 

Table VII. - Maximum of the forces 
belonging to forma~ions o_rganis:d 
on a military bas1s stationed m 
overseas territories. 

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE A. 

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

I. Land Armaments: 

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

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

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

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

Table V. - Maximum of the forces 
belonging to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 
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R~-.s. 

no, <klet!ations of the 
British Enlpire and the 
l'Dited State> of Ameri
ca ouly a~pt the limit
ation of na"-al effecti"-es 
pro Tided sueh limitation 
is ~ accepted 
and Pro'-ided also that a 
s:atisfactory agreem<'nt 
is ..,.ched respecting the 
limitation of war.ships. 

no, delegation of the 
British EmPire oonsiders 
Table IX unne<: ry. 

The delegation of 
FraDa: """"""" for the 
secoDd reading its final 
decision regarding a 
separate limitation of 
air eiiecthts of home 
and 0...,.,...,. fon:es. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire consid= 
Table XI UIIIl..-<:essary. 
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First R~ing. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table VIII. - Ma.~mwn armed 
forces. 

Table IX. - Ma. ... imum forces be
. longing· to formations organised 

on a military basis. 

3- Air Armaments: 

Table X. -Maximum armed forces. 

Table XL - Ma.'i:imwn forces be
longing to formations organised 
on a military basis. 

s~cond Reading. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

(Disc1.1ssiqn of text of first reading, 
and the reservations relating thereto, 
adjourned.) 

3· Air Armaments: 

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

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

Table IlL - Maximum of the total 
armed forces of the High Con
tractin~ Party. 

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

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

The President. - In the text adopted at the first reading, the following tables were 
mentioned with regard to naval armaments: 

Table Vlll. - Maximum armed forces. 
Table IX. - Maximpm forces belonging to formations organised on .a military basis. 

The delegations of the British Empire and the United States of America declared that they 
only accepted the limitation of naval effectives provided such limitation is generally accepted and 
pmvided also that a satisfactory agreement be reached respecting the limitation of warships. 

Yon all know the efforts that have been made in this connection since our last session in 1929, 
particularly at the London Naval Conference. 

The British delegation also stated that it considered Table IX unnecessary. 
During the first part of the sixth session, the Commission decided to postpone the discussion 

of the text adopted at the first reading and of the reservations relating thereto. I am referring 
to the meeting of April 3oth, 1929, page :138 of the official record (Minutes of the Sixth Session 
(first part, document C.195.M·74·1929.IX.). 

We have before us the text ofthe first reading, drawn up in 1927. No delegation has submitted 
an alternative or an amendment to the 1927 draft, and it now rests with the Commission to adopt 
the text or modify it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I just want to see if I am clear. As I understand it, 
lll-hat we adopted at second reading applies to land armaments, and over the page-which I do 
not think the Chairman read-to air armaments. 

The President. - Air armaments are on page 4· I have taken Nos. :r and 2 and I shall 
go on in a moment to No. 3· · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Nothing has been determined about naval armaments, and 
I presume we now take what was decided on at the second reading so far as land armaments 
are c.oncemed, without regard to what was done at the first reading, because the second reading 
has di~ the first reading so far as land armaments are concerned. 

The Pre•ident. - That is right. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - We have now to consider what we ought to do with 
naval amlaJJI(."Jlts ? 
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The President. - Exactly. 

The Hon. _Hu~h Gibson (United States of America).- The note made in regard to this item 
at the first readmg I presume still stands for the second reading. I should like to make our position 
~lear on that: In our opinion, the !_imitation of naval personnel is not of very great importance, 
masmuch as 1t depends, for all prachcal purposes, on the size and character of the fleet. However 
if there i? a general desire for a provision of this character, inasmuch as we have now determined 
on the SlZe and character of our fleet, we find no serious objections and therefore we withdraw 
our observation. · . · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - As I understand, the question of actually how we limit 
the. numbers of effectives is raised in Article H and not in this article. This is only a general 
art1cle, I understand, and therefore as I am in general agreement with what Mr. Gibson 
has said, I think it will come up for discussion on Article H. 

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

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

M. Massi~li (France). - I think it is understood that Tables VIII and IX apply to the 
whole of the effectives under the Admiralty, whether on land or sea. · 

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

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

Agreed. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation would like to 
insist on leaving Table IX in the draft Convention. Since the British delegate has just with
drawn his objection to this Table, I do not think there will be any objection to it on th_e part of 
otll.er delegations. 

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

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

The President. - Table IX only applies to naval forces. We may congratulate ourselvc;s 
that the British delegation's reservation regarding Table IX has not been maintained. It 1s 
therefore understood that this Table will remain in the right-hand column of the document 
you have before you (Document C.P.D.zn). M. Cobian has just pointed out very rightly that, 
as the last table in Article A, which we adopted at the second reading, is now No. V, Tables VIII 
and IX must now be Nos. VI and VII. · 

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

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

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

Table I (optional). -Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II (optional). - Maximum armed forces station~d overseas.. . 
Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the H1gh Contractmg Part1es. 
Table IV. - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

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

basis stationed overseas. 

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

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

Firsl R.-,~;ling. 

l~,--tl ARTICLE H. 
RI:Snt"ttti"~~ 

· Theseu'lld paragraph 
of Article H bas not 
boen disc~ in con
ne<:ti<:>n with na\-al and 
air etle<:ti\..s.. 

The delegations of 
France and ltalv declare 
that the cia....;, of the 
tmt two paragraphs 
mast apply in the same 
cooditions to land. naval 
and air efiecti\"e:S, and 
that it can only accept 
them subject to tbis 
resen-atioo... 

The delegations of the 
British Empire. Chile. 
Japan. and the United 
States of .o\merica do not 
accept the third p;ua.
graph. 

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

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

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

·Second Reading. 

ARTICLE H. 
The tables relating to land arma

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

The said tables shall, further fix 
the maximum number of soldiers, 
other than officers, who may have 
completed more than x 1 years of 
actual service with the colours. 

In conscript armies, the· number 
of men whose service exceeds the 
legal period in force in their respec
tive countries but is less than x1 

years, shall be shown for each High 
Contracting Party in the annual 
statements for which provision is 
made in Article lA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to air arma
ments mentioned in Article A shall 
indicate, in the form of aggregate· 
figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together, the maxi
mum number of soldiers who may 
have completed more than x 1 years 
of actual service with the colours. 

The number of men of the class 
mentioned in the second and fourth 
paragraphs of the present article 
who are actually 'with the colours 
shall be shown every year for each 
High Contracting Party in the 
statements for the preparation of 
which provision is made in Article 
lA of Chapter V. 
. Each country may, if it so desires, 
show for purposes of information, in 
a special column in publicity table 
lA of Chapter V, the proportion of 
recruits not trained as defined in the 
national legislation who are embo
died in the effectives of its armed 
forces. 

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

N ole. - This figure will be determined by 
the dnration of the longest period of actual 
service with the colours which is in force in 
the .conscript armies of the High Contracting 
Parties at the time of the signature of the 
Convention. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The British delegation has given notice of an amendment 
here dea1ing with naval armaments. It is proposed to insert the following paragraph between 
the third paragraph of Article H (second reading text)-the last paragraph dealing with land 
armaments-and the fqurth paragraph: 

"The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate the 
total of the naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, petty-officers and men 
together ". 
This would be following the precedent of the air personnel and not of the military personnel, 

and the reason for our suggesting the amendment is this: the object of distinguishing between 
~~_and men in the case of a _land force, and not in the case of _an air force, is to prevent the 
pt'...SSibiltty CJf a very large proporhon of officers for the land force, wh1ch could then be immediately 
enlarged at a moment's notice when danger threatened. That is not a danger which applies to 
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the same extent to ei~her the air or, ~tilll~ss, to th~ navy, because the limit of what you can do 
depends on the. ~ate:Ial you employ m ships and arrcraft. Therefore, there is not the necessity 
!o make the distmcb~n, and we propose to put them together instead of separately. I think 
~t really meets ~ possible cases of an attempt to have a " camouflaged" force on the ships which 
IS ~e~ter than IS necessary for the actual management of the ships. I hope there will be no 
obJection to that. 

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I quite agree with what the Chairman says and am 
extre~el:y sorry not to have ci_rc~ated this amendment earlier. If any members of the 
Commission thmk 0ey are prejudiced, I am quite ready to have this matter adjourned 
to a later stage. It Is a matter which has been discussed in both the first and second readings. 

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

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

I would remind you that, in connection with these tables, the Italian delegation formulated 
a general reservation bearing on the distinction between home troops and troops serving in oversea 
territories. The text of this reservation is on page IOS of document C.Igs.M.74-I92g.IX.l 
Naturally this reservation is maintained. Will it be placed in the text of the Convention or in 
the report ? We leave it to the Bureau to decide where it should be inserted. 

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

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

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

It seems tone that we ought to discuss this amendment at once without postponement. The 
Bureau might arrange to have Lord Cecil's proposal circulated, but meanwhile we might begin 

· to discuss it, for it is not very difficult to understand. The idea is to provide for the limitation of 
naval effectives by analogy with the limitation of air effectives, i.e., in an inclusive manner, without 
making any distinction between officers, petty officers and other ratings. 

I am glad to hear the British proposal, which I accept. I made a statement with regard to 
this point on April 23rd, I927. The Japanese delegation found it very difficult to accept the 
limitation of naval effectives. Its argument was that, if naval material were limited, it was no 

-longer necessary to limit effectives, because the limitation of material brought with it a limitation 
of naval effectives. We nevertheless took into consideration the apprehensions of certain 
delegations, notably that of France, which pointed out that, if naval effectives were not limited, 
the limitation of land effectives would be incomplete. We therefore gave way on this point and 
accepted the limitation of naval effectives. It was a great effort on the part of my Government 
to make this concession. I should therefore be glad if we were not asked to go further, and I 
propose that we should confine ourselves to the limitation of naval effectives as proposed by 
Lord Cecil. 

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

" (I) Limitation shall apply to the total naval effectives, without distinction between 
officers, petty-officers and other ratings ". 
This is the British proposal. 

" (2) ·From the point of view of limitation, no fixed ratio should be established between 
naval effectives and warships. 

" (3) Limitation ?f ?a val effectives should not affe~t either the exist~nce of.the necessa!Y· 
administrative and trammg staffs or the normal workmg of the warsh1ps which each High 
Contracting Party shall be authorised to retain under the provisions of our Convention". 

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

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

t Nol• by lh• Socrolarial. -Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part). 
• Nols by 1M Sscrslarial.- See Minutes of the Third Session, dooument C.JIO.M.109,1927.IX, page 323. 
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should like to thank him for this fresh proof of his conciliatory spirit. Vfe have often had occasio_n 
to a reciate this spirit, which is so necessary to our work and wh1ch has always marked h1s 

pp . di . .. 
contributions to our scuSSlons • . , . 

I highly appreciated this statement of the President s. I am not. accusto_med to rece1ve 
such praise, but I was particularly glad of this st~t~ent because the Pres1dent satd that he noted 
the Japanese declaration on behalf of the ComrmSS!o~. . . · .. 

I strongly urge the Commission to decide on lirmtation on the lines of the Bntlsh proposal 
and not to go further. 

The President. - Before continuing the discussion, I must point out that M. Rutgers 
has put forward a preliminary proposal with a view to d.e~iding whether this debate sho~d be 
continued or postponed, owing to the fact tha~ Lord Ce?I s arn~ndment. was not commumcated 
to the Commission before the present meeting. It 1s particularly rmportant to vote on 
M. Rutgers' proposal because a second amendment has just be~n handed in by ~- l:itvinoff, 
to whom I venture to make the same observation as to Lord Cecil. Personally, I think 1t would 
be much better not to continue this discussion and to comply with M. Rutgers' request. 

M. Massigli (France). - I apologise for speaking after the opinion the President 
has just given, but I must say that I should have been glad for the discussion to have been 
continued. As M. Sato has very rightly pointed out, it is not a case of an amendment but 
of proposals which we all knew would be put forward when we carne to Article H, and regarding 
which we should therefore all have an opinion. If it were an amendment to the text, I should 
quite a.,oree to the adjournment; but it is a question of principle. I therefore think that we could 
discuss it immediately. At any rate, as far as I am concerned, I am quite ready for the discussion 
and I shall·have a number of observations to put forward on the proposal made by Lord Cecil 
and supported by M. Sato. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- May I say that we gave this proposal in to the Secretariat 
rather more than half an hour ago, and as it is only four lines of type I should have thought 
that we could have had it distributed before now. I can only repeat that I am entirely 
in the hands of the CoTDIDission, and, though I think it could be discussed now, I do not want 
to press the matter unduly. This is not a question of an amendment. There is a note in the 
second reading te.-rt pointing out that something will have to be done about naval effectives. It is 
merely in discharge of the notice already given to every member that I have proposed this solution. 
I should have thought we would be well advised if the discussion could go on, rather than that it 
should _be adjourned. I feel we have already gone a good way into it. 

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

The Bon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I support what has been said by 
lL Yassigli, for it seems to me that the question before us is a very simple one. We could very 
well settle the principle as to whether there shou1d be an aggregate limitation of naval effectives or 
whether there should be some more complicated form of limitation, and then it could go to the 
Bureau. 

The President. - I would ask if Dr. Rutgers maintains his objection. If so, I must 
consu1t the Commission. 

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

_ M. M:u'sigli (France). - The Commission can take what decision it wishes. I should 
like to pomt out to :M:. Rutgers that, although I saw the text of the British amendment 
when I ~ into this meeting, it was by reading the :Minutes of the I927 session that I familiarised 
mrself ~tb the British point of view. It was in that year that the British delegation took up 
this attitude. We have therefore bad every opportunity to study the arguments against it. 

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

Tbe President. - In that case, we need not lose any more time. 

<:ount Bernstorlf (Germany) .. - I agree with the President. We might close this debate 
y takmg a vote. • 
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M. Rutgers (Netherlands).- I withdraw my proposal for a postponement. 

M. Fierl!nger (Czechoslovakia). - I should like to ask the Commission how it intends 
to pro~eed 'Y'th regard t«;> na':"al ques~ions in gener~l. In this. Commission, there are many 
co~ntnes .which h_aye no drrect mterest m naval questions. But there are questions of principle 
whrch ha':'e a pohbcal sco,.Pe and which are closely bound up with the other questions we shall 
have to. discuss. I wo11~er whether we can discuss questions of principle, like that'whichhas just 
been raiSed by Lord Cecil and M. Massigli, without some preparation-i.e., without having definite 
amendments and pro~osals before us. I think questions of principle can always be discussed if 
they a~e ~tated very srmplJ: and clearly. Once the question of principle has been settled by the 
Coiilill!Ssron, the matter mrght be referred to a naval sub-committee which can continue the 
discussion.. I think this ~o~d be a good course to adopt. ' 

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

~~e Ho!l. Hugh Gibso.n (United States of America). - I agree with the desirability of 
expedrtmg this, but I should hke to propose an alternative methodofreachingthesame end. I do 
not know whether Lord Cecil is prepared to withdraw the text of the amendment, on the 
~n~ers!anding that we agree to discuss the principle of whether we should have an aggregate 
limitation or some more complicated form. I can hardly believe that, after three and a-half 
years of exhaustive discussions on this subject, we are not ready to debate the point, and it seems 
to me that if we were to put it off again it would, as it were, be sweeping it under the carpet to 
get it out of sight. 

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

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

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

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

The Commission decided to discuss the principliJ immediately. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

has just told us that the proposed distinction. is not ~ece;;sa~, because, as it says, ~o~ wi~ho~t 
reason the essential factor from the naval pomt of VIew rs shrps. But because a distmchon IS 

not ne~essary it does not necessarily follow that it is impossible. Among the numerous tables 
which have been adopted with regard to land armaments, several are perhaps not necessary; 
but they have been thought useful; they have seemed likely to provide important information 
and they have therefore been accepted. 

I should therefore like to ask whether the compilation of tables with regard to naval effectives 
-I refer here to the table " Officers " and leave out of account for the moment the tables for petty 
officers and other ratings-is open to any serious objection. I do not think it is, and I will tell 
you at once the difficulty you will find yourselves faced with if you do not prepare these tables. 
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.:\:>a mattt'r of fact this difficulty is no new one, and here, again, I have but to refer to earlier · 
d~-l\.\t~'S.. L<:ll'd Cecil told us just now that it was not necessary to make out these tables because 
tht're was no l"e'ason why the proportion of officers, as comP!U'ed with other ranks, should be 
e-~"\."c!'t'd~'\l. Furthermore, he ga"-e an e.xcellent reason .to justify the distinction, made from the 
J>Qint of view of land forces. He ~d that the separate limitation of officers of the land army 
was u...~ful and n~ because 1t guaranteed that there would not be supernumerary officers 
to st"l'\"e for the cadres of new formations, I am not at all s:ure tha\ t\J,is argument is not also 
'-a.lid from the naval point of view. · 

In l:4)3j, M. Paul-Boncour e.'\.-pressed the same doubts and asked whether, in the case of 
~udden ~a~-al. tension ?r of ~nilic~. it would not be a matter of imp?rtance for a country to be 
m a position to constitute lmmediately such a cadre of officers, which would enable it to arm 
additional warships. This raises the whole question of auxiliary cruisers and is not without 
importance.. 

Another point is that there are Admiralties which administer, not only the forces on board ship 
and the units maintained on shore for the purposes of the fleet (crew depOts, etc.), but also real 
land formations such as coast defence forces. If you establish no limitation of the officers of 
these na'ries, the latter may increase at will the ranks of the officers of the land formations in 
question, and, in this way, the measures taken with regard to land effectives may be circumvented. 

Here are two reasons which appear to me to deserve serious consideration. I do not say 
that they are irrefutable, and if they can be refuted I shall willingly give way; but, for the moment, 
I must maintain the attitude already adopted in this debate by the French delegation, and I ask 
for a proof that the tables we desire to be provided cannot be provided. 

Lord Cecil (Briti.«h Empire). - I was very anxious to hear what other members 
of the Commission had to say on this point, because I am advised that it ·would raise 
a considerable amount of difficulty if we were to try and have the same kind of elaborate distinction 
that yon can manage in the Army; for instance, I am told that, in our Navy, all carpenters, 
electricians and technical workers join as petty officers in order to encourage the recruiting of 
these types of highly skilled men-'they are all classed as petty officers. That would not be true 
in other navies. so yon would not get any real comparison, and, in this case, we are dealing with 
a real comparison. You would not have the same universal distinction that you have in armies, 
bet .. een the officers, non-commissioned officers and men. That is a three-fold distinction which 
applies all over the world and I am told that it would be difficult to make the same distinction 
in regard to the Navy in such a way as to be of use in estimating the strength. . I cannot pretend 
that this is a matter on which the whole question of disannament turns. It is evidently a minor 
question of technical detail; but I am anxious to know what are the views of the American and 
Japanese delegations on this matter and I should be very ready to agree to anything that suited 
them, subject to the difficulties that I have put before the Commission. 

M. Massigli (France). - I was not speaking of petty officers but was only referring to 
officers. I recognise that, in the case of navies, what Lord Cecil says of petty officers may be 
considered. 

The Bon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I am always very loath to disagree· 
with my friend M.. Massig:li but, in this case, I findmyselfverymuchembarrassed. Our delegation 
withdrew their objection because it appeared logical to treat naval and air forces in the same 
manner. We do not believe in any limitation of naval effectives, but we did not wish to go 
against the majority of the Commission on this point. It is obviously more necessary to have 
a detailed limitation of effectives for land forces than for naval forces, since the latter cannot 
be suddenly increased, in case of war, in the same manner as land forces. We would not find it 
impossible to agree to M.. Massigli's suggestion as to a distinction to be made between officers 
and men if he insisted upon that, but we think such a method would be complicated and useless 
and that it would be preferable to have a global limitation of naval effectives. . 

M. Sato Uapa.n). -lL Massigli said just now that my delegation supported the British 
proposal, but he forgot to add that the Italian delegation did so too-for, if I am not 
mistaken, the Italian. representative endorsed the British proposal. This is merely a small · 
rectification. . 

In connection with the limitation of naval effectives, M. Massigli proposes to make a distinction 
with regard to officers-i.e., to limit the number of officers separately. 

In the case of navies, it is material which is the frime factor. M. Massigli recognised just 
now the force of this ar~. Once naval materia is limited, the effectives of the crews are 
~y and automatically limited. 

We have always supported the view that naval effectives should not be limited, in-view of 
the {a(.1: that a limitation of naval material already exists. By adopting a limitation of naval 
efft:ctives as a whole, we are already establishing a double limitation in the form of a limitation 
~A maUria1 and a global limitation of effectives. We therefore think it quite unnecessary to 
limit the number of officers separately. It is difficult to imagine that, in accepting a naval agree
~nt, a Ct"mntry slwuld be able to retain an excessive number of officers as compared to the rest 
of the naval effectives, petty officers or seamen. In navies. there must always be a certain 
pr<1p'.n1itm between the number of officers and the rest of the crew. 
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M. Massigli apprehends that if these officers were greatly in excess of the ordinary average 
cadre they might be used for auxiliary cadres on land. 

He may be right, but I find it difficult to understand his point. Is it possible for a country to 
keep and feed so many officers, which would cost it so much ? For it is not a question only of a 
large number of officers, their families also have to be kept. This would be an enormous expense. 
I find it difficult to believe that any country could indulge in such a luxury. 

Moreover, in nearly all countries naval budgets are being more and more cut down. All sorts 
of economies are being made on naval expenses. Since the Washington Conference this reduction 
in naval expenses has always been in the forefront of the different conferences. If budgets are 
being diminished in this way, it is the more difficult to admit the possibility of an excessive number 
of officers. I hope niy arguments will convince M. Massigli and that his apprehensions may be 
allayed. So as not to complicate the question too much, I therefore suggest that we should be 
content with global limitation-i.e., with limitation bearing on naval effectives as a whole, without 
making a special distinction as regards officers. For the last three years my delegation has 
maintained this point of view. After the limitation of material effected at Washington and London, 
my Government will certainly take the same view as it did three years ago, and, as nothing 
has occurred to cause us to modify this opinion, I maintain it and entirely support the proposal put 
forward. 

I should like to add a few observations however. In face of the difficulty M. Massigli has 
put before us, I wonder if we could not find a sort of compromise by seeking a solution in publicity. 
I have not yet consulted my delegation on this point, but it is an idea I venture to submit to the 
Commission. We might publish not only the total of naval effectives, but also the number of 
officers and other ratings. This would not be limitation, but publicity, and it might allay 
M. Massigli's apprehensions. I should add that I am not yet quite sure of my ground in making 
this suggestion and will have to study it further. Nor do I know whether Lord Cecil is prepared 
to accept it. As these naval questions only concern a small number of delegations, would it not 
be useful, and even necessary, to meet in a small committee to seek a solution ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I see no objection to the compromise suggested by 
M. Sato. As a matter of fact, we, and almost all the nations, publish annually in the naval 
estimates the number of officers and men in the navy. My only objection to M. Massigli's 
proposal is that I think it is a mistake to have in this document any complication that is not neces
sary, which would only mean a little more difficulty for the officials who have to carry it out. 
Also it makes it a little more uncertain if we shall succeed in our object. Therefore, I am against 
complications unless it can be shown that there is a real necessity for them. I see the reasons for 
limiting the personnel, because there is the conceivable possibility of a country, which wanted to 
get out of the substance of its obligations, enrolling a vast number of sailors and marines for use 
as naval personnel. Nothing we can put in this document will prevent that, but just to give 
satisfaction to M. Massigli and to other delegations I am content that we should limit the total· . 
number of personnel. That puts an end to that possibility. If you limit the total number of 
men you are doing all that is necessary to prevent the danger M. Massigli desires to avoid, and I 
ask him whether it is necessary to complicate the matter further by requiring a distinction which 
we have not il).sisted on. Personally, I hope we shall stick to the simpler method we have adopted, 
which is a compromise. Originally we were against any limitation of personnel, and I hope 
M. Massigli will see his way to accept the simpler method. If M. Massigli thinks that his proposal 
would facilitate matters I am quite willing to vote for its adoption, as I am only too willing to 
reach agreement on a matter which I do not think is of great importance. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - The publicity of armaments in 
all its aspects is one of the weaknesses of the United States delegation, and therefore we are 
willing to accept the proposition of M. Sato. In fact, I may say that the thought of making 
a similar proposal was already fermenting in my delegation. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have moved that there should 
be separate tables for officers, petty officers and super-term men in the navy, because the;;e men 
can also replace officers in time of war. I am glad to state some measure of agreement With the 
French delegate, and I only hope he will not be too ready for a compromise. I am not a~st 
concessions, but would prefer that the concessions should come from those who oppose this or 
that measure of disarmament. In moving our proposal, I am not in the least actuated by the 
thought that it would affect big naval Powers more than my own country. The proposals brought 
forward by the Soviet delegation are insp!red only .by the d~sire to obtain the maximum re~u<;tion 
of armaments and the maximum extens10n of th1s reduction to all elements of war. Th1s IS of 
course not an end in itself, but only a means of placing obstacles in the way of making war. With 
an unllmited number of officers and petty officers, mobilisation and the making of war must 
be greatly facilitated· this cannot be doubted. But these remarks concern not only naval effectives 
but also land and ai~ effectives, and that is why the Soviet delegation made the same proposals 
when the questions of land and air effectives have been discussed in this Commission. 
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In addition to the arguments of the French del~gate, I wo~d mention that some of the 
big Powas ha'\-e, in peace tim~. a num~~r of vessel~ m reserve With reduced crews, and these 
,-e,....~ls could easily be brought mto condition for war tf officers could be found. 

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

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

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

l\1. Rutgers (Netherlands). - When we discuss limitation of naval personnel, we must 
always have in mind the limitation of land personnel, and perhaps that is the main 
question. One main reason for the limitation of naval personnel is the need for preventing evasion 
of the rules adopted in regard to the limitation of land pasonnel by incorporating surplus land 
forces in the naval pasonnel. 

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

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

In my view, limitation by categories is neceSsary, not only in view of the arguments brought 
forward by M. Massigli, but also because of the necessity of preventing evasion of the rules regarding 
the limitation of land pasonnel. If it is not decided to limit naval personnel by categories, it 
will be poss1'ble to transfer soldias of the land army who have served a certain period to coast 
defence or "landing divisions". For this reason, I think it is necessary to adopt limitation by 
categories both for naval and for land personnel. 

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

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

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

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

General de Marinis {Italy). - A moment ago I supported Lord Cecil's proposal for 
taking the aggregate figures of officers, petty officers and men. . 

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

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

When we discussed this subject at the first reading, the Italian delegation made a reservation 
of a general character. For the sake of consistency, it maintained its reservations with regard to 
naval armaments pending the meeting of the Conference, which was then announced. Now it is 
poss1'ble to consider each proposal objectively. 

\\'bile one may feel some solicitude in the matter of trained reserves in the case of land 
effect:ives, the position is otherwise in the case of naval effectives, since the latter almost always 
serve for a very_ long J>eri;od, and this precludes the possi~ility of greatly increasing the trained 
r~~- For~ r~n, 1t doe;; not seem to me that there lS much ground for making the proposed 
distinction, specially if the maXlmum number of officers, who take the chief part in handling ships 
is made public. ' 

I accordingly agree with M. Sato's proposal. 

. J.:l· Massigli (Fra.nce). - I wish at once to thank M. Sato for the friendly spirit in 
which he ~ made hts proposal. · I also thank Lord Cecil and General de Marinis for the 
a_Ppr?Val wh~h they have been go?~ enough to give to it. I am in a difficult position. For one 
Slde lS appealing to me to be conciliatory and, on the other side, there is M. Litvinoff urgm· g me 
not to be weak I 

~am anxiou~, nevertheles~, to be conciliatory, because I think we should all be conciliatory. 
I. beheve M. Sato s_proposal m1ght be considered by a small committee which might also perhaps 
discuss other questions connected with the question before us. 
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In any case, I am anxious to say that I shall consider M. Sato's suggestion with the utmost 
desire of finding in it material for a solution. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7· Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article C. 

First Reading. 

ARTICLE C. 
By " formations organised on a 

military basis " shall be understood 
police forces of all kinds, gendar
merie, customs officials, forest guards, 
which, whatever their legal purpose, 

· can be used without mobilisation, 
by reason of their staff of officers, 
establishment, training, armament 
or equipment, as well as any organi
sation complying with the above 
condition. 

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE C. 
By " formations organised on a 

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

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

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

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I think it is much better that ·we should stick to our rule, 
and not deal with any second-reading texts. 

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

First and Second Reading Texts. 

ARTICLE D. 

By " mobilisation " within the meaning of the present Convention shall be. understood 
all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services 
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a 
war-time footing. 

No observations were made on Article D. 
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o. Discussion on Chllptcr I. - Effectivcs: A1·ticlc E. 

• 
First R~1ding . 

~ ..... 
~OilS. 

This Article bas not 
been discllSSed in con
~tion ...-:ith na'-al. and 
air ~ttecti'l'eS. 

ARTICLE E. 
When drawing 'up the tables 

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

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

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

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE E. 
When drawing up the tables 

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

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

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

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I shall be delighted to discuss any suggestions 
which will enable us to complete this article, but I have nothing to propose at the moment. 
It seems to have been overlooked by some mistake. The explanation has been suggested 
to me that we thought that the article as it stands is quite effective to apply to both naval and 

- air forces, and that there was no necessity for adding to it anything dealing with those forces 
specifically. The same principle applies in all similar cases. 

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

. 
M. Sato (Japan). - The proposal made by Lord Cecil and supported by M. Massigli 

places me in a difficult position, as my Government would have difficulty in applying 
this rule to naval effectives. The land forces in Japan are not continuously in barracks. At 
certain times of the year they are sent to their homes. In our navy, on 'the contrary, that practice 
does not obtain. We should, for this reason, prefer a simpler rule applying only to actual naval 
effectives. 

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

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

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

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

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

M. Sato Uapan). - Lord Cecil was good enough to explain his reasons for supporting 
t~ present text. M: ~utgers has gi':en ~ additional explanations. Further, M. Massigli 
has very courteously mtlmated that he IS aga1nst.my suggestion. Under these conditions, I 
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withdraw my proposal. I will make no difficulty in accepting the present text in the matter 
of naval effechves; but I must make an exception in the case of air effectives. 

Ge~eral de Marinis (Italy). - The Italian delegation would like the same definition to 
be ~pphcable to the effectives serving in all three categories of armaments. That amounts to 
orruttmg the second paragraph of Article E. 

The President. - Article E is accordingly adopted unanimously, subject to M. Sato's 
reservatiot?- in regard to air forces. 

ro. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives : Article I. 

First Reading. 
,Observations and ARTICLE!. 

Reservations. 
This Article has not 

heen discussed in con
nection with naval and 
air effectives. 

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

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

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

Second Reading. 

ARTICLE !. 

(Discussion of the text adopted 
at first reading and of German 
amendments. - See below-ad
journed.) 

Text drawn up at First Reading. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Agreed. 

The meeting rose at z2.55 p.m. 
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THIRD MEETING. 

Held OIJ Saturday, November 8th, I9JO, at Io a.m. 

Presidml: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

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

The President. -You will remember that I asked those who too~ part in ~esterday's 
di ·0 n on Article H to meet with the Bureau for the purpose of findmg a solution of the 
q:n. The solution has not yet been found, but I have some hope that we may succeed 
to-day at a second meeting.· 

12. Discussion on Chapter I: Eft'ectives; - Article I (continuation) : 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH AND POLISH DELEGATIONS. 

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

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

up at first reading to read as follows: 

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

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

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

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

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

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. -DISCUSSION. 

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

M. Sato Gapan). - We have to consider Count Bernstorff's amendment in regard to 
Article I. 

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

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

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

The limitation of the annual contingent is a·much more difficult matter. Speaking generally 
as regards the limitation of land forces, we may say that, once the total strength of these force~ 
has been limited, the object of the limitation has been attained. If you add to this total limi
~tion _a statement _of_tb.E: average daily effectives, calculated according to the method indicated 
m Article E, t~ limitatlon appears to us t? be ~o!h comJ?le~e and equitable. The fixing of 
the annual contmgt;nt and the length of seJVlce Within the limtts of the total average effectives 
per _day ~~ m the above manner ~hould be left. to ~acJ:l C?untry to determine according 
to tts special crrcumstances. At first Sight, the stnct limitation of the annual contingent 
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~ontemplated. in the German propos~ may appear reasonable; but on reflection it seems that 
1t w~u!-d be difficult, and not very farr, to apply the same strict rule to different countries whose 
conditions are not the same and whose armed forces are composed on systems which vary 
considerably. 

. There. is yet another difficulty. In my country, for example, the period of service differs 
m the vanous arms. For the i!lfantry, it is a year and a half, and for transport drivers two 
month~, a?d there are other penods of service in other categories. This variation in the period 
of serv1_ce IS a necessary consequence of general conditions in the country and army requirements. 
Accor~ng to the German proposal, the annual contingent for all arms and their different periods 
of service would have to be fixe_d. · The figure for the annual contingents would inevitably appear 
v~ry large, and would be of little value for obtaining a correct idea of the armament of any 
giVe? cou?try and for making a fair comparison with the armament of other countries. It was 
precisely m order to avoid difficulties of that kind, and possible inaccuracies, that we decided 
to adopt as a standard the maximum effectives determined by the average effectives per day. 

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

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

Since we are still at the stage of the second reading of the whole text of Article I, I should 
like to say that I am concerned to find that this Article refers solely to conscript armies, no 
rules being laid down for professional armies. This gives the impression that the conscription 
system is to be subject to stricter lilnitation, which, in my opinion, is unfair. 

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

I have been speaking of the German amendment in so far as it concerns land forces. As 
regards naval and air effectives, my delegation finds some difficulty in accepting the fixing of 
the duration of service contemplated in Article I, as drawn up at first reading. As regards 
these two classes of effectives, my delegation would prefer a more flexible system. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope that you will feel it right to put the first 
paragraph of the (;erman amendment separately from the others because they really raise 
entirely distinct questions. We have no objection at all to lilniting the number of the annual 
contingent, and I am a little sorry that my colleagues of GermanyandJapanhave!Jltroducedinto 
that question the question of trained reserves, which does not seem to me to enter mto the matter 
at all. If you lilnit the number of the effectives you will no doubt lilnit the number of the trained 
reserves, and lilniting the total number of the army is the best way of lilniting t~e number of ~e 
trained reserves, not only by conscription but by the voluntary system also. It 1~ a matter which 
must really be continually emphasised, that the number of trained reserves entirely depends on 
the number of people whom you enlist in your Army and on nothing else. Therefore, I. do not 
think the question of trained reserves arises here at all, and we do not propose to ra1se that 
question in any form. In saying, then, that I am "in favour of the German amendment", it is 
not owing to a desire to raise that question in any way, for, with all respect to Count _Bernstorff, 
I do not think that it is an amendment of great importance-merely to tell you what IS to be the 
proportion in each Army of the conscription system and the voluntary system; how much of the 
Army is conscriptionist and how much is voluntary, and therefore how _mu~h depe_nds on ~e 
annual contingent and how much on the voluntary system. The only thing IS that 1t does giVe 
you that information, and, when you come to consider the amount that each count~ accepts for 
its total strength, I think the question of how much of that is composed of long-service men and 
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how much of short--.~ice men will become a matter ?f great importance. Ot~er things being 

sl :o1 mtarily enlisted man who serves for a conSlderable number o~ years 1sprobably, after 
,u, ' aof iline a more valuable fighting machine than a conscripted soldier who serves for a short 
~~;.<>e I support the amendment th~fore, .bu.t ~ot on ~e grounds put forward by Count Bernstor:ff. 
because I do not think it is a question of l1rmting tramed reserves. · 

In mv view, the British Government would have been glad if some me.ans <:o.uld have been 
found to take into account the trained reserves of ev~ country as.part of .1t~ rmh~ary strength. 
They have arrived at the conclusion, however, ~!l:t 1t 1s not practical t? ~1t tramed reserves. 
Therefore in supporting this amendment as I do, 1t 1s on the ground that 1t g~ves a more complete 
picture of the military strength of each of the c~mntries. concerned. With regard to t~e second 
and third paragraphs, I will reserve my observations until we come to them. I would like to sa.y 
that our amendment is not an alternative amendment, for, whether the German amendment 1s 
adopted or rejected, I shall still ask that our amendment be considered . 

.l\1. Massigli (France). - As Lord Cecil has just point~d out, th~ German .PX:OPo.sal 
raises several questions. It seems to me that there are three different pomts: the limitahon 
of the annual contingent, the limitation of the period of service, and, finally, in the· third 
raraooraph there is another question which I will not specify at the moment because, frankly, 
I do not quite understand it. . 

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

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

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

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

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

M. Rutgers (Netherlan~); - I feel some nneasin~ss abou! the principle of equality 
as expounded by M. Massigli. In the first place, this equality would necessitate the 
calling-up of the whole annual contingent of a country, and, secondly, all the men would have 
to serve for tile same period. Since all the classes would be embodied, I do not see how it would 
be ~ible to avoid an increase in the size of the army and a corresponding increase of material. 
I ~the ~r~m~t of equality, which. has so .often been invoked here in the name of democracy 
against t~ limitatlo~ of !he annual conti~gent, IS fatal to the idea of disarmament. This conception 
of eqn:W!f necessan~y _mvolves the mamtenance of large armies, at all events so long as the 
conscriptiOn system IS m force. How can this be avoided ? 

M. Bourquin. (Belgium)l. -The p~oposal to limit the period of service was originally 
~ed by the Belgian dele~atwn. You will all remember the able and persuasive way in which 
Jt w~ ~f~d~ b~ my fnend M. de Brou_c~ere. I need not repeat his arguments in favour 
of this ~irmtatwn, smce you are already familiar with them. I should like to state however that 
?Dr attttu_rle has not changed. We consider that the limitation of the period of se~vice shot;ld he 
mcluded m our Convention, and that its omission would be extremely regrettable. · 
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I am aware that, in calculating the maximum effectives in accordance with Article E of 
our Conven~ion, account is already implicitly taken of the period of service, since the figures 
to J;>e estabhs~ed are the result of two factors: the size of the contingent and the length of the 
penod of seTVlce. Neverth~less, the terms o~ Arti<:le E woul~ allow contracting States to play 
off ~me of the~e factors agamst the other, laymg chief stress e1ther on the contingent or on the 
pe:10d of s~rvtce. Without failing in its obligations under Article E, a contracting State could 
qUlt~ well e1ther reduce the period of service and increase the contingent, or reduce the contingent 
and mcrea;;e t~e period of service. It is in order to prevent this second contingency to some extent 
that w~ thmk 1t n~cessary to establish in the Convention the principle of the limitation of the period 
~f ~ei"V!-ce by adding ~ speci~ ~tation, concerned solely with the period of service, to the general 
limitation. I~ <?ur v1ew, th1s IS essential to prevent conscript armies from gradually assuming 
the charac~enstics of professional armies; or, to put it more clearly, to prevent conscript armies 
from secunng the advantages of professional armies while avoiding their drawbacks; and we 
therefore hold strongly to this principle . 

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

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

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

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

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

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

I think it unnecessary to repeat my previous arguments in support of these views. If I wished 
to do so, I could not do better than repeat the summary of those arguments so. ably presented 
by our colleague M. Sato .. Our delegations, his and my own, have alway~ been m agre~ment on 
the problem of the period of service. Consequently, I need only assoc1ate mysel! wtth what 
M. Sato has just said, and would add in conclusion that I approve the text of Art1cle I drawn 
up at the first reading, so far as it concerns land effectives. 

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

I also agree with M. Sato's statement to the effect that if the period of servi<:e in cons~ript 
armies is to be strictly limited, it is also necessary to limit the number of engagel?ents m professiOnal 
armies, and to publish the number of volunteers discharged from those arm1es. . 

That is what I wished to say about the Italian delegation's views. I should like t? add, 
on my own account, that I do not think, in view of our past ~xperie~ces, that there 1s any 
chance of a continuation of this discussion leading to any change m the vtews already expres:>ed. 
I feel that the time has come, if we are to make any progress, to take !1-ote of the reservations 
of the delegations still in the minority, include them in our draft and m our repor!,. and then 
get on with the work. If we go on ~t~ this discussion we s~all only_ hear a repetition ?f _the 
speeches already. made in Sub-Comm1ss1on A and at the vanous sesstons of our Comm1ss10n. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -The views of the Canadian Government on univer~al and compul~ory 
military service have not changed sin~e the proposal o_f ~he Chinese delegation w~ exa~med 
during the first part of the sixth sesston of the Comm1ss10n. I repeat what I satd then, the 
traditions, the environment and the practice of the Cana?ian people are oprose~ to such a 
system, and its abolition would mark an all-important era m moral and matenal disarmament. 
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Xewrtheless, our delegation, in common with many_ othe~, dot1;bted whether i_t would be wise 
{C\r the Conunission, at that time, to adopt a resolution whtch latd down a defimte a!ld complete 
prohi"bition of a particular system of national defence, when the Gov~rnm~nts whtch had that 
svstem refused absolutely to give it up or to limit the numbers of thetr tramed. r~serves. The 
amendment proposed by the German delegation does not go so. far as to proh1b1t compulsory 
militarv service but it aims at limiting, firstly, the annual contmgent, and sec~mdly, the total 
period of service which the annual contingent is compelled to serve. The. Canad_ian Govef!lment 
supports wholeheartedly the part which proposes to limit the annual penod ~htch a conting~nt 
is to serve. We believe it is possible to train a man in the art of defence m .a shorter pen?d 
than for offensive warfare. The Canadian Government presumes that the obJect of countnes 
fa'\-ouring compulsory military service is to ~ men. ~o defend their frontiers ~nd soil, :md 
not to attack neighbouring States. Defence ts a legttimate and a normal act, attac~ 1~ a 
reprehensible one. The limitation of the period of training may w~ be regarded as a restnction 
upon intensive military training. which so often leads to ag~ess10n. I~ ~egard to the ot~er 
part of the German am~dment, asking. that the ~nual cont_m~e.nt be li~tted, the Canadian . 
Government hold the opmion that the domg away Wlth, or the limttin& of, tramed r~erves, would 
ad,-ance the cause of disarmament probably more than any other smgle step whtch. could be 
taken. Up to now our discussions, including the discussions at this present meetmg, have 
not seemed to·show us any probability that we could gain unan~ty on sl!~ a subject, for the 
reason already stated, that certain Governments represented on thts Comrmss10n refuse to agree 
to reduce their armed forces on this basis, and have repeatedly so refused. 

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

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- The Soviet delegation does 110t attach 
much importance to the proposal for the limitation of the term of active service of annual 
contingents as long as the Cormnission does not decide on the limitation of the number of 
trained reserves. So long as that is not limited it does not appear to us to matter how long 
the term of service is. Indeed, the shorter the term of service, the greater may be the number 
of able-bodied men passed through active service. It is only if the Cormnission decides on the 
limitation of trained reserves that the question of reducing the term of service becomes of any 
importance, so that if the Conference agrees to the limitation of trained reserves we shall certainly 
support the proposals for the reduction of the term of service. 

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

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

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). - As a new member of this Commission on which I have 
~ appointed to serve by my Government, I have not had any experie~ce of its previous 
~~- Neverthe~, I feel ~und to express the views of the Chinese delegation in regard 
to f!ll:s unportant article ... Dr. Rid?ell has already referred to the Chinese proposal for the 
abolition of comp~ry military servtce, and you know that our delegation has always supported 
~y measures designed to I?revent war, and has given evidence of its desire for everything which 
~t ~duce to the mamtenance of peace. Therefore I merely desire to state that China 
will vote m favour of any measure for the limitation of armaments of any kind. 

Lord. ~I (British Empire). - I only make one appeal to my German colleague 
~~· m sptte of all the eloquent observations that have been made, I am still of 
optmon. that, whether we put in these words, " the annual contingent ", or not, we make little 
change m th~ draft. ~t has been, I will not say welcomed, but treated by both of the contestants 
on the_ question ?£ tramed reserves as raising that point, but I am convinced myself that it does 
not raise the pomt and that it will not affect that question one way or the other whether you 
pass these wor~ ~ n?f. In these ci~~~tance;;, is it worth while, merely in order to reaffirm the 
German pr~twn m favour ?~ limttmg tramed reserves and that of the French delegation 
and others agamst that proposttlon, ~o dividt; o!l t~e question ? I think it would be a good 
~pie for the_ future conduct of this CommlSSton if the German delegation were to withdraw 
thJS part of their amendment. As to the rest of it, I am warmly in favour of it. 

<Aiunt Bernstorff (Germany). - As my neighbour and friend General de Marinis rs r=ked, ~ v~ last thing that I desire is a repetition of speeches and therefor~ 
con myse to a remarks yesterday, and will be very brief to-day. My earnest desire 
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is that :we should reach the last stage of our work, that is to say the· Conference, as soon as 
possible, so that we may really know where we stand. I have, however, one statement to make. 

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

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

VOTE ON THE FIRST PARAGRAPH OF THE GERMAN A.\IENDMENT. 

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

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

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

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

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

Six delegatio11s voted for this first paragraph. 

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

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

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

Twelve delegatio11s voted against this first paragraph. 

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

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - It is impossible to vote the second paragraph without 
the first; they hang together. We had better now take the Polish amendment. 

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

DISCUSSION ON THE POLISH AND BRITISH AMENDMENTS. 

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

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

The Polish delegation still considers It necessary to hmit the penod of service, as It 1S 

convinced that this quest!on is an important f?-ctor in ~~ p_rob~em of disarmament. . The 
discussion on the first readmg brought out the obJect of this limitation, and showed that It was 
desirable not only from the point of view of the economic and social requirements of each country, 
but also from an international standpoint. 



The objt'Ct of the limitation is to reduce the period of servi7e to an extent compatible \yith 
the requirements of national defence and also in order to arr~ve at the. n~mber of e~ecbves 
allowed under the Convention, taking into account the nec~1ty for u:urung the contmge!lts 
called up to enable them to defend their country. A co~scnpt army With a very }ong penod 
of service constitutes a danger to other countries, because m strength and character 1t resembles 
a professional army, while at the same time its enormous size may represent a threat to 
international peace. 

We need only look at the Armat!'ents Year~Book t~ see the considerable ?ifferences in periods 
of service which still exist in the vanous conscnpt armies.. Moreover! even m tl_le same c:oun~ry, 
the period may differ in the various arms and in the vanous c.ategones of con~gents .. In v1ew 
of these differences, the te..xt of Article I drawn up at first reading: does not furrush ~ sabsfact?ry 
solution of the ·problem. It provides that e~ch country shall 1~self fix th.e Il?-ax1mum penod 
of sen-ice.. The country will do so on the basis .of the lon~t penod of service m !lny category, 
so as to meet all its requirements. Thus, the different penods referred to and wh1ch v~ry from 
one year to more than five years, with all the result~t disadvanta~es: would ~e sanction~d by 
the Convention. The Polish delegation's proposal rums at es~ablish~g a u~orm maxim~m 
limit which no contracting party would be able to exceed. This maximum limit of the penod 
of service would include in an aggregate fiooure the whole of the time spent with the colours 
and in training in the reserve. This maximum, which would be common to all States, sho~ld 
be laid dmvn by the Disarmament Conf~ce: It should ?e rega:ded as a figu;e correspon~ng 
to the normal requirements of the vast maJonty of conscnpt armies. In certam ~ases _It might 
re.'-ult in an appreciable reduction in the period of service with the active army, which is such 
an important factor in annaments. ~ 

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

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

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

- As to whether or not we should limit the annual contingent, I believe that the principle 
of any policy of limitation or reduction of armaments, so far as effectives are concerned, must 
lie in the limitation of service. We must arrive at a state of things which exists in Switzerland, 
where the military service, though regarded as a duty by all the male citizens, is constituted 
for purposes of defence, and the anny is not to be use4 for aggression. If we could have that 
system prevailing throughout the world we should destroy the fear of aggression which now 
exists, and in turn we should arrive at a system of disarmament. That is the vital thing so 
far as efiectives are concerned, but unless we can arrive at some system of limiting material 
as well, I do not think we shall have done anything towards disannament. · It is well kno~ 
that there is a considerable section of the military experts in the world, not least in Germany, 
whll:h believes that the future military organisation of every country will depend, not on enormous 
armies, but on small armies very highly equipped and very highly trained. That is the view 
held by an important section of military opinion throughout the world, and particularly in 
~t Bemstorff's country. Count Bernstorff will know that they have published dissertations 
which have attracted a good deal of attention. The whole question of effectives seems to turn 
on the question of limiting the period of service .. · _ 

. The difference between the Polish proposal and the proposal adopted at the first reading, 
JS that the Polis~ proposal proposes to fix a uniform standard for the duration of military service 
~ong .the parties to the Convention, and that is the idea the British delegation had in mind 
m putting forward its amendment. It is evident that if we can obtain a universal agreement 
to red~ the period of ~ce, in the first ~~ce, to one year's service, we shall have made a 
great stride towards reduction, so far as military effectives are concerned. It depends what 
fignr~ we are going to put before the Disarmament Conference. The ideal thing is to aim at 
~ u~versal standayd. If we can only reach a universal standard by putting in a high figure, 
Jt will be for the DISariDament Conference to consider whether it is desirable to aim at a universal 
standard or to return to the idea of each country fixing a standard for itself. It will depend 
on whether we can arrive at a substantial reduction in the average period of service throughout 
the world. In putting forward this idea it is only with the view of obtaining a figure of that 
char~. If t~t figure d~ not tum out to be practicable, I should imagine that the British 
delegatlOll attending the DISarmament Conference will hold itself quite free to propose another 
system w~ich would be more satisfact~; but, at .th~ n_tOment, I think the nght thing is to 
hav~ a uruversal standard for all countnes, because 1t IS simpler and more effective. Therefore, 
I thmk we should accept the first clause of the Polish amendment. 

. With regard to the other p3:rts of the British amendment, perhaps you will allow me to 
diSprJSe of them after we have dL~pensed with this first proposition. _ · · 
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. _The President. - Would General Kasprzycki agree to replace the word "months" 
m his proposal by the word "days ", in order to avoid fractional periods? 

General K~sprzycki (Poland). - I think it is mor~ practical to calculate the period. in 
months, but I will agree to a calculation in days if the President wishes. 

The President. -We will accordingly replace the word "months" by "days". 

M. Antonia~e (Roumania). - The Roumanian delegation supports the Polish 
pr?pos~. It. considers that this proposal would afford a satisfactory solution of the problem 
raised m Arhc~e I of _the Convention. The Roumanian delegation is of opinion that, in the 
case. of countnes h~vmg the conscription system, the total period of service of t.he annual 
contmgent has no direct relation to the problem of the limitation and reduction of annaments 
and is not so important as effectives, material, and budgetary expenditure. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The difficulty of framing a rule for fixing the period of service in each country has ~ready 
been shown. If limitation be introduced into this article, which is at present extremely simple, 
a contradictory conception will be introduced. A large number of technical factors and the 
varying durations of service in the different armies will have to be taken into account. Mo;eover, 
in all countries with a conscript army, there is a tendency to reduce the period of serv1ce for 
political reasons. This is a grave problem of internal politics. All that the man .in th~ stre~t 
wants to know is that he or his sons will serve only fourteen months and that thiS penod will 
be reduced still further in future. 

If we attempt in the Convention to fix the period of service in each country without taking 
all future possibili~ies into accoun.t, we sh~ b_e introducing c?nside.rable c?mplications .. It 
would be very unWise to fix the penod of service m each country m an mternahonal convention. 

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

. Naturally, this syste~ has a certain ri~dity, but the p~inciple is a fair one, since the same 
rule applies to all. That 1s why I regard 1t as a compromise. 

I wonder if this proposal might ?e supplemented by_ a syste;n o~ publicity in _rega;d to the 
period of service in each army and ~n each arm. I~ this combmation were possible It would 
take into account all the factors which I have mentioned. 
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M Westman (Sweden). _ The Swedish delegatio!!• in a~?rda11~e with the attitude it 
has al\\~Vs maintained, voted just now for a measure tending to hmtt tratned resen:'es. . 

:\ this uestion of trained reserves has been rejected once again, we are anxtous to arnve 
t a -~utionq on the basis established. I am therefore prepared to accept the first paragrai?h 

~f the Polish roposal submitted to this meeting, chiefly for the reas~ms stated by Lord Cectl. 
I think that, ft this proposal be adopted, it would afford th~ future Dts~rmament Con~erence anf 

cell t f red ·ng the attackmg' power of the dtfferent armies. The attamment o 
ex en means o UCJ • h' h th c f akes use of the th t result must obviously depend on the manner tn w tc e on erence m 

a th 1 ced- • 'ts hands In the hope that on the basis of this article, the future Conference means uspa mt · • . · I · f fth will be able to bring about an effective lim~tation of the penod of servtce, am m avour o e 
adoption of the first paragraph of the Polish proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I see no seri?~s disadvantages ~ acce~ting the Polish 
proposal. In this respect, I am in a favourable poSition, because Italy IS, I th~nk, the co~ntry 
that has reduced the period of service more than any oth~. In theory, the penod of semce ts 
eighteen months, but, in practice, a large part of our contmgen.t serves on~y hyelve months, an.d 
a fair part only si.\: months. I believe that. the aver~ge ~z:t.od <?f semce m our country IS 
actually about nine months, the annual contmgent bemg divtded mto three parts. . 

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

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

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

Finally, you will emphasise still further the distinction between conscript and professional 
armies; while the period of service is to be the same in all conscript armies, professional armies 

· would be allowed to maintain different periods of service. 

For these reasons-although, I repeat, my country is not directly concerned in this question
. I think it best to adhere to the more elastic provision in the text 9f Article I of our draft. 

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

The tendency of many countries lately, and especially of the most military ones, has been 
to reduce the term of active service, by no means out of consideration for disarmament, but 
for the sake of economy and technical convenience and the improvement of the armies-and 
perhaps for the purpose of increasing the number of their effectives. · As I have mentioned 
before, in my opinion, the shorter the term of service, the greater may be the number of men 
passed through_ active service. By adopting the Polish proposal I think we would not further 
!he ?tuse of ~ment or reduction, nor even of the limitation of armaments. By itself, 
1t Dll~ht be a q.mte harmless proposal, if the Commission had adopted some measures of real 
effective red?ct1on of armaments, but I am very. much afraid-judging by what has transpired 
from to-days. speeches-that we are hardly entitled to expect any real decisions with regard 
to the reductwn of armaments in this Commission. 

If ~he draf~ Col?venti?n should ~onsist only of such innocent and ineffective proposals as 
the Polis~ one, 1t mtght giVe a false 1dea of the work of the Commission, and whatever we do 
here I thmk we ought to see that the public at large should understand what has been done 
There .sh~:mld be ~o illusions, no camouflage, and people should see all the shortcomings of th~ 
CommtSSton, and ~t seems ~o me that such proposals as the Polish one may just throw a veil 
over the shortcommgs. It IS for that reason that I think this proposal of the Polish delegation 
may be rather harmful than harmless. 

th hMead. Cofbhin (S~in). - I ~eel a certain doubt in my mind after hearing the remarks of 
e o the Italian delegation. 

ad< I a;: not opposed to ~he ~itatio!l of. the period of service, but I am afraid that, if we 
Jpt t e formula under dtSCusston, thiS wdl not help us to reach our goal. 

eith If we are !0 hav~ a uniform maximum period of service for all conscriJ?t armies we must 
the ~~e :his ~axtm~h 1ery hig~ or else. ~ve up the attempt to reconc1le this reduction of 

0 
servtce w1t t e maxtmum military effectives assigned to the various countries. 
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The figure for military effectives must be based on the requirements of defence, national security 
and international obligations. 

Suppose, for instance, that a country is allowed to maintain a force of 1oo,ooo men for its 
requirements o~ national defence, and that another country is also allowed, for the same reason, 
~he same max~ut;n of 1oo,ooo. Both countries may have compulsory military service, that 
1s to say, conscnphon, but the populations of each may be very different. One of the countries 
which has been assigned mo,ooo men as a maximum may have an annual conscriptive force 
of 1,ooo,ooo men, whereas the other country, also allotted a maximum of 10o,ooo men, may have 
an annual conscriptive force of only 200,000. 

If we fi.x a period. of service to allow for all these differences, the figure will be so high that 
no result will be obtamed. If, on the other hand, we reduce the period, difficulties will arise 
for the country allowed 10o,ooo men and having only 2oo,ooo conscripts. That country could 
not have 10o,ooo men and accept the limitation of the length of service fixed by us. 
· I would therefore ask the Commission to consider these figures very carefully-unless I 
have made a mistake in my calculations-before adopting t-he formula proposed. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). - Our delegation shares the misgivings expressed by 
the honourable delegate for Spain. We accordingly propose to add at the end of the first 
paragraph of the Polish proposal the following words: " . . . due account being taken of 
the total limited amount of armaments fixed for each country and the exigences of the 
training of recruits ". 

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

The President. - To enable this text to be circulated, I would ask the honourable 
delegate for Persia to submit it in writing. 

M. Massigli (France). - The French delegation co'-Operated in the drafting of the text 
drawn up at first reading which it is now proposed to amend. Although the hour is late, I 
should like, if you will allow me, to explain as briefly as possible the reasons why I can accept 
the first paragraph of the Polish amendment, which is the same as the first paragraph of the 
British amendment. 

If you consult the Armaments Year-Book of the League of Nations you will see that the 
period of service in conscript armies varies considerably. In certain armies it is less than one 
year, while in other countries, unless I am mistaken, it may extend to four or five years. Moreover, 
in one and the same army, the period of service may vary according to the arm. 

For this reason, and in the form in which it is drafted, the sole value of the article under 
discussion is that it places on record the de facto situation in the various armies and gives the 
contracting parties the assurance that the characteristics of an army will not be modified during 
the time the Convention remains in force. · 

It seems to me that two rather different ideas have been expressed in the very interesting 
discussion which has just taken place. First, our Polish colleague stated that a common 
maximum should be fixed in order to indicate to some extent the point at which a conscript 
army ceases to merit this name and becomes a professional army, thus enjoying the advantages 
of both systems-highly-trained reserves and a strong, well-trained army. 

A somewhat different idea was expressed by Lord Cecil, who advocated a common rule 
applicable to the various conscript annies. 

The text before you may appear to cover both these ideas, which differ appreciably from 
each other. I think, however, that if we face the facts we shall see the position more clearly. 

In the first place, the object was to lay down the maximum period of service not to be 
exceeded in a conscript army for the men ·of the contingent. That is the essential thing. Is it 
possible to go further and to standardise this period ? That seems to me to be far more difficult, 
and even dangerous. 

As General de Marinis and other speakers pointed out, the conscription system differs in the 
various armies. Methods, social environment, education and also fitness for military service differ. 
In these circumstances it is impossible to fix a uniform period of service. 

There is yet another reason. If the Conference attempted to fix limits which do not take 
sufficient account of de facto situations and thus violently disturb the military systems of a large 
number of countries by requiring the~ to adopt a s~orter period of service than ~at at prese~t 
in force, many Governments would hesitate to commit themselves to such an expenment, and th1s 
would add to the difficulties of the Conference. 

It is quite certain that_you cannot ask the various armies ~o adopt a u.niform system. Mor_e
over, in some respects I think that when you go more. closely mto the vanous syste~s Y.ou Will 
find that the difference is not always so great as was beheved. I represent a country which 1s often 
reputed to be militarist, whereas the .c!:mn.try whose hospit~ity. we now enjoy, ~s Lord C~cil. has 
reminded us, is not regarded as a mil~tanst country. Yet If, m accordance With .the pnnc1p~es 
laid down in the article under discussiOn, you reckoned the number of days serv1ce of a SWiss 
citizen and a French citizen you would find that the French citizen remains with the colours barely 



tllret' or four months longer than ~he S\~iss citizen. !his applies to privates. In the case of corporals, 
the length of service is the same m Sw1tzerland as m France. . . 

Consequently, there are various factors, including traditional customs, to be borne 111 ~d. 
It may be argued that in fixing a common maximum you will encourage many countnes to 

lengthen the periq_d of military service. I do not agree. This risk can be obviated by meal).S of 
publicity. 

I should like to make another observation. The whole of this discussio~ has bee~ confined t.o 
conscript armies. Nevertheless, some provision should be made for profess10nal arm1es. I ad.J;nlt 
that it is extremely difficult to fi~ a lower limit for ilie P':rio~ of serv~ce in professional arm1es, 
but countries possessing such arm1es could at any rate furn1sh mformatlon as to the lengili of the 
en~~en~. · 

I now come to my last point, which is not wiiliout importance. 
When the article was adopted at ilie first reading, it was understood by several ~elegations 

to refer solely to the limitation of ~~d armaments. At tha~ t~me, ilie ~rench del;gatlon made a 
formal reservation to the effect that 1t was also necessary to lirmt ilie penod of sefV!ce of naval and 
air forces. I would stress the fact this refers solely to conscript armies. Why should it be imposs~ble 
to fix a limit for the period of compulsory service in ilie naval or air forces of conscript co~tn~? 
I do not think there is any valid objection to this: in any case, I have not heatdanyconvmcmg 
arguntent a~st it. Everyone realises ilie importance of the air ~ an~ the diffi~ulty of train~g 
airmen. It is only natural that we should want some reassurance on th1s pomt. I desrre to emphasise 
the fact that we shall not be able to settle this question of the period of service unless we find some 
means of extending limitation to conscript navies and air forces. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I have already stated the attitude of the Belgian delegation 
towards the principle of the limitation of the period of service. We attach great importance to 
this and I should not like it to be thought here or elsewhere iliat the insertion of this principle in 
our Convention is useless. However, I feel confident iliat public opinion will not make this 
mistake because the public has a great deal of common sense and realises iliaf, as regards ilie 
problem of ilie or~tion of conscript armies, ilie question of ilie period of. service must be 
~ded as fundamental. We hold strongly to this principle. The proposals submitted by the 

o Polish and British del~tions do not affect this principle. The only difference between those 
amendments and ilie proposal which we made ourselves rna y be said to be a difference in ilie meiliod 
of application. As r~ds meiliods of application, my delegation is always very conciliatory because 
what it r~ds as essential is ilie principle. I know iliat methods of application are important, 
and are even very important in practical life, but here .we are merely making a first attempt to lay 
dowill~ principles and rules of law in a domain which has hitherto been left to the discretion of 
States. This is a heavy task and it is obvious iliat, at the moment, we cannot do more than sketch 
out ilie plan. However, I am anxious iliat this rough plan should not be left as it is, but that it should 
gradually become more definite and more complete. In this connection, I iliink it is essE!ntial to insert 
certain principles. They are ilie seeds from which ilie work will grow. I must admit that 
ilie arguntents submitted in support of the Polish amendment, both by ilie Polish delegation, oilier 
del~tes and finally by M. Massigli, are very weighty. We suggested that there should be a 
maximum figure for each State. That proposal has been supported by fue representative of the 
Italian delegation and M. Cobian. However, it might lead to certain complications. Moreover, 
ilie idea o~ a common maximum has the advantage of greater simplicity. I call to mind ilie advice 
so often ~venus by Lord Cecil, who has had very great experience and can speak with authority. 
Lord Cecil has told us over and over again that we should endeavour to avoid complications 
and should make our formulre as simple as possible. 
. I think that is very wise counsel an~ it is because fue Polish and British proposals are extremely 
Simpl~ and also because they leave mtact what I regard as essential-namely, fue principle
that, if these proposals commend themselves to fue Commission I, for one, would be prepared to 
agreerothem. . 

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

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

T~ meeting rose at z.s p.m. 
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FOURTH MEETING. 

· Held on Monday, November roth, 1930, at ro a.m. 

President: M. LouDoN (Netherlands). 

r3. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. - Article I (continuation). 

.. !he Pres~d.ent. - I sho~d first like to extend a welcome to His Excellency Dr. Tewfik 
Rustu Be~, Mrmster for Foreign Affairs of the Turkish Republic, who arrived on Saturday. 

Y"_e will now continue the discussion on Article I, and, in particular, the Polish amendment 
proVIding for a uniform period of service corresponding to the normal requirements of the 
majority of States. - ' 

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

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE PERSIAN DELEGATION. 

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

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

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

M. Massigli (France). - I said on Saturday that I could accept the first paragraph 
of_ the Polish proposal, and I explained the reasons. In the Minutes I am made to say the 
exact opposite. I should like to repeat, therefore, that, subject to the observations which I 

·submitted! I can agree to the first paragraph of the Polish proposal. · 

r4. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives: Article E (continuation): Statement by 
the Japanese Delegate. · 

M. Sato (Japan). - In the first place, before diScussing Article I, I should like to ma~e 
a brief statement regarding Article E. 

My delegation made a slight reservation concerning Article E, with regard to air forces. 
I have now received further instructions from my Government, and am in a position to withdraw 
this reservation .. 

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

The President. - M. Sato's statement gives us great satisfaction. It is understood, 
therefore, that Article E is adopted in the form in which it was submitted to us. 

rs. Discussion on Chapter I: Effectives. ·- Article I (continuation): Discussion on the 
Polish and British Amendment (continuation). 

M. Sato (Japan).- We have to consider the Polish amendment to Article I. If this had 
been a question of secondary importance, I should have done my utmost to fall in with the 
views of the Polish delegation and to accept its amendment; unfortunately, however, my 
delegation attaclles very great importance to the fixing of the period of service in the army, 
and, with all the good will in the world, I am opliged to say that we find it very difficult to 
accept the Polish amendment. : . . . 

I should first like to say a few words about what happened when we discussed this question 
for the first time. 

The French delegation had made a suggestion which it was difficult for me to accept. I 
proposed to limit the period of service in sucll a way that each State would be left full liberty 
to limit its own period of service. My delegation proposed to say: "The total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to fulfil shall not exceed what is laid down by eacll 
State. "1 

This wording was not very satisfactory to Lord Cecil, although he shared my views. 
Lord Cecil said: 1 · 

"I am not quite happy ~bout the e_xact _fo~ of words suggested _by ~e hoi?-ourable 
representative of Japan. I qmte agree With his object, but I do not qwte like saymg that 

• Nol• by Ill• SscrolariaJ.' ~ See Minutes of the Third Session. Document C.3Io.M.I09.I927.IX, page 107. 
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an .fuing in a treaty shall be fixed by any particular party to the treaty. The thing t~at 
fi _} •t st be the agreement between all the parties to the treaty. I sug:gested to him, 
~;I i a:~lad to say he agrees, that, instead of sayi?g.' fixe par chaque. Parbe ', you ~ho~ld 
say: • accepte par les Hautes Parties contractantes , if M. Paul-Boncour has no obJecbon 
to such a phrase." 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

I have so f~ spoken only of countries in w~ch c~nscription. is in fot~e, but is it possible 
to apply the Polish proposal by analogy to countnes havmg profess10nal arm1es ? Can we impose 
~ uniform standard on them ? I am not well acquainted with the usual length of engagements 
m those countries, but I am certain that it varies considerably. 

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

Th_e same app~17 to countries where conscription exists. As regards the question of the period 
of ~TVlce, the position of my country may possibly be somewhat different from that of other 
nations . 

. I_n ord_er to exJ?lain the difficulties with which we are faced, I should like to give you some 
ad~tlonal ~!ormatlo~. I have _told you that, on our own initiative, we have already reduced the 
penod of military 5ervlce. We did so having regard to social tendencies and for budgetary financial 
and other reasons; nevertheless there is a certain limit beyond which we cannot go. • ' 

. We have to consider the best method of forming an efficient army. There are mountaineers 
for mstance, who do n?t even know how to put on boots; there are fishermen who are very brav~ 
an~ accustomed to facmg storms and danger at sea, but who are quite unaccustomed to slee in 
~; rrondbedsteads. How can Y?U tum t~ese men ~to good soldiers or sailors in a very short ti~e ~ 
~o? o? not tum out well-!ra~ed soldiers, what 15 the use of spending so much mone on milita 

tra~tng. It takes a ~am !ime to produce an efficient soldier, and this time vades accordi~ 
to t e country. A period applicable to a European country cannot apply to my country. 

It ~llSt be possible !or us to take into consideration all the existing circumstances customs TI! aptitudes, an~ we WlS~ to be free to fix the methods of engagements and the period ~f · 
t lS why, notwithstanding my good will, I find it difficult to accept the Polish d sex:"l~e. 

present form. I should greatly prefer the adoption of the text drawn up at first re::ft~~- ment m its 
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If, when the vote is taken, I am in a minority, I will give way to the opinion of the majority 
of the Co~issio~; but, in that c~e, I will ask it to examine the question more closely. We are 
at present. discussmg the matter m the abstract; we do not know-and, moreover, this point is 
left blank m the Polish amendment-what the maximum would be. If the text drawn up at first 
reading be rejected by the Commission, I should like to know what its views are as regards the 
number of days to be inserted. 

If th:;t point be discussed, perhaps-! would emphasise the word " perhaps "-certain 
app~ehenswns f~lt by some delegations may be removed. But that possibility cannot be considered 
until later, and, if my arguments have not convinced my colleagues, I should like to know what is to 
be the result of our discussion and what is to become of the text drawn up at first reading. 

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

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

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

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

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

" On the other hand, there may be some advantage in putting down several figures. 
I refer here to the argument put forward a moment ago by the delegate of the Netherlands. 
All the same, there is nothing to prevent a country from giving several figures. After all, 
the Convention lays down what a contracting party is bound to do, and it contains no clause 
forbidding that country to do more. A country will always have the right to put down as many 
figures as it wishes. We undertake to give a figure, but obviously we have a right to give more 
than one. 

" Once this prinCiple is clearly established there is no objection to our adopting the 
singular (' figure '). 

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

" M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). - In these circumstances, I do not press the point for 
the time being. 

" The text as above was adopted. " 

The extract from the Minutes I have just read to you shows that the present wording of !}le 
article allows more than one figure to be mentioned, and the general tendency to reduce the penod 
of service to be strengthened by the indication, not only of the highest, but also of the lowest figure. 

For these reasons I hope that the Commission will not adopt the Polish amendment, althou~h, 
if it should do so, the Netherlands delegation will not feel compelled to oppose the adoptlon 
of the article. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I am prepared to vote for the first paragraph of the whole t~xt 
unanimously agreed on by the Commission in I9~7: but that does not exclude ~e from al~o vo~mg 
in favour of the first paragraph of the Polish-Bntlsh ame~dment. Indeed, dunng t~e discu~10n, 
it seems as if the members of the Commission have considered these two texts as mcompatlble. 
I cannot agree that~ that is the .case .. To my mind, i~ is very i~portant t? maintain t~e rule o~ _1927 
-that all the States shall indicate m the Conventlon what iS the maximum duratlon of military 
service. I have no objection to adding to this, if the Conference can see its way to do it, a general 
phrase covering all armies based upon obligatory service. · . 

We are probably nearing the point when you can take the vote, and I respectfully _subrmt 
that you should begin by putting to the vote the first paragraph of the text of Article I, which was 
adopted unanimously in the spring of 1927, and only afterwards proceed to the vote on the 
Polish-British proposal. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I should like to summarise the y~ews of t~e various 
delegations on this question. Everybody is agreed that the· period of military service should 

1 Nol• by tho S•crelarial.- Minutes of the Third Session, document C.JIO.M.rog.I927, page roS. 
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be limited and that it only remains for us to decide UJ?On the meth?d by which this ~s to be doJ?-e. 
We should also bear in mind-and this is also a very lll1portant pomt-~~t t~e penod of se~1ce 
has not been ado ted as the basis of our general sch~e for the liJ.?utat~on. and reduction 
of armaments. In ~dopting Article A, we decide? to retru~ a~ t~e essential pnn~1ple and ge~eral 
basis of the measures of limitation and reducbo!l, th~ .llll1!ta~l0n a~d re.ducbon ~f ~ffe~tr~es. 
As the Belgian delegate pointed out two days ago, thts dectston mdirecti:r 1~phes a certa~n hmttabon 
~the period of service. In short, we have to find some means of.estabhsht!lg a c~rr~la~10n between 
the eeneral principle of the limitation of effectives and the unanimous des1re to limit, m some way 
or ~other, the period of service. · 

Two systems have been proposed. 

The first, which. was adopted at the second rea~g, appe::rs to ~e more in conformit~ ~th !he 
essential principle for the limitation of armaments lrud down m Article A-nan;tely, the lmutabon 
of effectives. When all countries have accepted an aggregate figure f<?r therr l~d, nav~. and 
air effectives, it will be necessary to specify for ea~h country th~ maxlll1um p~no~ of_military 
service and the maximum period of service for their different categones of arms. Th1s will gtve us an 
accurate picture of the army of each country. 

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

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I think we have had an extraordinarily important debate 
on this subject. Let me say just one word. I cannot agree with M. Litvinoff that this is a 
matter of no importance. I think the whole of military history shows that the higher the 
standard of training that is given to troops, the more serviceable they are for purposes 
of aggression. What we want is to train all armies for defence and not for aggression, and it · 
seems to me that it is desirable to limit the period of service. But I must say I have been very 
much impressed by the argtlll1ents of M. Cobian, General de Marinis, M. Sato, and others. 
I think they have made a very strong case against an attempt to fix. an absolutely rigid level. 
As far as the British delegation is concerned, there is no great desire to see a fixed level unless 
it can be a low level. If it be fixed at quite an absurd figure-ten years, for instance-it would 
have no value at all. The only purpose of our proposal was to try to keep the general 
standard of the armies of the world down to a defensive standard, and, if that is found to be 
impracticable-impracticable if you .are to fix a figure which shall be acceptable to all countries 
-then I admit the matter must be reconsidered very carefully. 

I was a great deal struck by the suggestion of the Norwegian delegate: Why not have both 
systems embodied in the amendment ? Why not have the text which we agreed to on the 
first reading and add to it a limit beyond which no armies should go ? It could be done with 
the greatest ease as a matter of drafting by adding at the end of the first paragraph: "and 
shall in_ no case exceed . . . months". It would be a figure accepted by each party and 
should .m no case «:xcee~ so many months. I feel very much attracted by that solution, or 
somethmg of ~he kmd; mdeed, before I heard the Norwegian proposal, I had myself arrived 
at the conclus10n that I could only vote for the Polish and British amendment with a clear 
conscience, if I added an intimation that, unless at the Disarmament Conferenc~ it was found 
possible to fix a low limit: the British delegation would feel perfectly free to go back to the 
proposal of . the first rea_ding, or some analogous proposal. I do think we could accept the 
P~lish solnt10n and pu_t mto ou~ ~eport a statement. that many delegates were of opinion that 
thlS would only be satlSfactOl"f ~f 1t were found posstble to have a low limit; if not, they would 
be prepared to adhere to the ongtnal proposal. But, as at present advised, I think the Norwegian, 
proposal really meets both cases, and, if we could agree on that, perhaps it would be the best. 

. I quite real~ th~ difficulty fe~t by the delegate of Yugoslavia, who naturally feels he would 
~ke to. have a httle time for cons1derati~n; b!lt I rather ~ope we shall get to some conclusion, 
if poss1ble, and we could renew the constderabon of the pomt later on if any delegations desired 
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it. I hope we shall be able to arrive at the compromise suggested by the Nonvegian delegation. 
The proposal would then read: · 

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

That would_ give a double standard should it be found possible to get a reasonable universal 
standard; an~, If that were not possible, we should have the standard originally mentioned in 
the first reading text. 

M. Bou.rqui~ (~lgi~m}. -. I quite agree with Mr. Markovitch's suggestion, all the more 
so because, m prmciple, It IS m accordance with a proposal which I have just communicated 
to the President. 

It is obvious that we !l-re ~ll !!greed as to the principle of limiting the period of service, but 
when we come to apply this pnnciple we find that there are two methods-the uniform standard 
and the individual standard. 

· I said on Saturday that the Belgian delegation would agree to the uniform standard 
advocated by the Polish delegation and supported by the British delegation, provided it was 
acce~te~ by t~e Commission. It is becoming more and more evident that there will be no 
unammity m Its favour. Personally, I am very undecided and share the doubts expressed by 
Lord Cecil. We are confronted with a common difficulty-the impossibility of gauging accurately 
and completely :the value of the two technical systems before us without going into figures and facts. 
We shall not ~e able to choose the system which has the greatest advantages and the fewest 
drawbacks until we have before us the demands of the various Governments and know the 
details and characteristics of their military organisations and the figures which they propose. 
These . facts and figures will have to be dealt with by the Disarmament Conference. In this 
Commission we are confined to a theoretical appreciation of the situation. I therefore propose, 
in accordance with Dr Markovitch's suggestion, that we should give the Conference an alterna
tive, and tell it that we are all agreed as to the principle but that there are two ways in which 
it can be applied. We are not able to judge between them because certain factors were outside 
the scope of the Commission. 

We would not submit a majority formula and a minority formula, but would agree to 
present the alternatives. We have to think, not only of our own work, but also of the work 
of the Disarmament Conference. We must endeavour to smooth out the difficulties for the 
Conference. If we adopted a single formula, that of the uniform standard, the draft would 
be submitted to the Governments invited to send representatives to the Disarmament Conference. 
Those Governments would study the factors necessary for the application of the formula in 
question. If the Conference decided that this formula was impracticable or difficult to carry 
out, it .would have to revert to the other formula and begin the preparatory work over again. 
It seems to me that this would complicate the work of the Conference and would waste time. 
If, on the other hand, we tell the Governments that there are two alternatives, the delegations 
to the Conference would be prepared to deal with either alternative. 

• Lord Cecil's suggestion, which I think is in accordance with M. Colban's proposal, is that, 
instead of an alternative, we should have a combination of the two systems. M. Colban and 
Lord Cecil propose to take the original text, which provides for an individual standard, and 
to add that there will also be a uniform standard. I am afraid that, if we adopt the two formulre, 
this will combine the disadvantages of both. If the uniform standard be adopted, a very high 
level will probably be fixed. If the suggestion made by Lord Cecil and M. Colban be adopted. 
the various delegations will specify the individual standard which they require. 

If you propose to have a uniform standard in addition to these individual standards, you will 
have to fix a very high level in order to meet the views of all countries. This is the drawback to 
which M. Rutgers drew attention. 

Countries such as Belgium, for instance, which have a very short period of military service, 
will thus be presented with a Convention providing for a maximum period of th:ee or f?ur years. 
If in such countries the period of service is from eight to ten months, certam partles-I am 
looking at the matter from the point of view of domestic politics, which are an essential factor in 
international politics-will on these grounds urge an increase in the period of service. That would 
certainly run counter to Lord Cecil's intentions. I should therefore ~ave some difficulty in accepting 
the combination of the two formulre and should prefer an alternative. 

I now come to a question of procedure. I do not think it is really ne~e;;saryforme to submit my 
suggestion in the form of a new amendment. When I first saw the_Bntlsh amendment ~~~ other 
day I .had some doubt as to its scope, and ventured to ask Lord Cecil whether the words m each 
contracting State " did not imply that there would be a separate standard for -eac~ country. Lord 
Cecil replied that a uniform standard was intended. On the other hand, the Polish amendment 
reads: " for all the High Contracting Partie~ . . . " We must not leav.e _any room for doubt 
as to our intentions. I think we could qmte well adopt the text of theBntlsh amendment and 

. explain the reasons for our decision in the report. The text is suffic;iently _elastic to cover the 
alternatives. These would be stated and we should say why it was rmpossible for us to choose 
between them. 
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l\1. Lltvinoff (UJ?ion of ~oviet Socialist R~publi~s).tioni i~h~uld ~~ r:~~~ ~:~ls~na~~ ~ll~~ 
of the delega~es the I~press~~n ~a~o~fu;~~~~ ~fa ~rect pro:rsal had be~n made to the ~oyiet 
(;';::!~e:;: ~ ~~~ ~~t.erm ~o~I~ervice independently of wh~~:~::fb~n;f ~~=· So~::t::~~ 
should have ~spo~ded to It .willingly, the more : tk~a~: Swiss militia, with a term of service 

~~t~~t ~~t~~~;eeT~~~~:. ~Je:e ~~;~ ~ubbequent rars; !rr:d ~r!:; ~~o~:ed~~~; 
opposing the amendment. If I speak agamst It,, It IS ecause am 
achieventent of this Commission in· the way of disarmament. 

If the Commission would revert to the question of the limitation of trained reserves a~d w~r 
material, or if the future Conference would adopt such limitation! I would votbe fthor ~duc~g ~ e 
term of service· but as I am not sure of any such measures bemg adopte~ Y e ommi~Ion 
or the Conferen~e, I 'wish to abstain from voting. I only want to make qmte clear the attitude 
of the Soviet delegation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I agree to a very large e~ent with my friend 
Mr. Markovitch, but I question the desirability of having t~o alternativ~ texts. Would that 
not be a rather dangerous path for the Commission to take at this stage ? It IS o.ur duty, as f~r as 
possible, to draw up a single text. Later on we shall be faced with more difficult questions, 
and may then be obliged to draw up two alternative texts. 

ff we do not, as far as possible, draw up a single text, we sha~ complicate the task of the 
Disarmament Conference enormously. As you know, that task will be a very heavy one. We 
have already touched on a controversial point. The scope of this controversy m~y be gr~atly 
enlarged at the Disarmament Conference. For that reason I should prefer ~he adoption of a smgle 
text, if tliis is at all possible, 

It is our task to prepare a metho~; the figur~ will be filled in by ~e Disarmament <;,on~~renc~ .. 
The object of the Polish amendment JS to establish a standard determmed by .a figure . x · This 
figure will be inserted by the Conference, but it will in any case have before It a defin~te system. 
It will be easier for the Conference to discuss this single figure rather t~an tw~ ~temative .figures. 
In the latter case, it would be obliged to discuss both these texts m additiOn to fixmg the 
figure " x ". · 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

For ~he J?!Oment, I merely desired to draw your attention to the fact fuat there is another way 
~mt. I_thm~ It W?uld be best to take a vote at once on the Norwegian proposal regarding Article I, 
m conJunctiOn With the first paragraph of the British proposal or with the Polish proposal which 
as I understand them, are identical. ' ' 

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

. This_ att~tude is not dictated by a_ny d~sir~ to avoid a limitation of the period of military 
~ce. smce_m our country, although thiS pen?diSleg~lly a year and a half, it is much shorter in prac
tice.~ e conside~, however, t~t the result of fixmg a umform standard would be to increase the period 
~f military serv~ce, beca~, m or~er to sec~re unanimity among the contracting Powers it would be 

ecessary to adopt a relatively high maximum. For these reasons the amendment latterly moved 
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by the Norwegian delegation and supported by the British delegation is preferable to the Polish 
amendment. Neverthel~ss, the Turkish delegation considers that, even in this case, the desired 
res~t ~ould no~ be obtamed, because the maximum adopted would necessarily be higher than the 
penod m force m most o~ the contracting States. As it would be possible for each Power to adopt 
the figure fixed, there might be a tendency to work up to that maximum. . 

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

. ~· Westman (Swed~l!')· - Before t~e vote is taken, I should like to have an explana
tion m regard to the ~nbsh a?-d Norwegian proposal. Unless I am mistaken, Article I, as 
3:dopte~ at the first reading, provides for the acceptance by each country of figures with a view to 
lim1~ab~:m, and not for a !fleasure of publicity. For instance, in the case of country A, three months' 
serv:1ce IS accepted, and, m the case of country B, six months', etc., and these figures must be observed 
durmg the term of the Conv~n~ion. It is now proposed to add an aggregate figure and to say that 
no country may exceed the hm1t, say, of fifteen months. 

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

. G.eneral de Marinis (Italy). - After following with close attention the discussion 
m which -:ve have been engaged, I think it is clear that a certain number of delegates are 
~oncerned m re~ard to th~ speci~ cir~u~stances of each country which might justify differences 
m the legal penod of semce. This pnnc1ple forms the basis of the text adopted at first reading. 
On .the other hand, other delegates are concerned with the danger that might arise if the legal 
pe17od fixed ":ere. too long. ~ith a view to limiting this legal period, it has been proposed that the 
penod of semce m all countnes should be standardised: that is the Polish proposal. 

T~e two ~ende':ldes, therefore, are to allow freedom to all countries to adopt the legal period 
of semce which su1ts them best and, on the other hand, to ensure that this period shall not be 
too long. 

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

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

I quite accept the draft proposed by Lord Cecil. 

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

M. Colban has made it clear that, after all, this is a first Disarmament Convention that we 
are drawing up, and, as it is a first Disarmament Convention, probably the figures will not be all 
that we might hope they will be~ ten, or twenty, or fui;ty years; b~t !.t seems to me that to have a 
definite agreed figure beyond wh1ch no country can go 1s a great gam.· 

As I have already pointed out, we are trying to prepare a text which will permit the natio~s 
to agree to limit the period of ins~ruction. of the~ train;d reserves to ~uch ~II: ext.ent as to ID:ake therr 
use for aggression exceedingly difficult, if not 1mposs1ble; and pu~hc opm10n m t~e commg ye:u-s 
will I think see to it that gradually there shall be la1d down a penod of trammg 
whi~h will det~rmine whether a given country is sincere or whether it is not. If they can fix such 
a figure as that, and I believe they can, disarma~ent will have m3:de great progress. When.~uch 
a figure has obtained general acceptance, a part1~ular .count!}' w~1ch stands o~t and. s3:ys, We 
must have a longer period ", will be ackno_wledgmg e1t~er meffic1ency or m?tlves distmct from 
those which animate us here. If it be penrutted to look mto the future, I think we shall see that 
the figilfe-after the first ten years-that is fixed for the number of days' service, will be redu~ed 
progressively until it will be sufficiently short to prevent the use of tramed reserves for offensive 
warfare. 

I listened on Saturday to the arguments in favour of maintaining tr~ed res~rves .. Some 
of us here abstained from voting. Why c;lid we do .so ? ~ecause we felt that 1t w~s ~mposs1ble to 
obtain general agreement on a Convention wherem trame~ reserv:~ would be l~t~d. As we 
have made this concession, it seems to me that the countnes retammg the c;:onscnptlon system 
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should be willing to limit the period of training for their. conscripts. If. we are goi!lg to. reduce our 
annaments, it will have to be done on a basis of compromtse. The Canadian delegaho!l will therefo~e 
support the propo~ of the Polish and B~itish dele~tes, ~ecause we ~elieve that thts 
is a fundamental pomt and ·that we shall be domg somethmg whtch, alt~ough 1t !Day not make 
for the greatest pr<>oaress at the first Disarmament Conference, will certamly do so at 
succeeding ones. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - I am very glad to see the keen .interest taken 
by the Commission in the reduction of military service. This problem, like· peac~ ~nd 
disannament merits the most careful examination. Many speakers· are in favour of the prmc1ple 
recommended in the British and Polish amendment. Some observations have been subi?itted 
in reeard to the difficulties of application, and the danger of interpreting this amendme?t wtthout 
takin°g sufficient account of the present position in regard to the period of military serv1ce. 

A certain misunderstanding appears to have arisen, and I should like to deal briefly with it. 
As regards the interpretation of the.Polish amendment to paragraph I of Article I, I would 

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

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

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

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

At the same time, I am prepared to accept the suggestion made . by the Belgian and 
Czechoslovak delegates, to submit the two alternatives to the Conference. . 

After dealing with the observations of those speakers who were in favour of our amendment, 
I now turn to the objections of principle. · 

I must confess that I was rather surprised to hear it said that the limitation and reduction of 
the period of service in conscript armies would have no practical result and would be superfluous. 
Th~re is no doubt that, in the majority of countries possessing the conscription system, certain 
pe~ods of service have ?een established as a result of experience and normal development. These 
per_t<>?s correspond strictly to the countries' requirements from the point of view of adequate 
trainmg for defence and national security. In the majority of countries they are not very different, 
an~ do not ~y exceed two or three years at the outside, according to the ami, including 
periods of training . 

. What,. then, are we to conclude when we suddenly come across armies in which the period of 
acttve servtce alone greatly exceeds the limit mentioned above ? This period is sufficient to permit 
of due regard for all_the various circumstances rightly referred to by General de Marinis and M. Sato 
---degr~ of education, general culture, economic situation, industrial development, etc. I fully 
aprrectate M. Sato's anxiety, which is, I think, justified, but I do not see that there would be any 
difficulty in dealing with it. 

Tha~ is wh:r I propose a uniform standard, taking into account the general requirements 
of conscnpt armtes and designed to prevent them from becoming professional armies. 

An:f service~ excess of the requirements o{normal training-each additional month or year 
spent With the actlve_army-rnakes a further impression on a man's mind and adds to his value 
and to that o! the umt. The men become professional soldiers. The characteristics and spirit 
of the con~pt army change; it is converted into a professional army, all the more formidable 
because_ of Its grea~ s~. The potential of aggression if I may say so, is immediately heightened by 
any period of serv1ce m excess of that which is strictly necessary . 

. On the other haJ?d. a S<?lrl;ier who~.service in the active army is confined to a relatively short 
period~!? only receive a limited trammg: the necessary minimum of musketry practice, a little 
field trammg, a kno~led~e of th~ re~lations for discipline and internal economy, a certain amount 
?f tlern~tary t~hmcal ~structu;m. m each arm, etc. If we bear in mind the time which he spends 
m garnson servtce, phystcal trammg and general instruction, we shall see that it is impossible 
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for him to ac9uire more. thorough or more extensive military knowledge. The opposite is the case 
whe~ the penod _of seiVJ.ce ex~ends to the longest period in force to-day. A man serving for such a 
con~Jderable p~nod can acq~nre a grea~ deal of practical and theoretical knowledge of his special 
s:uJ;>Ject. He will also have tune to.recerve more thorough training in field service, field operations, 
liarson. w_ork and command .. He wrll be ready for promotion at any moment to the rank of non
comm~ssroned. office!, and m qualit_y he will be equivalent to the non-commissioned officers -of 
conscnpt an;rres wrth. a ~hort penod o! service. His value is no longer to be compared with 
that of a pnvate soldier m an _army wrth a short period of service. A long period of training 
therefore affords a means of creatmg large camouflaged cadres which can be utilised in the case of 
emergency for the formation of new units, to an extent which is impossible for countries with a 
short penod of service . 

. L~~tly, I sho~ld.lik~ to. draw the Commission's attention to the advantages afforded by the 
possrbr~ty of specralisatron m .~ies with a long period of service, more particularly in view of 
of t~e unp_ortan~e of mechamsatron and the increased use of motive-power by the assaulting 
armres, whrch will be a characteristic of future wars. I will not go more fully into this question 
at the moment, although I would emphasise its importance from the military point of view. 

I do not think there is any further need to stress the fact-which is quite obvious-that an 
~x?essively !ong period of service is an important factor in the military strength of a country, and 
rt rs very drfficult to speak of a reduction and limitation of armaments if at the same time the 
excessively long period of service which still exists in certain countries is to be maintained. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

I admit that in certain special cases, although these are very few, this increase might occur. 
As the result of- the adoption of our maximum limit, a Power might be obliged to reduce its 
period of service and at the same time have available a part of the contingent which had not 
yet been called up. A country ffi: this sit~ation m!ght p~rhaps be temp~ed to make go~d the 
loss in the number of average daily effectlves b:y mcreasmg the pro~ortron ~f the contmgent 
liable for service. In such case it would be possrble for the country m question to set off the 
reduction in·the period of service by an _increase in another element. The ~missio~ of the 
principle of limitation of the period of seiVJ.ce would not, however, prevent thrs contingency. 

In short a long period of service enables more thorough and extensive general and technical 
training to be given to the men. They can be mad~ more efficient and. more perfec~ly adap~ed 
to the part which they will be called upon t~ play in. tune of war. A specific and d~el? Impression 
is made on their esprit de corps. The soldier acqmres ~h~ statu~ of a non-commiSSioned ~fficer 
ready to take command at any ~oment. In t~is.way It IS possible for a coun~ry to obtam an 
almost unlimited number of tramed non-commissioned officers for cadres. Thrs system places 
at the disposal of the country wh!ch adopts it the large ~umber of s~ecialists necessary to h~dle _ 
the new implements of war e~C!ently ~d such .men will be essential for the future armres of 
assault-the armies of aggression makmg surpnse attacks. 

It seems to me that these facts are only too obvious. Neither experts n_or the man in the 
street will understand a speaker who maintains that a reduction of excessive penods of compulsory 
service in conscript armies is not in the interest of disarmament and peace. 
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M. Politis (Greece). -This discussion being about to close, I think it is time to explain 

the attitude my delegation proposes to take up. . . . 
We have before us a text adopted at the first read~g, an~-1t ~s well to remember-adopted 

unanimously. In the course of this long second readmg ~lSC1;lSSlOn we _haye ende~v~n~red to 
make an improvement in the text adopted. We have had m ~ew. the prme1ple of lim_lbng the 
period of service. That principle is already embodied in Article. I, of the first rea<ll?g ~ex~, 
with provision for individual application of the principle. The Improvement, to wh1ch 1t IS 
now proposed to have recourse, takes the forO?- of a g~neral provision for what has just been 
called a uniform standard for all the contractmg parties. . 

You have seen the difficulties which arise when it is proposed to apply a uruform standard 
to the period of military service. As has been pointed out more than once in the course of !he 
discussion, we shall run the risk, if we wish to retain this idea of a uniform standard, of making 
it too high. This danger is not eliminated by the combined method proposed by M. Colban 
and accepted by Lord Cecil. If you begin to take into account the requirements of each State 
by laying down that in any case the maximum period of service is not to exceed so many d8;ys, 
that maximum will be fixed at a figure which will cover all the individual statements of reqwre
ments previously indicated. In the end, therefore, this combined system arrives at the S8;me 
actual result as the fixing of a uniform standard. The uniform standard may be put frurly 
high; and I for my part run afraid that the countries which are at present tending-and t~at 
to an increasing extent-to go still further in the direction of limitation, may find the fixmg 
of such a figure awkward, both from the psychological standpoint and from the standpoint of 
internal politics-that is to say, when they find an international convention, of the importance 
of that on which we are at work, fixing a limit higher than the limit which they have already 
accepted in principle. It will be difficult for the Governments of such countries to ask the 
national legislatures to go lower than the limit already accepted. . 

I take my own country as an exrunple. The law at present in force in Greece fixes military 
service at eighteen months; but in practice the period is never more than fourteen months. 
There is now a question of fixing it by legislation at twelve months, with an effective service 
in practice of not more than ten months. I must very frankly say that, if an international 
convention of this importance were to fix the uniform standard, even at a ·moderate figure-! 
run not thinking of ten or five or three years, but of two years or eighteen months-! believe 
it would be impossible for the Government of my country to ask the national legislature to 
accept the proposal for reduction which is at present contemplated. 

Though I run attracted by the idea of a limitation of military service by means of a con
vention and in a generalised form, I think, for the reasons I have given and remembering that 
" le mieux est l' ennemi du bien ", that the most prudent course is to adhere to the first reading 
text. That leaves us free, should there be a sudden movement of international solidarity in 
the Conference in the direction we all desire, to recognise the possibility of fixing a uniform 
standard at a low figure and accepting it. But in the meanwhile I think it is best to accept 
individual limitation, as suggested in the. text adopted at the first reading. · That is the wiser 
course and, for my part, I propose to hold to it. 

M. Massigli (France). - At the point which this discussion has reached it is necessary 
· for us to see clearly where we stand. 

M. Politis has just stated the position of the problem very clearly, but there is an essential 
point, to which I ventured to draw attention at the close of my remarks of the day before yesterday, 
which has not been mentioned this morning . 

. ~e qu~ti?l!' I asked the day before yesterday is this: Are we really in agreement on the 
prmcrple of limiting the rumual contingent of a country as a whole, whether serving in the army, 
navy or ~ force ? That is an essential, a fundamental, point. · 

Startin~ from the idea that the Convention ought to have a certain elasticity in order to allow 
f?f~e.reqwrements ?f the navies and air forces-and on the understanding also that the only 
limitatic;m propo~d IS ~e limitation of the legal period of service, without any question of 
preventing ce~ naVIes or certain air forces from having recourse to voluntary enlistment 
!lllder ti?-e condi?ons set forth in Article H-we thought that the Polish-British formula, 
mtroducrng ~e Idea of a uniform standard at a fairly high figure, might facilitate agreement. 

. But I still do not know how we stand in this matter; and, before deciding whether I shall 
giV~ my preference to the text adopted at the first reading or adhere to my acceptance of the 
Polish runendment, I want to have light thrown on this fundamental point. 

The Pr~sident. -I think jM. Massigli is perfectly right. We have hitherto disregarded 
the observatiOns appearing in the margin opposite Article I (first reading text): 

::This Articl~ has not been discussed in connection with naval and. air effectives . 
. _The delegation of France declares that the clauses of this article must apply in the same 

conditions to land, naval and air effectives." 

~ ~ould ask you to be goo~ enough to state whether this article is to apply under 'the same 
condit10ns to land, naval and air forces. M. Sa to also referred to this point on Saturday. 

Lor~ ~cil (British Empire). - The only satisfactory way of giving an answer to 
M. Massigli ~ould I;>e to put some w?r~ into the amendment making it quite clear what 
~as the solut10n desrred by the CommiSSIOn. For my part, it does not seem' to me to make any 
difference w~ether you take the old system ?r the new system. You have to settle whether you 
take the PoliSh amendment or the old draftmg, and to decide whether it is to apply to all three 
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branches of tf1e armed ~orces r;r only to land forces. It should, however, be quite easy to insert 
the total pen_?d of service ~hich the total annual contingent is compelled to serve, whether by 
land, sea or~·. and to put m some words which would make it quite clear. We can vote on that, 
and M. ll:f:;ssigli can form his own judgment as to the action he ought to take in consequence of 
that deciston. 

Th~ ~re~ident. - The words " whether by land, sea or air " will have to be inserted. 
M. Mass1gli pomts out to me that what we have to do is first to establish the principle and that 
we can settle the wording later. ' 

M. Sato (Japan). - In. principle I accept the !'rench proposal of applying the same 
rule for the per~:od of ~ervtce to all three categones of armed forces, provided always 
that th~ first rea~g text IS adopted, and each State is accordingly left complete freedom to fix 
the penod of service. 

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

If the figur~ of three years be put in in the place left blank in the text, a difficulty will arise 
for the aiTI!-y-. Vlz. that to which M. Politis drew attention, and which I had in mind when I spoke 
on the Polish amendment this morning. 

I think it will be necessary to specify a fixed period of service for each of the three ·categories 
of t~e an;ne~ forces, for the army, navy, and air force. Perhaps someone will let me know whether 
my Idea IS nght or not. Generally speaking, and in principle, I accept the French proposal. 

The President. -_Before calling upon the next speaker, I suggest that, if we say "the 
figures " instead of " the figure ", that will cover every supposition. · 

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

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

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

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

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

The President. - Certainly. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I withdraw my proposal for recommending the two 
systems as alternatives to the Disarmament Conference, in view of the argument as to the 

· rules of procedure and in view of the fact that we have to establish a single text. 
. I do not, however, withdraw anything of my arguments, which the representative of 

Belgium has been good enough to ·support. 
It is suggested that we should first vote on system No. I, and then add system No. 2. I 

confess frankly that I have tried in vain to reconcUe these two systems and I am astonished 
to find the Commission is prepared to be unanimous on the point. I should like to counter 
that unanimity with an argument of a general nature, a legal argument. I do not understand 
how it is possible to compel.a count~, the Kingdom of Yug:oslavia !or example, whic_h accepts 
eighteen months as the maXlmum penod· of compulsory service, to adhere to that penod under 
paragraph I, when in paragraph 2 the m~~um limit is l;eing fixed at two Y:ea~. As I see 
the position, paragraph 2 cancels the obligations of the Kmgdom of Yugosla':la m respect f?f 
the maximum of eighteen months. I should be very grateful to those who are m favour of thiS 
system if they would explain to me what will be the position of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia in 
this case. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I think there is a misunderstanding. M. Colban's 
proposal was to vote on Article I and on the principle ~~vanced by the Polish 3;nd British 
delegations. We have found that paragraph I of the Bntish proposal should be mterpreted 
a~ being identical with the Polish proposal. The British proposal appears to involve a contra-
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diction, to which attention has already been drawn. It is a c.ase of a misunder~tanding.. What 
we really want to do is to fix a single uniform standard which no country will be ent1tled to 
e:..-:ceed. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am rather glad t~at the Czechoslovak delegate raised 
the point which he did just now. I am anxious to explam what I am prepared to do myself, 
so that there may be no misunderstanding so far as I personally am concern~d. 

As I understand it, our first decision will be: Do we accept the text as pnnted here, or do 
we suppress that text and substitute. something else for it ? On that q~es~ion I shall vote for 
the text as it is printed here with the addition proposed by M. Mass1gh. Then comes the 
question whether we should make the addition proposed by M. Colban and myself. I shall be 
glad to hear the discussion with regard to that. M. Massigli, I understand, wishes ~o express 
his views on that subject. I reserve my decision as_ to how I shall vote on that ~omt; but I 
cannot agree with the Czechoslovak delegate in thinking that there is any contradictiOn between 
the two. You may say there are a number of standards for a number of individual cases, and 
those will be laid down; but, in addition to that, we wish· to lay down one complete standard 
which will embrace them all. 

Take the case of Czechoslovakia, where the period of service is >eighteen months. That 
country will be bound, having inserted eighteen months as the period it accepts, to eighteen 
months; and, in addition to that, there will be a covering figure of, say, two years, possibly 
applying to the whole world, the object of that being to set up a standard-which we hope will 
be gradually reduced until the whole world comes down to one year or even less. In any case, 
that will be the highest period that anyone in any future revision of the Disarmament Treaty 
can poSsibly ask for. Two years will be the extreme ma:"Cimum that we contemplate as possible. 
That is the theory. I am not going to argue it now, because I quite agree with M. Massigli that 
it is better to take one decision at a time. The first decision is whether we accept the principle 
of the first paragraph of Article I as proposed, or whether we wish to establish an entirely 
different principle. 

The President. - I was about to propose to vote first on the first paragraph of Article I, 
as approved at the first reading, with the slight amendment, and then on the Anglo
Norwegian amendment. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- My preoccupation at the moment is 
not so much to shorten th~ term of service as to shorten the term of discussion on this point, 
which threatens to be endless. I should be happy if I could contribute to any clarification of the 
situation. It seems to me there is no contradiction in the two proposals. Limitation of service 
can only be expressed by fixing some maximum term of service, and if we adopt that it does 
not matter whether individual countries fix individual terms of service or not. Any country 
would be free to lower the term of service, bqt that will be done by way of publicity. That is how 
the position appears to me and perhaps this explanation will satisfy the delegate for Yugoslavia. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I could accept M. Litvinoff's interpretation; only I 
cannot see whether with such a system we shall really contrive to shorten the period of 
military service. We are shortening the length of the discussion, I admit; but the point is, as I 
have stated clearly enough, what is the legal effect of an additional obligation not to exceed a 
fixed number of days or months or years, when one has already assumed an obligation not to 
exceed eighteen months ? 
· According to M. Litvinoff's explanation, the position of my country will be as follows. It will 
C?IDe to the Confer~nce with the wish to accept a maximum of eighteen months. At the same 
~e a g~eral maxunum of two years will be fixed. At that point, military circles in Yugoslavia 
will certainly say: As the two years' maximum has been fixed, why accept eighteen months? 
Perhaps we shall want two years, and Yugoslavia will be satisfied with this general maximum. 

M. Massi~ (France). - You have proposed to substitute "the figures accepted" 
for " the figure accepted " in Article I. 
. . I would po!nt out a difficulty in the way, which might be considered by the experts. The point 
JS !ll~Y technical, and I must refe~ to those who are more qualified than myself to express an 
op1D1on. I can only say what the pomt is. 
. Once there are three different figures for the three forms of armaments, while at the ~arne 

time there are three figures of average daily effectives, the various countries will find themselves 
COID.J;X!lled to enter on~ and the same fi~e in all thre~ columns, even if the period of service is 
not m fact the same m all three categones. OtherwJSe, great difficulty will be met whenever 
it is desired to transfer personnel from one category to the other. 

•. Lord Cecil (British Empire) - I do not see why we should consider the technical 
difficulty a~ all now: Do _you not think we had better vote ? I was going to answer 
Dr. MarkOVItch; but! 1f he will allow me, I will do so after the division, when we come to consider 
whether the Norwegtan proposal should be added . 

. M. Sato Oapan). - M. Massigli's last remark does not appear to me to be quite 
satisfactory for my country. I have already had occasion to point out that, if the biggest figure 
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is gi~en fo~ the period of service in a country for the three categories of armaments, that will lead 
to di~culties. I quoted the case of my own country, in which the period of active service is two 
years~ the case of the a~y and three years in the case of the navy. If we take the figure" three 
years .. ?nl~ and <_LPply 1t .to ~. the categories, the soldiers will say-that is what was in 
~- Politis mmd, as 1t 1s m mm~ Why ~ak~ the period of military service any lower ? " I should 
like to s_trengthen the tendency 1!1 the dire~tio!l of cutting down the period of military service; 
but to glVe three years _as the pe~od of serv1ce m the Japanese army will not only not strengthen 
the tendency to reduction, but will rather strengthen the tendency to an increase. 

·.For this reason I cannot a~ee ~th the French proposal. It might be possible to consider 
leavmg.each cc;mntry a free h<:nd ll?- this matter. Franc~ might perhaps give a single figure for all 
categones, while other coun~nes (like my own) would p1ve three different figures, or two different 
figures, for the three categones. Perhaps that 1s a poss1ble way out of the difficulty. 

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

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

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

VOTE ON REVISED WORDING FOR ARTICLE I, PARAGRAPH I. 

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

. " In each contrac~ing St:~.te having the conscription system, the total period of service 
which the annual contmgent 1s compelled to serve-whether by land, sea or air- shall not 
exceed the figures accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties. " 

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

VOTE ON ARTICLE I, PARAGRAPH 2 

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

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

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

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

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

When they come to put in the figures for duration of service, to which they bind themselves 
under Article I, the Governments will take this situation into account. As elements for determining 
their attitude, they will have the average daily effectives considered necessary, the possibil_iti~ 
in regard to recruiting regular soldiers, and, thirdly and las~y. the annual.contingent. It. 1s m 
accordance with these three elements-plus the necessary margm-that they will state the max1mum 
period of service which they undertake not to exceed. 

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

The members of the Conference will represent a large number of countries. They will be led, 
in the light of the explanations given, to consider different figures for the different States; and we 
know already that, both for the reasons whic~ I have given and ~or ~eason~ of a social and politic:U 
character to which reference has been made m the course of this discuss10n, the same figure will 
not be put down by everyone. Of the forty or fifty figures which will be put down, there will be 
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one which is higher than all the rest; and automatically it will be this figure which will be the one 
no one is to e.xceed. 

It has been said: "What does it matter? The following Conference will take account of what 
possibilities there may be of lowering this theoretical maximum. " I reply that progress will be 
much apparent if there are reductions in the periods of service accepted by the different countries. 

Actually, therefore, the maximum figure either means nothing at all-that is, it will be a 
theoretical figure higher than all those which represent the formal obligations assumed by the 
various States-or else it will simply be the highest figure in the Convention. , 

For this reason I consider it undesirable to vote on the Anglo-Norwegian amendment. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - While appreciating what M. Massigli has said, I 
certainly hold out for the adoption of the amendment which I understand M. Colban 
desires. I agree that the importance of this is not very great. My conception of the way it would 
work is this; you would have the fifty different countries each demanding its period of service, 
and it would turn out that the majority of them was content with two or three years, or perhaps 
one year's,service, but that two or three countries would hold out for a longer period, and when 
you come to fix the universal figure you will have' a great weapon to use. You could say to the latter 
countries: "Do you wiSh to hold out for these extremely high figures and thus prevent us from 
fixing the universal figure at a lower rate ? " I think it would be a mean~ of pressure on the 
reactionary countries. I see that it might lead to difficulties in each country, in that the general 
figure had been fixed higher than they demanded. I believe the pressure we shall be able to bring 
to bear on each country will have the effect of reducing the figure rather than of raising it. 

In answer to the delegate of Yugoslavia, who raised the question of a juridical difficulty, 
I would 5ay that I do not think such a difficulty exists. As an illustration I might mention that 
we have in England a speed-limit for motor-cars, which is twenty miles an hour for every part of 
the country, and, in addition, for certain parts of the country there is a lower speed-limit of ten 
or twelve miles an hour. In the same way the overriding figure of service will apply to all countries. 
There_ is no contradiction in fixing two maxima; but if you try do it the other way you will land 
yourselves in a contradiction. My impression is that some overriding figure would be of use, 
and, when it comes to the vote, I shall vote for it, aithough I do not attach very much importance 
to the question. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - I am obliged to M. Colban, and I have only one thing 
to add to what the British delegate has said. What we have to keep in view is, first, the 
freedom of every country to fix its own maximum, and, secondly, the fixing of a common limit, 
to which the more reluctant countries (if there are still any such at the time of the Disarmament 
Conference) will be compelled to come down. _ 

" The P~esident. - I now propose to you to vote on the proposal, which is_ as follows: 
and shall m no case exceed .... months ". - -

The proposal was adopted by seven votes to six, with some abstentions. 

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

The meeting rose at I.JO p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, November zzth, I930, at zo a.m. 

President: M. LouDoN (Netherlands). 

r6. Discussion on Chapter I: Effective&. -Article I (continuation). 

The President. - We will continue with Article I. 

f M. Cob¥'~ (Spain) .. -. The conclusion to be drawn from the highly interesting discussion 
0 yesterday IS, m my OPJ?IOn, that the maximum, this second uniform standard which was passed 
a\ the cl~ of t~e meetmg, can~ot hav~ any effects, even indirect, on the figures of the tables 
re en;ed t~ m Arttcle. A .. If ~hat IS the vt~w. o~ the Commission, I shall not press for any addition 
toCommthis. ar:ttcle. I thmk It will be enough if 1t IS stated in the report that this was the view of the 

lSSlOn. 

will !the President. -. I should like ~o reassure M. Cobian at once. All that he has just said 
• _ course, be mentioned, not only m the Minutes, but also in the report. 
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AMENDMENT BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION TO THE SECOND PARAGRAPH. 

The President. - You have had the text of the British delegation's amendment 1 

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

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

M. Massigli (France). - Lord Cecil's proposal is no doubt a proposal for publicity. If it 
were intended for any purpose of limitation, that would hamper the Governments by preventing 
~he.m, du~g ~e validity of the .Conventio~, from varying the periods of reserve or active service 
msid~ .the limits of the total penod of semce. It appears to me necessary to state that this is a 
publicity proposal. Each of these numbers should be shown in the annual statements for which 
provision is made in Article lA. 

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

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I agree. 

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

Dr •. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I also agree with the French delegation. 
The amendment by the British delegation, with the addition proposed by M. Massigli, was adopted 

unanimously. 

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

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

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

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

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

Agreed. 

I7. Request by the Swedish Delegate in regard to the drawing up of the Tables 
provided for in Article A and other Articles. 

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

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

I8. Limitation of Material - Land Armaments -~Procedure. Discussion on Resolution 
adopted by the Preparatory Commission on May 4th, 1929 (Sixth Session 
(First Part)) • 2 

The President. - As the Commission will remember, this question was considered at 
length on the second reading. On May 4th, I929, the great, majority of the Commission passed the 
following resolution on the limitation of land armaments: . 

" The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, 
"Having rejected the systems of direct limitation of material in service and in stock; 
" Having noted that the system of indirect limitation (limitation of the expenditure on 

material) did not meet with general assent: 
" Decides that the limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of 

publicity of expenditure, which will be dealt with in examining Article DA* of the text 
adopted at the first reading." 

1 Not• by the SeCI'elariat. - See page 36. . . . 
• Note by the Secretariat. - See document C.I9S·M·74·1929.IX-Minutes of the Stxth Sesston (First Part), 

page 179. 
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In accordance with this resolution, and ~e pro.cedure ~dopted by the Commission on Thurs~ay 
last, there is no occasion, I imagine, to consider this question for the moment .. We sha!J deal With 
it in another aspect when we come to consider the chapter on the exchange of mformatton. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - In spite of the vote ?f.which you hav~ jus~ reminded ~s, 
1\Ir. President, I do not think you can ~ean to ask th~ Commission to leave t~e quesh~n of ma.te?al 
without further discussion. Our task 1s not accomplished. I should regard 1t as a senous omJSSI?n 
if we were to consider the discussion on the question of land material as concluded. If the Commis
sion takes the view that this -question is really settled, I ~ of course prep~red to bow to the 
Commission's decision; but eighteen months have passed ~mce our last meetmg, and much has 
happened in the interval which may have modifie~ th~ attitude of so~e of us. 

I await the decision of the Commission on this pomt before speaking. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I was going to make a very similar reques~ t?the Commission. 
As far as the British Government is concerned, we have put before the Commission the proposals 
which we desire to make, and which we believe on the whole will prove the best solution. They 
really amount to a budgetary limitation, not only of land, but of ~ materi~-o~ budgetary 
e~:penditure generally on armaments. I hope I shall have. an oppo~urut~ of dealing With that. 

There was a little phrase that you dropped, Mr. President, which a little alarmed me, because 
you said it was only a question of the exchange of information. Unquestionably, in the original 
schemes that we put forward and discussed when I had the henour of sitting on this Commission 
last-now three years ago-we certainly contemplated, not only the exchange of information, 
but the limitation of expenditure, and I thought that, in the passage which you read· from the 
Minutes of the sixth session (first part) at its meeting on May 4th, 1929, there was a very distinct 
statement by you, Sir-or whoever was the President on that occasion-that the whole of that 
question was reserved and could be raised again. I have been relying on that in order to raise it. 

In regard to the question of how far we can deal with specific limitation, that must be held 
over until the third reading. That is a matter which was dealt with in the second reading and 
it can be reviewed when we come to the third reading. 

The President. -I quite appreciate Lord Cecil's point, but I am ,obliged as President 
to follow the formal decision of the Commission, which I have just referred to . 

. Lord Cecil (Britis4 Em.I?ire). - I do not understand that that was made part of the second 
reading of the draft Convention, because that part of the draft Convention was never before the 
Co~ssion at the sec~md reading. The Commission was considering this part entirely, and they 
decided that the question of budgetary limitation was never before the Commission then. I repeat, 
v~~ respectfully-! am sorry I have not got the document here-that there was a perfectly 
distinct statement that the whole of this question was reserved. Such a statement was made more 
than once, because there was some doubt about it, and it was on that footing that the Commission 
passe~ on to other matters. I submit, therefore, that I should be perfectly in order in raising this 
question when we come to the question of budgetary limitation. 

The President. - That is agreed. 

Count Ber~storff (Gen11any). - A Iiumber of suggestions are before the Commission. 
I.f ~ un~erstand nghtly, General de Marinis has proposed to take up again the question of direct 
limitation of land armaments. I warmly support that suggestion. 

I :venture to recall what I ~ave repeated more than once-namely, that, in my view, the 
r.ed~cti?n of armaments, at which we are aiming, is altogether impossible without the direct 
limitation of land armaments. . -

I am entirely _una~le to understand why what is possible in the case of naval armaments 
s~ould .not ~e JlO.SSible m. the. case of land a~aments. I shall be very glad to take part in the 
discussion, 1f thiS question IS taken up agam. 

Th~ Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I do not know if I quite agree with 
~..ord ~as to ~hether or not budgetary limitation has been dealt with. We were under the 
1mpres~10n that 1t had b~n dealt with on the basis of our resolution-the Franco-American 
resolution-but, as a practical matter, I do not think that is either here or there. We have now 
fo~~~tel~ a very free method .of procedure ~nd if the Commission desires to reopen the discussion 
on IS pomt, we should .certa~ly wel.co~e It. .I should like to agree with General de Marinis' 
~~t:~e~u~ep~~;e ~~u~~~~ thehhf

1
tmghof thiS subject bodily to a later stage of our discussions 

disc . • a. IS w o e c apter was suppressed, but merely that it would be 
hav~~n~ :C:U~h= ~f~~ob~~te place. V(lin~ hav

11
e fehlt all the t~e that, despite the difficulty we 

k g m reconcl g a t e alternative methods we should certain! 
~e ~~~futx;ther effo~ to find ~orne acceptable method of dealing with mate~ial for the land forceJ 
substa~tial ~r sp~~ t~~;;d :sed.otnbtlhebsal!lefthought-that .our r~solution was not sufficiently 

SUI a e aslS or a general d1Scuss1on at this time. 
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~· Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I would remind the Commission 
that, m my first speech, I moved the re-examination of the question of the limitation of armaments 
as one of the three cardinal points of the draft Convention. It is true that it has been ruled that 
the Commission may re-examine certain points during the third reading only. I, for my part, 
would prefer to have the discussion now, because the decision which we may take on land arma
ments will affect our discussions and decisions on a number of other points of the draft Convention. 
Supposin_g we do decide to put a certain limitation on land armaments, the question of publicity 
would stl~ come :UP: b~t in quite a different lig~t. Any SU:ch decision would also greatly affect 
the quest10~ of ~tabon of budgetary expenditure. I think the only efficacious way to limit 
armaments IS the direct way and not budgetary limitation, which, in my view, is not sufficient. 
The decision o~ this point will determine the whole attitude of my delegation to the rest of the 
draft Convention. I would therefore ask the Commission to agree to discussion being taken 
up on this point now, without further delay. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

It was this, that questions settled on the second reading m 1929 should not, m prmc1ple, 
be reopened, unless in the case of exceptional circumstances and, m such case, they should be 
taken at the end of the discussion. . 

We decided on two things: First, not to reopen questio~s alr~ady settle~, and s~condly, 
if they are to be reopened, to reopen them at the end of the discussiOn. Questions wh1ch have 
not been settled on the second rea~g we take. as they come. . . . . . 

· I will re-read the text of the deciswn of 1929 m regard to the limitation of matenal. It IS that 
which the President read just now: but I venture to recall its wording. It makes an extremely 
clear distinction between direct limitation and indirect budgetary limitation. · 

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

" The Preparatory Commission f?r th~ J?isa~;IDament C~nf~rence,_ . 
" Having rejected the systems of direct lim1tatwn of matenal m service and m stock • " 

There can l:le nothing clearer than that: the question ~as been settle:J.. But the question 
of indirect budgetary limitation has not been settled; the wording of the text 1s altogether different. 
It says: · 

" Having noted that th~ system of indirect limitation (limitation of the expenditure 
on material) did not meet With general assent, 



" Decides that the limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of 
publicity of expenditure · . . . " 

That means as I understand it, that it was agreed to say that publicity was neces~ary: 
but it was not ~greed to reject indirect limitation-i.e., ~im!tation. of. budg~t~ry _expend1t~re. 
It was merely stated that there was no u~animity on the pr~~1ple of mdirect ltrmtation.. I. thmk 
I am therefore giving a sound interpretation of the I929 dec1s1on when I s~y that the prmc1pl~ of 
indirect budgetary limitation st~ remains opeD:, and that ~he only_ quest~o~ w~ should cons1der 
as settled, short of exceptional crrcumstances, 1s the question of direct hm1tat10n. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - M. Politis has recalled the psychological atmosphere of the 
discussion in rgzg, in which I had no part. I have read the decision taken at the close of the 
discussion then, and I find that it makes a very clear distinction between direct and indirect 
limitation. 
· If I have drawn attention to this point of procedure, it was by no means with the intention 
of stifling discussion. I will never do that. · 

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

M. Massigli (France). - I think M. Politis, in what he has just said, has given an accurate 
suriuna~ of the situation. If the Commission wishes to reopen the whole discussion, it can do 
so. I will even say it should do so. There have been certain fluctuations in the position, and 
certain changes of opinion may have taken shape. The discussion must be reopened 
The only question is: When ? I think, with all respect to Lord Cecil, that there would 
be great advantage in following the order suggested by our President. Last year we found 
that, when the question of indirect limitation was broached, there were signs of opposition. We 
~ere t?ld: "Let us _se_e first ~hat results may be expected _from publicity!" No doubt publicity 
lS a;' madequ~te ~mrmum m many r~pe<:ts-I have sa1d so myself-but I think that, if we 
~ by cons1denng 'Yhat we can do m thlS field, we shall have new arguments with which to 
convmce the adversanes of the other systems of direct or indirect limitation as and when the 
system of publicity is shown to be insufficient. ' 

. _We should be~ then by taking a decision on the question of publicity, which is the extreme 
mm_rmum. That bemg done, when we come to the third reading we can take up the question 
agam as a whole. . 

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

Ig. Observation of One Minute's Silence in Memory of all those killed in 'the Great War. 

Th~ President. - It is now eleven o'~lock and it~ N_ovember nth. In memory of all those 
who fell m the great war, I request you to rue and remam silent for one minute. 

(The members of the Commission rose and remained silent for one minute.) 
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Limitation of ~aterial. -Land Armaments. - Procedure (continuation). 
on Resolution adopted by the Preparatory Commission on May 4th, 
Session, First Part) (continuation) . 

Discussion 
1929 (Sixth 

. Lord Cecil (~ritish Empire). - I quite agree with the conclusion at which M. Politis has 
amved, and that IS that we ~ad better take the discussion immediately; but these questions 
of procedure are neve~ very Important, and I would agree whichever course is taken. But I 
want to be clear on this pomt, that these methods of limitation are not mutually exclusive. All 
of us would ~e. in ~a':our of publicity, because it already exists and we add nothing new by it. 
If the Commission ISm favour of budgetary limitation, that does not exclude specific limitation; 
you may have all three systems. The only thing I am anxious about is that we should not 
have two or thr~e discussion~ on this question, but that we should dispose of it in one discussion, 

·and I do _not lJ!-IDd w~ether. It arises out of direct or indirect or budgetary limitation, but let us 
have a discussiOn which will settle quite definitely what principles we should have in this 
~onvention. Seeing that this is a matter which excites a great deal of interest out of doors, and 
m order that we should not appear to be evading the question, I am in favour of beginning the 
discussion immediately. . · · 

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

We have left our President discretionary powers to re-open the discussion· on particular 
points. In this special case, a new fact has been mentioned. I consider Mr. Gibson's statement 

. to be a new fact, allowing us to return to the point we had reached at the time when there was a 
very strong majority in process of formation on the very important question of the indirect 
limitation of material. The publicity proposal is really a step backwards. · 

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

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

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

M. Sato (Japan). - I share entirely M. Massigli's standpoint. I attach great importance 
to his statement, for the French delegation, and in particular M. Massigli's predecessor, M. Paul
Boncour, were the first to raise the proposal for indirect limitation of material. In spite of that, 
M. Massigli has told us that he is disposed to follow the procedure which we adopted at the beginning 
of our session. I agree with him entirely. Important as the question of the limitation of material 
is, I see no reason to m3,ke an exception to the procedure we have followed up to the present. 
Professor Bourquin has given us his interpretation of last year's decision, and he is certainly 
better qualified than I am to interpret texts. Nevertheless, I do not entirely agree with his 
opinion in this matter. He makes a distinction between the word " rejected " in the first part 
of the resolution and the phrase " did not meet with general assent " in the second part. He 
said that the word "rejected" shows that direct limitation was entirely dropped, whereas indirect 
limitation, in the second paragraph, was merely held over. I think, on the contrary, that the 
expression in the second paragraph means the. same thing, and that it is ?nlY .a cl?'ferent w~~ of 
expressing the· same thought, the same meanmg. What concerns us pnmarily IS the decision. 
The first two paragraphs are preamble, which cannot reverse the sense of the decision itself; and 
the decision says that we should look to publicity of expenditure for a solution of the question of 
reduction of material. · 

We defer to this decision, which was taken last year by a large majority. We see no reason 
at the present time for diverging from it. . I w~ very em~arrassed therefore when I . he~rd 
M. Politis' explanations a mom~nt ago. I assisted m th.e adoptiOn ?f t~e procedure at the begmnm~ 
of this session of the CommissiOn, and I am very anXIous to mamtam the same procedure until 
the end of the session. If, as M. Politis has suggested, the Bureau itself proposes some deviation 
from the procedure already adopted, I am very much afraid we shall not know where we stand. 

I propose therefore, with M. ~assigli! that we follow the same proce~ure, and, at a suit~ble 
moment-by which I mean, the third reading-we shall :ill be ready, mcludmg my own delegatlon, 
to begin the discussion of the substance of the questlon. 

But, even with this procedure, I should ~e to urge the Comm~ssion t? reflect. The question 
of direct limitation of material having been reJected, as M. Bourqum remmded us a moment ago, 
we shall achieve nothing if we now raise it again, except the addition of another fifty pages or so 
to the Minutes. That is really not worth whil~, 3.!1d, _for this reas~n, I wish to urge th~ C<_>m~ission 
not to enter now upon this question of ~e lirmtatlon of Il!-atenal, because that will mevttably 
raise the question of direct limitation, which I want to avotd at all costs. When we come later 
to another chapter, we shall be able to confine ourselves to the discussion of the indirect limitation 
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of material. I accordingly suggest that the Commission should follow the procedure we have 
adopted uo to the present. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I was goi~g t? ask the Commission to come to a_decision.now 
It is a question of procedure and we must decide It one way or the other. I ~ake It there IS no 
doubt about M. Politis' principle that the Commission is always _the ~aster of Its o~ procedure, 
whatever resolutions it may have arrived at, and the first question, It seems to me, lS whe!her we 
shall embark on the discussion of this question of material now or at some futm:e trme. I 
propose, in order tq test the _feeling of the. Commission, to mov~ " that the questiOn. of !he 
limitation of material be considered forthWith ". If -somebody WIShes to propose a modification 
of that, they can move for some other word than " forthwith " - namely, after the discussion 
of other subjects. 

I also wish to move and to this I att~ch great importance: "That in the discussion the three 
methods of publicity, bu'dgetary, and direct limitation be in the first instance .considered together''' 
I am afraid I cannot agree with M. Sato's suggestion that we can put as1de any one of these 
methods. I am not going to argue the question of procedure. I am quite confident that to do 
that would expose this Commission to the strongest animadversion outside-and personally I 
should feel inclined to join in that animadversion-because this is really a vital part of disar
mament. I have come to the conclusion in the last eighteen months that, unless you can limit 
material in some way, the proceedings of this Commission, and the proceedings of the Disarmament 
Conference, are really not worth while going on with at all. How you are going to do it is another 
matter, but the limitation is the vital, essential thing. That is the view my Government 
takes. Therefore I could not agree to any system by which we were going to put aside any part 
of that discussion. I think it is essential that the discussion should take place once and for all. 
I do not really mind whether we begin it to-day, or next week, or the week after; but let us fix 
now the time either now or, if that be not thought desirable, then at some fixed date-namely, 
after we have been through the rest of the draft Convention. 

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

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

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

Lord. Cecil. (British Empire). - M~ _idea was that we should discuss the whole thing, the 
matte~ bern~ so rmportant---even the _declSI?ns we came to on the second reading. I do not want 
two discussiOns; I want the whole discussiOn to take place once and for all. 

Count Bernstorff (Gern1any). - After what Lord Cecil has said, I support his motion. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - The explanation which has just been given us completely 
al~ers the subst:'-n.ce of the propos_af; and we should_ reflect before we proceed to vote. I do not 
think Lord Cecil IS altogether logtcal, because he hrmself proposed to discuss these points when 
we came to_ consi~er Ch~pter _III o~ ChaJ?ter V. There are three forms of procedure accordingly 
before_us-~mediate discussiOn, ~scussion under Chapter III and discussion under Chapter V. 
I admit the lJ!IPOrtanc~ of~- Sato s arguments. In our discussions we should always adopt a 
half way solution; and, m thiS case, the half way solution is to take the discussion under Chapter III 
By adopting this procedure we shall avoid much barren debate. I make these explanations i~ 
order to explain why I shall abstain from voting. 

T:fte President. - I ~ut Jf>rd Cecil's proposal to the vote. If it be rejected, we shall have 
to dec1de whether the question lS to be discussed under Chapter III or under Chapter v. 

The British delegation's proposal was adopted by fourteen votes for to six against. 
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2I. Discussion on Chapter II: Material.- Section I: Land Armaments. 

Observations 
and Reservations, 

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

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

First Reading.l 

Article TA. 

(German Draft.) 

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

TABLE.· 

Material in service 
and in reserve 

t. Riftes or carbines . 
2. Machine-guns and 

automatic rifles. • ·• 
3· Gum, long and short, 

and howitzers of a 
cah"bre below IS em . 

4· Guns, loog and short, 
and howitzers of a 
calibre of 15 em. or 
above ......• 

5· Momn of an kinds. 
6. Tanks •••.••• 
,. Armoured .... • • • 

Maximum 
number 
of arms 

Quantity of 
ammunition 

for the various 
anns (riftes, 

machine-guns, 
etc.) 

(French Draft.) 

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

The said sums shall be divided by 
· the number of years for which the 

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

l The tables referred to correspond to the model 
statements ptOVided for ID tho report of tho budgetary 
experts. Their defiDitivo fonn depo11ds on tho linal 
coaclusiODS of these uperts. 

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

1 Nou by tho SeCf'elariat.- This text is given for convenience of reference. The discussion following deals only 
with the principle and the methods of the limitation of land material. 
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tn response to this concession, the delegations w~ic~ had alway~ been oppos~~ t~ ar;[' ~~~uct!~n 
of war material stated their willingness to agree to mdirect reduction of m~ten Y mi ;ngh e 
expenditure appropriated for its purchase and upkeep. My own d~legatio~ was one 0 t ese. 

On May 2nd 1929 at the eighteenth meeting of our last sessiOn I said (see page 164 of 
Series VIII of th~ Doc~ents of the Preparatory Commission, document C.I95·M·74·I929) 1 !fat, 
while recognising that the method of reduction of expenditure was not perfect, th~ It tan 
delegation was "prepared to accept a method of indirect limitation based on expenditure and 
applying to all material, whether in stock or in service". . . 

I still, of course, maintain that attitude. It only remains to discuss ~he J?ann~r m whtch 
this budgetary limitation can be arranged, and ~he standards to be applied m fixm~ figures. 
I do not think the difficulties in this connection will be very great. It seems to me obv10us that 
we shall have first to fix the maximum limit of armaments in the case of every State, and then 
to decide, on the basis of the limits fixed, the amount of the expenditure which each country 
will be entitled to incur on armaments. 

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

At the same time, it must be recognised that there has been. a chang~ since w~ las~ .met. 
There can be no doubt that in recent years ;there have been considerable mcreases m military 
expenditure, nor can it be questioned that a great part of such expenditure h~ bee~ devoted to 
increasing war material. I do not think I shall be wrong :Vh~n I ~ay that the Situat!on, far from 
having improved, has become worse, so far as the equal distnbutlon of armaments 1s con~~rned, 
which I have always regarded as our first aim and, in any case, the necessary pre-reqmstte. of 
disarmament. It follows that, if we really wish to achieve any positive result in the progresstve 
reduction of armaments, as we have always said we do, we ought seriously to consider this grave 
question of the existence of stocks of war material. It is a question to which it is impossible to 
close our eyes. It disturbs public opinion, and it should engage our attention. It would be 
inadmissible, it would be unacceptable--at any rate, for my delegation-to sign agreements 
ignoring the vast differences in existing armaments; allowing them to continue, and-what is 
more--legalising them by the ·fact of allowing them to continue. 

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

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

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

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

. The British repr.es~ntati':e has just submitted a proposal for the creation of a Permanent 
Disarma~ent CommlSSton, With the task of watching over the exe<;ution of the Disarmament 
Convention. It appears to me that this proposal, if it be adopted should be sufficient to remove 
the objections to which I have referred. ' 

. I~ any case, I think we should not despair of arriving at an agreement on some system which 
WJll _gtv~ all the S~ates that sig;n the Disarmament Convention sufficient guarantees as to its 
application, and will make posstble an effective and, at the same time, equitable reduction of 
armaments. 

Lor~ Cec?J (British Empire). - I understand that we are engaged at the moment on a 
general discussiOn of the question of the limitation of material, and I do not propose to elaborate 
the case at any length. 

. It is admittedly necessary in the naval and in the air forces. We have provided for it and 
1t seelllS extravagant to suppose that it is unnecessary in the case of the army. Indeed, the ~hole 
tendency of modern thoug~t, ~o f?-r as ~ am aw3:re ?f it, is to make it more necessary than it ever 
was before to have some li~lt.ahon, dtrect or mdrrect-1 will come to that later-of material. 
I :venture t~ re~er to the wnhngs. of ~eneral yon Seeckt, which I was perusing the other day. 
His conception .IS that future armtes will consiSt of a comparatively small number of men very 
co~pletely equtpped, and it :Vill necessarily have to be a small number, because the degree of 
~qmpment he contemplates will be be~o1;1d t~e means .of any nation, except for a relatively small 

rmy. I do not know how far that opm10n lS shared m Germany or in France, but I gather it is 

1 Note by the Secretariat.- Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part). 
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pretty generally shar~d. I remember at the beginning of these discussions a proposal was put 
forward that general disarmament should be confined, at any rate so far as land forces were concerned 
to numbers, an~ th~re wa~ a protest from the French delegation pointing out that merely to limit 
numbers was qmte msuffic1ent. That was eight y~ars ag?. I agree that three quarters, or some such 
figure,. of th~ strength of an army depends on 1ts eqmpment and not on its personnel. I think 
that IS obv10~s to anyon<: who h:as studied the history of the late war. The mechanical 
means was the rmp?rt?-nt thm.g, and .It has been enon:nously inc~eased by subsequent investigations 
an~ efforts-the rmsdrrected mgenmty of human bemgs-to discover fresh means of slaughtering 

. therr fello~ creatures. Therefore, I do not think anyone would maintain that merely to limit 
~u~bers will be an efficient.way of .li~ting th;e strength of an army. It may be said that, if you 
lrm1t ~umbers, you would <ii;ectly li~1t ma.tenal, be.cause material depends on numbers; but that 
really 1S not the case. A~ an illustration I will deal With the question of tanks. They do not depend 
on the number of men man army. If you had an army consisting almost entirely of tanks, the 
number of men would. be reduced, ~ecause the. number of men you can lodge in a tank is restricted, 
and many people believe that a smgle tank Is more than a match for scores of men However 
I do not propose to argue that point at greater length. · ' 

I assume that, if we are serious as to what we intend to do we have to face some method of 
limiting material as well as numbers, and the only question which seems to me difficult is what 
J?e!ho~ of limitat!o.n of mate~~ we. sh?~d adopt.. Three ~ethods are suggested-the first being 
lirmtat10!1 ~y ~ubhc1ty. That lirmt?-hon Is m operaho~ at this moment. It is not clearly in operation, 
because 1t 1s difficult to follow, oWing to the compleXIty of the way in wh~ch the accounts and the 
Stat~s' estimates. as !o the strength of the army, navy and air forces are presented to the various 
Parliaments. It 1S difficult for anyone, except an expert, to follow what is happening; but it is 
not beyond the power of the expert. In fact, in every country it is pretty well known what is being 
spent upon the armies, navies and air forces of the world, and, roughly speaking, what is their 
strength; and we have here, so far as strength is concerned, an Armaments Year-Book, which sets 
that out with a very fair degree of accuracy. Therefore, you may improve the method of publicity; 
but I would point out that mere publicity is only an indirect moral method of limitation, and, 
unless you have some engagement, undertaken by the various countries, that they will not go 
beyond a certain strength in material, in some form or other, the moral effect of publishing what 
they are doing is not very great. They would be only doing what they were entitled to do by the 
treaty. Therefore, whilst I am in favour of publication as the basis of further steps towards 
limitation, I do not regard it as sufficient; or as a serious improvement on the state of things at 
present existing. Unless you lay down some standard for the strength of the material, the mere 
publication of how much there is will not produce any effect in limiting its amount. 

I will take first the question of direct limitation. Undoubtedly, direct limitation is, in principle, 
the most effective and the most obvious system. You draw up a list of the armaments somebody 

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

Let me mention another thing. I hope Count Bernstorff will not think I am using this instance 
in any sense that is hostile to his country; there is no hostile .criticism, and ':"hat Germany is doing 
is perfectly legitimate. I take the case of the new German cflllSers, one of which has bee!l completed 
and another of which is being built. They are of ten thousand tons, and everybody admits that they 
are immensely stronger than any other ordinary ten-thousand-ton cruiser. Nobody complains 
about this; I am sure Count Bernstorff will believe I am not complaining, for Germany is carrying 
out the agreement that she was not to have vessels of more than ten. thousand tons. But.the fact 
is that Germany's cruiser is im~ensely s~ronger than any. o~er. cflllSer on the seas. T¥s shows 
how difficult it is by enumeration to ari?-v~ at any reallim1tatu?n. I tak~ that as. an mstance. 
Supposing that system is to be generally 1m1t~t~d m other C?~ntnes, you will have, 1!1 the case of 
cruisers of ten thousand tons, an almost unlimited competition to see who can build the most 
effective ten-thousand-ton cruiser. Though you will have the same numbers of cruisers on the seas, 
you will not in any way have stopped competition on the seas. That is an extreme instance, I 
agree, and no doubt you can add something which will make it difficult for that system to. be 
adopted generally. It was thought when the agreement was made that a ten-thousand-ton crmser 
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was the right standard to set up, but recent events have shown that it is difficult to find a limit 
by enumeration which will be a limit. 

Obviously, the same thing can happen in a nu~ber of cases .. Tanks are another ~stance. 
Then we have guns. You may have any amount of unpr?ve~ent m :your guns. ~ou wi!-1 keep 
the same number of guns but one gun would be so infinitely mfenor that It beco~es qwt~ a different 
thing. That is one objec'tion to the system of direct limitation. ·I doubt its bemg, by Itself, really 
an effective system of limitation. 

The other difficulty is the one already alluded to bymyfriend General rl;e Marinis-the difficul_ty 
of knowing with any degree of certainty what is happening in any particular country. I qwte 
agree with him that you cannot make a treaty on the theory that it is going to be brokeD:, ~eca~se, 
if you do that, it is foolish to make the treaty at all. You must do it on the theory_ that It IS gom_g 
to be observed, just as you make a contract with a man on the theory that he will carry o~t his 
undertaking. But, at the same time, you have got to have some degree of confidence established 
that the thing is going to be carried out and is being carried out. There must be some d~gree of 
guarantee. I know I am now embarking on a thesis which is generally put fo~ard b:y my fnends of 
the French delegation, and I think, if they will allow me to say so, they SOIJ_letunes d:'-ve It too hard, 
and believe that, by a system of guarantees, yo~ can rea~h absol~te cert~mty-. whic}l you cannot. 
But some degree of belief that a treaty is notonously bemg earned out IS desrrable .m a ~atter of 
this kind, where such very. deep feelings are aroused. I take the German ta~le m Article. T A. 
I see carbines, rifles, machine-guns, automatic rifles, and so on. How are you gomg to be satisfied 
that there is such a number of carbines, for instance, without an inspection in all the nations forming 
part of the League of Nations ? I take ~achine-guns, which are rather bigger an~ more easily 
detected; but a machine-gun can be made m parts, the parts can be put separately aside, and they 
could be put together when required. Your limitation by enumeration is not such as to spread 
confidence among the nations, I think. 

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

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

It is quite true that it would not check the details of the thing;· but I believe that broadly 
speaking, each country makes the best use it can of the money available for its armament. If you 
can get them to limit that amount of money, you are going to have a real limit which would be of 
value in checking any growth of armaments in that country. It is possible, ~f course that one 
cc;>untry may d~ide to economise greatly in one particular kind of weapon and expend ~n another 
kind; _but I be~eve everyone who ~as looked into the subject will agree with me that, broadly 
~mg, ~t lS not what h3:ppens m one country. All the countries move together. They find a 
particular kind o~ arma~ent ll? the better one, ai?-d, making certain allowances for the idiosyncrasy 
of ~h colll?-try, if there !5 an. mC!ease of expenditure on armaments in two countries it is probably 
~n 1_11~ease m the ~me ~ect~on m each. Therefore, I believe that, as a practical business move, the 
limitmg ?f expenditure lS gomg to be the most effective way in which you can limit the growth 
of material. · 

I know it is said by the critics: "But, you know a country might conceal its expenditure" 
Well, it may conceal a little, but in these days it is not so easy to conceal. There may be countri~ 
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where it can be d_?ne, but I know it would b~ quite ~possible in my country and, I believe, in 
m~st ofthe countnes I see repr~ented round this table, if not all of them. You cannot do it nowadays. 
It 1s not only b_ecause of Parli.~ents, where Parliaments exist, but because of the pressure of the 
taxpayer, ~ho 1s always enqun:tng what is happening to his money; and it is very unlikely, unless 
you conce1ve of a country deliberately setting_ itself to deceive the world and break the treaty 
altogether, ~hat ~Y such_camouflage of expenditure could take place. In a great majority of cases 
I do not believe 1t 1s poss1ble. 

. Th7 United States of America is among those countries which feel there are certain practical 
diffic~hes abo~t the sys~em of bud~etary limitation; the United States has said this on a previous 
occas10n. I q~ute recogmse and qmte understand the difficulties they feel; but, at the same time', 
I ho~e t~ey will be able to find some way out of_the difficulty if we can adopt some general agreement 
of this ~d. I am sure w~ Ca.I_t rely on the Uruted States Government and its representatives here 
to do therr utmost to fall m Wlth any scheme which is really intended to limit armaments. 

I am afraid I have ~ept the Commission much longer than I intended to do, but I think it 
was well, as I was speaking, to say how my Government looks at these questions. It is for these 
r~a.!!on~ that I recommen~ ~he Commission to adopt publicity to the utmost extent, and budgetary 
!iffiitation on top of public1ty, for the two fit together very closely; and, as far as direct limitation 
1s concerned, I wait to be convinced that it is an effective system. 

May I _add. _this one word? Y'f7 ~ave had. some little examination by experts as 
to the practicability of budgetary linntahon. Therr report was no doubt mainly in regard 
to publicity; but it applies also to budgetary limitation, and they are satisfied that such a system 
could be est~blish7d without any technical impossibilities, although, of course, it would require very 
careful cons1deration and endeavour. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

. On this question of budgetary limitation I have already, on several occasions, set forth in 
detail the views of my Government. I do not propose to do so to-day and shall merely, for the sake 
of record, refer to the declaration made by the _American. delega!ion in Sub-Committee A; to a 
statement which I made on April 6th, 1927, durmg the thud sess10n; and to a further statement 
which I made on May 3rd, rgzg, during the sixth session. We have already _stated our reasons very 
fully. It is now the time for us to set before you what we are. able, as a practlcal m~~ure, to acc~pt, 
and what we are not. My colleague Mr. Wilson and I have JUSt returned from a VlSlt to the Uruted 
States, where we re-examined this entire question with our Government in the hope that we 
might find some way of COJ?pleting agreement. We found th~t we c<?uld not honestly alter our 
attitude, and that for practlcal reasons alrea~y. set. forth-an~ mto wh1ch ~ need not enter nc;>w-. 
a Convention which provided for b~dgetary ~tation as applie~ to the Uruted States was unlikely 
to come into force so far as the Urn ted States 1s concerned. This statement can hardly come as a 
surprise. It has been our consistent attitude during the last four years-and the rea.!!o~s have 
been made very clear-and, while it has been generally understood that we were unwilling and 
unable to accept for ourselves any form of budgetary ~tati.on, I have fou~d fairly prevalent 
in Geneva the impression that ~e. wo~d opp?se the mclus1on m the Conven~on, for oth~rs who 
believe in it of such a form of limitation, Qmte the contrary. We have no WlSh to res~ram other 
nations fro-dt adopting any form of limitation which they see fit. It is only in so far as 1t concerns 
ourselves that I must declare a non possumus. The American delegation has always urged direct 
limitation of material, and would still gladly learn that this method was generally acceptable. We 
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have like\vise urged and have long since put into practice, complete publicity as to material for 
the use of our arm~d forces. If, having these facts in mind, and having rejected our proposals 
for direct limitation, the other members of the Commission can agree to a draft for budgetary 
limitation applicable to themselves, we should feel ~hat, althou~h the method preclu~ed us fr~m 
joining them in these provisions, the aim is one in_w~1ch we h~artily concur .. I can readily_ re~og~use 
that, if a considerable number of other Powers jom m acceptmg a budgetary method of limitation, 
they may consider it inequitable to bind thems~lves to this method and le!lve other Powers ~xe~pt 
from any other form of limitation. As a practical matter, _however, I beh~v~ th~t an exami~~tion 
of our situation will show that we have already an effective method of limitation. Our military 
effectives will be definitely limited, and full publicity given to the expenditure for their pay and 
maintenance. Our naval material and personnel will be definitely limited by treaty. There remains 
only the question of material for. the land ~d air forces. As. re~ar?s this, we hav~ expx:~ed c;mr 
readiness to accept what we cons1der the stnctest method of hm1tation-namely, direct lirmtat10n 
with full publicity as to expenditure, weights and numbers. If it gives satisfaction to those States 
which might be reluctant to see us exempted from any limitation, we are willing, provided that 
some practical budgetary method is generally agreed upon which is sufficiently detailed and precise 
to constitute a real method of limitation, to apply to ourselves a direct limitation of material 
along the lines which we have consistently urged for general adoption here. We honestly believe 
that tills is the most effective method of limitation that has yet been suggested; and, with all 
deference to the views of others, we still feel that this affords a more scientific knowledge of 
military forces and material than can be obtained through budgetary limitation. In other words, 
we feel that it is easier to conceal the application of a dollar than it is the existence of a rifle. 

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

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

The first point to which I wish to turn 1 is Lord Cecil's friendly allusion to the German vessel 
Ersatz Preussen. In document C.P.D.230, distributed to us this morning, which contains the 
proposal submitted to the Preparatory Commission as a basis of discussion by the delegations of 
the United States of America, Great Britain, Canada, France, the Irish Free State, Italy and 
Japan, I find on page II the following passage: 

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

. (a) Capi!al ships: A capital ship, except in the ~ase of the_ existing ships specified 
m Annex II, 1S defined as a vessel of war, not an arrcraft-camer whose displacement 
exceeds Io,ooo tons {Io,x6o metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun 
with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

The Ersatz Preussen is armed with guns of 280 mm. (II inches]. It therefore does not rank 
as a cruiser, but is a capital ship. The point is of extreme importance, since this vessel is very 
much cheaper than the 35,ooo-ton capital ships of other Powers. 
. But I must add that, if it is considered so satisfactory to have recourse to budgetary limitation 
m the case of land forces, I do not see why it is not equally applicable in the case of naval armaments. 

~ne~ ~e ~arinis raised another point. He asked whether we intended to make proposals 
for direct limitation. I have not raised the German proposal again up to the present, and I do not 
kno~ wh~th~r I. shall do so. It seems to me better to see whether or not we accept the principle 
of dir~t limitation. If !he Commission rejects the principle of direct limitation, I shall not see any 
necessity to make detailed proposals in that sense. 

For my own part, I still maintain the same standpoint. Direct limitation is a conditio sine 
qua non of any acceptable convention. Apart from the technical reasons to which Mr. Gibson has 
~uded, there is in my eyes a purely political reason. The system of the Peace Treaty, which was 
1mp~ on us by force, ma~es provision for the direct limitation of armaments. The position is the 
sam~ m the case ?f effechves: the Peace Treaty compelled us to abolish compulsory military 
service. It accordingly appears to us perfectly logical-and from this standpoint I shall never 
recede-th.at the system adopted for us should also be adopted by others, else we should have some 
system which everyone can accept. · 

Tlze Commission rose at zz.so p.m. 

1 Note by IM Seeretariat. - See Annex z. 
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SIXTH MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, November zzth, I9JO, at zo a.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

22. Discussion on Chapter II.- Material: Section I -Land Armaments (continuation). 

The Presiden~. -It is understood that, in order to save time, the general discussion will 
cover not only Arhc~e !A _but also points relating ~o the question of land armaments coming 
under Chap~er III (Lrrmtabon of Budgetary Expenditure) and Chapter V, Section II (Exchange 
of Information). 

. M. ~ate;' (Japan).- As we are going to discuss all the methods of limiting material, whether 
~ect or mdirec.t, by bu~getary means or publicity, I will begin by dealing with the direct method, 
m regard to which the vi~ws of my Governmen~ are already known and have not changed during 
the last four years .. This problem has been discussed very thoroughly during past years, and 
~or ~hat reasol?- I WISh~d to avoid opening a further lengthy discussion. However, in order to 
Justify our pomt of VIew I shall be obliged to re-examine the question, maintaining all the 
arguments already advanced and putting forward some fresh ones. · 

The dir~ct limitation of material is certainly the most radical method. My Government 
fully recogmses the value of this principle. Our reluctance to adopt it is due to the difficulty 
o~ applying ~hi~ principle. ~y delegation _is of opinion that it is impossible to force all countries 
directly_ to lrrmt l~nd matenal to a certam level. Two days ago, when the principle of fixing 
the penod of service was discussed, many arguments were put forward showing the impossibility 
of adopting a reasonable standard period applicable to all countries where the system of 
conscription is in force. These arg~rments apply no less forcibly to the principle of the direct 
limitation of material. It is even more difficult to limit material than to fix a standard 
period of service, because, in the former case, international political considerations play a 
very important part. The great diversity of political conditions in the various countries 
necessarily involves diversity in land armaments. In order to establish a basis for the direct 
limitation of material we should have to fix a standard or proportion between land effectives 
and material, applicable to all countries, or, at all events, to countries having an efficiently 
organised army. 

There would have to be a standard ratio between the number of men and the quantity of 
material. Once this standard had been fixed, it would be necessary to find coefficients by which 
to multiply the quantity of material in any given army. Only then would it be possible, in a 
given country and for a given number of soldiers, to calculate the quantity of material necessary 
for their equipment. · 

After having calculated the war material in this manner for all countries it would be possible 
to see the exact proportion by which it could be reduced. It is, however, impossible to effect 
an equitable reduction or limitation of this material until the standard quantity for any country 
has been accurately determined. Unfortunately, in present circumstances, the search for any 
such standard would be futile. In the first place, international political conditions play a 
preponderant part. These conditions are very unstable and make a purely mathematical 
calculation impossible in practice. Moreover, the geographical situation of the different countries 
varies from a strategical point of view and does not afford the same degree of security to every 
country. If we also take into consideration various other factors, such as population, the wealth 

· of a country, natural resources, the length of the frontiers to be defended, etc., we shall realise 
that the calculation of this standard is quite impracticable and that it is thus impossible to fix 
for each country the individual coefficient necessary to determine its standard armaments. 

In addition to these rather theoretical considerations there are difficulties of another kind. 
For instance, how are you.going to compare professional and conscript armies? There is no 
doubt that a professional army, equal in numbers and equipment to a conscript army, possesses 
a much higher fighting v~ue. Consequently, it w?uld be unfair to allow. the same proportion 
of equipment to a professiOnal army as .t~ a co~scnpt army. The proportion s~ou~d ~e ~ma~er 
in the case of the professional army. But IS 1t possible to secure the acceptance of this discrrmmahon 
in the present state of the world ? I do not think so. . . . . 

All these considerations appear to lead to a negative conclusiOn as regards t~e pnnc1ple 
of the direct limitation of material. Unless we can establish a standard proportiOn between 
land effectives and material, applicable to all countries and between professional and conscript 
armies direct limitation becomes impossible. 

F~om the military standpoint there is also the question ?f.the distributio.n among the ':ari?us 
arms of the number of effectives allowed to each country. This IS a problem of mternal organisation 
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which should be left to the country concerned t~ settle acc.ording t<? its o~ req_uire~ent~. For 
instance the proportion between the cavalry artillery and mfantry may differ Widely m d!fle~ent 
countri~. Examples are easy to find. In Eu'ropean cou~tries with well-develop_ed comm17mcabon, 
artillery and heavy artillery in particular is of the first unportance, whereas, m countnes whose 
commun'ications are less developed, infa~try and ~ou-':1-tall:t and light _artillery are of gre~ter 
value than the other arms. For this reason, the d1stnbutwn of effective~ among the ~an<;ms 
arms should be left entirely to the country concerned. _Moreover, th_e. mtemal ?q~am~abon 
of an army may be modified as the result of external ?r mternal cond~twns. A lim1~abon of 
armaments based on existing conditions might not be m 3:ccordan~e With future requrrements 
and would make any change in military organisation very difficult; 1t would thus amount to the 
restricti.on of a country's freedom. 

The eternal problem of supervision also arises in this connecti<;m. Several speakers touched 
on this point yesterday. I would not. repeat th~ a!~ments. whi_ch I have already advanced 
on many occasions, if I were not convmced that 1t 1s 1mposs1ble m the pres~nt state of w?rld 
politics to bring about the direct limitation of material without well-organised and effic1ent 
supervision. It may be objected that a genuine reduction of n~val armaments was. effected 
at Washington and London without supervision, and that there IS no r~ason why this shou~d 
not also apply to land armaments. In theory this appears to _be a logical ar~ment, but m 
practice, having regard to the diversity of land armaments, wh1ch are I!l~ch _easier _to c<;mceal 
than naval armaments it is doubtful whether reduction without supervision IS possible m the 
former case. It may also be argued that we must not begin by suspecting the good faith of the 
contracting States. I admit the justice of this argument, but in the present stat~ of world 
civilisation and of the international moral code, is it likely that a statesman respons_Ible for the 
security and national defence of his country would trust absolutely in the text of the Disarmament 
Convention and that he would be prepared to reduce or limit war mater!al in his own cou!l~ry, 
without being certain that other countries, with which his country maintamed very close politic~! 
relations, were acting in the same way ? What is possible for a limited number of n~val Powers Is 
not always possible in regard to the land armaments of a large number of countnes-say fifty. 

As regards the second method for the limitation of material, budgetary limitation, I could 
also advance a large number of arguments against this. Speaking generally, the arguments 
submitted at the third session of our Commission by several speakers, disputing the value of 
the limitation of budgetary expenditure in general, apply to a large extent to the bm~getary 
limitation of land material. I might quote, for instance, the opinion expressed so forcibly by 
the honourable delegate for the United States of America, who said that, in view of differences 
in rates of pay, in production costs, in maintenance charges, in costs of labour and material, 
and also to varying standards of living and to variations in rates of exchange and to lack of 
uniformity in the preparation of budgets, any attempt to apply this method of limitation would, 
in his opinion, be unfair. 

I would also draw your attention to the fluctuations in the purchasing power of money 
and in the rate of exchange, which would make it very difficult to fix a system of budgetary 
limitation extending over a period of five or ten years. 

. Consequently, if material is to be limited by budgetary methods, exhaustive preliminary 
mvesti!fations by budgetary experts will first have to be made before it is possible to conclude 
a practical agreement for the application of this method. 

I should also like to draw your attention to the fact that, as Lord Cecil rlghtly remarked 
yesterday, data concerning budgetary expenditure cannot form an equitable basis of comparison 
bet":een ~h~ budgets of the various countries. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that 
~ubhc opmwn will certainly compare the budgets of the different countries, and this might give 
nse to very erroneous impressions. That is a psychological danger which cannot be overlooked. 

These, then, are the arguments which I would use against both the systems proposed. It is 
for these reasons that the Japanese delegation has all along been of opinion that, in regard to land 
3:~m~nts, we should be content with limiting effectives and should not seek to introduce the 
lim_Itabo-':1- of material, whether direct or indirect, owing to the very complicated problems to 
whi~h .t~ gives rise. However, in a spirit of conciliation and after comparing these two systems 
of_lin_litatwn, direct and indirect, I stated at the last session that I was prepared to accept in 
pnnc1p~e the limitation of material by budgetary methods, which, in my opinion, would have 
fe"":er ~adyantages ~nd would be easier to carry out. I hoped that this would facilitate agreement, 
wh1~h IS ~ghly desirable. · Mter a very lengthy discussion at the Commission's last session, 
durmg which sixteen speakers delivered twenty-six speeches, we finally reached a compromise 
~Pt<~;ble to the great majority. This agreement was really the result of close and lengthy 
~uss1on .and was adopted as the only !fieans of ensuring the success of our work. Yesterday 
It w~ dectded. to ropen the _whole q~esbon. . The h<;mourable delegate for the United States of 
Arnenca explamed to us agam the_p~mt.of VIew ?f his G?vernrnent, which finds it impossible to 
accept the. method of budgetary limitation. This very unportant statement should receive full 
c_<>~Id~ration. As I have already stated, I am still prepared to accept the method of budgetary 
hmitatwn; but I would say frankly that I cannot take the responsibility of recommending for 
the approval of my Government and ~f public opinion in my country, a draft convention which 
would not apply equally to all countnes. In these circumstances, there seem to me to be only 
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two solutions: ei~her that we should adopt the principle of budgetary limitation and that countries 
unable to apply It ~hould accept direct limitation, or, if that solution be impossible, that we should 
revert ~o. the solutiOn already adopted at the last session-namely, indirect limitation by means 
of publicity. After th~se ~bservations, I shall be very glad to hear the views of other delegations. 
In any case, my delegation 1S prepared to co-operate whole-heartedly in finding a solution acceptable 
to everyone and thus to ensure the success, not only of the Commission's work, but also of the 
future Conference. -

~· Antoniade (Roumania). -After the very sound reasons given ~s by M. Sato, I have 
very httle to add. I entirely agree with every word he has spoken. . 

~ s~o~d like to say tha~ my delegation bas not changed its views in regard to the problem of 
the ~lffiitation of_ the material of land armaments. It considers that only indirect limitation is 
posstb~e. The rl:rrect method has the advantage of simplicity, but simplicity is not a guarantee 
?f eqmty or efficiency. I am afraid this method is so simple that it overlooks essential points and 
~ even ver:y dangerous. All that can be said ori this matter has already been said, but I should 
hke to remmd you that, notwithstanding its simplicity, this method lacks precision. 

A_s ~· Mass~gli pointed o~t a~ our last session, it is particularly difficult to distinguish between 
matenal m ~ervtce and matenalm stock. You cannot draw any hard-and-fast line between these 
two categones. How are you to tell where material in stock begins and where material in service 
ends? 

This method is also unfair. If the limitation extends, not only to material in service, but also 
to ~terial in stock for mobilisation, you are disregarding the war potential, and that would be 
unfarr to countries which have a low potential, especially from an industrial standpoint. This 
would place them at a disadvantage as compared with great industrial Powers. 

Moreover, these methods would be dangerous because, in the case of war or a threat of war, 
countries harbouring aggressive designs could easily increase their war material and, as they would 
know, by reason of publicity, the details of mobilisation of the other country, they could acquire 
material in excess of the limits laid down in the Convention. This danger is particularly great 
in the case of States l)Ot highly developed industrially. 

The greatest obstacle of all is the question of supervision. Direct limitation would be 
impossible without some effective organisation for supervision. 

In the first place _an objection of principle has been raised to supervision. Judging by the 
speeches I have heard, few countries are prepared to accept an inquisitorial inspection in their own 
territory in regard to laild armaments. If this is the position and if, in the opinion of the majority 
of Goven1ments, supervision of this kind would involve a curtailment of their own sovereignty, 
you cannot blame them. We have been told, and I heard it repeated at yesterday's meeting, 
that, in order to banish this fear of an infringement of sovereignty, the only thing is to trust to 
the good faith and loyalty of the contracting States. 

In private law, as in international law, good faith must naturally be presumed. Let us 
suppose that every State acts in good faith when making its declarations: is that sufficient to 
make the system an equitable one ? I am .afraid not, because, even supposing that each State 
acts in good faith, another psychological factor-namely, suspicion-will intervene as soon as 
there is the slightest threat of conflict. 

There. is no means of preventing suspicion; whenever there is the slightest friction between 
two countries, they will always accuse each other; one will say that the other has placed an order 
for machine-guns, that it has converted a civil industry into a military industry, or that it has 
armed certain of its vessels. 

We thus have to consider whether direct supervision is possible and if-it would be accepted 
by every country; even in this latter case, however, as has been said so many times, it is doubtful 
whether it would be effective, because the technical difficulties are such that supervision could 
only be illusory at the present time. 

For this reason, my delegation prefers the method advocated by the French delegation-that 
is to say, the limitation of budgetary expenditure. · 

This is not an ideal system. You have heard the criticisms against it, but it seems to me to 
be more elastic and capable of adjustment wherever necessary. The budgetary declarations of 
each country cannot be regarded in an abstract manner; account must necessarily be taken 
of all the economic circumstances of a country and of a considerable number of other factors 
also· the figures cannot be compared with those of other countries, but, after the adjustments 
proposed by each country have_ been made, t_his system might be fairly_ effective: If unanimity 
cannot be secured in favour of It, my delegation would be prepared, as tt stated m regard to the 
previous question, to acce~t any oth~r in~rect method, such as P'!lblic~tY: w~ich was rec?mmended 
by the American delegation, proVIded tt would ensure effective llffittation, accordmg to the 
possibilities of the moment. 

M. Fierlinger (Cz~choslovakia). -I should first like to apologise to Lord Cecil for having 
opposed the immediate discussion of his proposal yesterday! a~ though I knew t~a~. supported by 
his authority, it would at once be acc~pted by a great _maJonty of the_ C?mm1sston .. Howev_er, 
I hope he understood that my sole object was to explam to the Commtss10n the basts on whtch 
I think the discussion should proceed. 



After what I said yesterday, I need not detain yo'! yery long to-day, and will endeavour to 
be as brief as possible, because you already know my opmion on the matter. 

I "did not fully realise yesterday the change in the vie"Ys of c;rtain delegations, ~d was oblige_d 
to read through the Minutes sent us regularly each mor_nmg, wrth a promptness which does credit 
to the Secretariat, in order to ascertain the extent of this change. 

It seems to me that we have reached a stage of the discussion at wh~ch tec~cal questions 
are of little or no importance, because each delegation, in addition to certam te~rucal preocc~p~
tions, has political reasons which take precedenc; over the rest.. In these circumstances, xt IS 

extremely difficult to judge the true value of any grven system of disarmament. 

For instance, if I am asked to accept the system of direct limitation and I know that I shall 
have no means of exercising any supervision, I shall naturally feel some doubt as to the efficacy 
and utility of such a system. · 

In saying this, I leave out of a~count the question. whether it is l?ossible to gauge the value 
of any given army merely by countmg the number of rifles, and machme and other guns. 

I frankly admit that indirect limitation by means of budgets, whi~ "Ye still advocate, raises 
certain doubts in my mind. Nevertheless, I think that the constitution o_f most European 
countries guarantees publicity. In my country, for example, the Government IS unable to spend 
a single crown more than the amount authorised in the budget. Here I would refer to M. Sato's 
argument and would add that the calculation of Government expenditure could quite well be 
based on 'the gold standard and, when these sums were converted into national currency, they 
could not vary very greatly in the course of a year. 

Mr. Gibson spoke with great frankness and sincerity yesterday, and I think we all understand 
and appreciate his point of view. His proposal to get round a difficulty which is peculiar to the 
United States of America can be discussed, and there might be a friendly exchange of views 
between.Mr. Gibson and my colleagues who are more competent to deal with this question than I 
am myself. In substance, however, this problem does not affect my country. 

I should like to add, however, that Mr. Gibson spoke as the citizen of another hemisphere. 
He forgot all the difficulties which still exist in Europe as the outcome of the great war, and he 
would certainly hesitate to accept the logical consequences of his proposal when we come to discuss 
the miscellaneous provisions under Chapter V. We wish to avoid complications and to treat 
the question as simply as possible, with a view to removing immediately the chief obstacles from 
our path and, in particular, those with which we are now dealing. Our sole object in adopting 
this attitude is to facilitate the Commission's work. 

Whenever we come to a difficult stage, as at present, I cannot help wondering whether it 
is really necessary to repeat all the argttments which we have already put forward in previous years. 
I should like to ask all those who doubt the wisdom of our policy to ask themselves whether it is 
not sometimes better to have a mediocre solution than no solution at all. The Latin proverb 
"Bis dat, qui cite dat" might be applied to our case; promptitude is a good thing. If we succeed 
in drawing up a practical convention we shall facilitate the work of the future conference consider
ably and shall also hasten the moment of its convocation. The rapid settlement of this question 
of disarmament will make it possible for us to settle other very important problems which are 
closely connected with it, and thus bring into operation the various parts of the same machine by 
r~conciling the two desiderata which have always been put forward here miner: security and 
diSarmament. · 

All my colleagues who have been present at the meetings of the Committee on Arbitration 
and Security are fully acquainted with my views on this matter. As M. Colban said the other 
day, th~ Convel!-tio~ which we are _going to sign will not be the last. It may not be an ideal 
~on~ention, b~t 1t will be capable of rmprovement; as soon as the European situation has improved, 
It will be poss1ble for us to draw up a better one. It is only in this expectation that I regard our 
wo~k as Im_P<?rt~t. My .country sincerely desires to make this question of disarmament an 
act1ve and hvmg Ideal, which should progress daily. 

I have stated frankly the very simple political reasons by which my attitude is governed in 
the present case. 

M. Litvinoff (Uni?n of Soviet So~iali~t Republics). -. When I moved, at the first sitting 
of the present half-sesston, the re-exammahon of the question of land armaments I pointed out 
at the ~e time, th~ possib~ity of some modification by delegations of certain' States of thei; 
former at~1tude on thiS quest~on. I am glad to be able to state that this possibility has already 
been realised, as the declarations of Lord Cecil and General de Marinis testify. This cannot but 
be r;garded as a certai~ victory for public opinion, which clearly realises the impossibility of 
solvmg th~ problem of ~armament without a reduction of war materials. A considerable number 
of delegati_?ns, by agreemg to a re-examination of this question, showed that they recognised the 
enormous Importance _?f the question of the reduction of war materials as a factor of the general 
probl~ of the reduction of armaments. The opening of the discussion is not, however in itself 
a_soltu~n of the problem~ and the expectations of public opinion will not be justified ucless the 
discusston le.ads to a rad1cal change of the decision adopted in this regard in the first half of the 
present .sesston. May I therefore express the hope that the speakers who were so elo uentl 
~dvhatmg yesterday the_reduction of war materials will adhere to the end to the opinions ex~resse~ 

Y t em and vote accordingly, whether or not unanimity be attained. 
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We might with advantage remember that at last year's sittings of the present session there 
appeared to be no open c;>pponents of the reduction of armaments. Controversy then was waged 
chiefly around t~e 9.ue~t10n as to whether reduction should be carried out directly, or indirectly 
by means of the Iirnita_tl~n of budgetary expenditure. And the delegates being unable to convince 
each other, the Comnuss1on found no better way out than to renounce all reduction of armaments 
whatsoever. 

It mu~t be frankly _admitted that the decision formerly taken, and now being examined 
by us, amounted to the virtual renunciation of any reduction of war materials, since, as I pointed 
out l~t ye~ and as Lord Cecil confirmed yesterday, publicity is no guarantee of the reduction or 
even llimtation of ~aments. The reference back of any question to the clause of publicity 
has _become a tradition for our Commission whenever a positive and clear decision cannot be 
attame<~:. Only a few days ago we had occasion to notice this, when discussing the question 
of dr~wmg up tab!~. of naval effectives, the opponents of such tables gracefully proposing to 
substitute for a pos1tive decision a reference back to publicity. Publicity seems to have become 
a kind of " consolation prize ". · 

At all_ events I am glad to note that Lord Cecil, too, admits the impossibility of limiting 
war matenals by means of publicity only, and that the speakers preceding me merely carried 
the argument to the point of discussing which method is preferable: the direct method of reducing 
armed forces according to definite tables, or the indirect method of curtailing budgetary expenditure. 
Undoubtedly each of these methods has its advantages and disadvantages, although, if I had 
to choose between them, I would have no hesitation in giving preference to the direct method. 
To avoid repeating my own arguments of last year and the arguments brought forward by General 
de Marinis and Lord Cecil, I will merely supplement them by pointing out that industrially 
weaker countries, whose interests ought to be specially protected by the Disarmament Conference, 
would be in a less advantageous position than others in the case of budgetary limitations. It 
cannot be denied that smaller countries, having no war industries, and being dependent for 
war materials on other States, would only be able to acquire, for the same money, means of defence 
which would be, both in quantity and quality, inferior to those of the bigger industrial countries. 
As it is, owing to the lack in weaker countries of their own industry, they are unable themselves 
to carry out new experiments and to profit by the results of such experiments as adequately as 
other countries, even given an equal reduction of budgets. This disadvantage could to a certain 
extent, although not fully, be removed by a straightforward enumeration of materials of war 
subject to reduction in all countries, and this is why the Soviet delegation proposes detailed 
tables of war materials. 

For the Soviet delegation, however, the question is not one of choosing between these 
two methods of reducing war materials, for we take up our stand firmly for the simultaneous 
acceptance of both methods, and here again I am in agreement with Lord Cecil, that neither 
method excludes the other. It is precisely because neither of these methods can fully satisfy 
us and because neither of them admits of adequate control that we ought to adopt them both, 
so that the advantages of one may compensate for the defects of the other. The Soviet delegation 
goes farther, maintaining that the fullest control would be obtained by the acceptance of yet 
another, a third, method-namely, the reduction of trained reserves-but I will abstain from 
dwelling upon this third method at present. I will merely add that even if armed forces, including 
reserves, were to be numerically reduced, it would be impossible to avoid reducing war materials 
and war budgets. How much greater must be the need for the reduction of these two categories, 
should the Commisssion insist upon leaving reserves untouched ? 

To avoid, however, any confusion of the questions now confronting us, I would propose 
for the present that we concentrate upon the question of the reduction of war materials, as proposed 
at the first reading of the draft Convention. In this connection, I would remind the Commission 
that it has before it two proposals-the German and the Soviet-only differing from each other 
by the more or less detailed nature of the tables contained therein. If my ~emory do~s not 
deceive me, the German delegation at the time agreed to accept the more detailed tables m the 
Soviet draft. Lord Cecil's objection to the direct method of reduction, on the ground of the 
difficulties in the way of comparing the various military values of this or that form of armaments, 
could, to a great extent, be remove~ by~ more detailed enu~er~tion of ~hese foril_lS in tables. 
Before, howeve~, proceeding to a d!Scuss10!1 o~ these ta~les, 1t IS essential t? amve at s?me 
theoretical decisiOn as to the acceptance or re1ection of the direct method of reducmg war matenals. 
Should this question be decided in the affirmative, we could then proceed to the consideration 
of the tables, and possible amendments to the Soviet-German proP?sal. . I should make _no 
objection if, immediately after !his, we were to proceed t~ the cons1de~atu;m of. the questiOn 
of budgetary reduction, although 1t would seem to me more log~cal to have th1s discus~10n postponed 
until that of Chapter III, Article DA, which should embrace budgetary reductions for other 
elements of armament as well as war materials. We might then, in due time, discuss also the 
question of publicity in its application to war materials, which might then al!lount to ~ certain 
degree of control, but which can neve:-. an~ I cannot lay too much emphasiS upon this-be a 
substitute for reduction itself or for hm1tat10n. 

I am well aware that yet another consideration will be brought against our arguments, 
and one which has unfortunately always acted as a brake upon the activities of the Preparatory 



Commission-namely, references to determined objections on the part of this or that deleg:at!on 
to this or that measure of reduction. This consideration has ~oo frequently forced the C_o~slOn 
to follow the line of least resistance and to a~e.e on negat1ye results. If the Coml!usswn. g?es 
on striving as before for the attainment of unanumty on all pomts and at all cos~s. and if unanumty 
is to be understood as nothing but agreement between a few great Powers, ~~ependent of the 
attitude of the other States, all its activities will, as before, be deemed to sterility. 

It must be remembered that the Commission is not deciding anything or imposing any 
obligations It is merely preparing material for the coming Disarmament Conference. It seems 
to me that the work of the Conference will be greatly facilitated and stimulated if it be confronted 
with a draft Convention containing effective measures for the reduction of armaments, even 
if some Powers maintain reservations with regard to certain questions. In any case, there can 
be no question of unanimous acceptance of the draft C~nvention, as the ~any declaratio~s already 
made in this Commission plainly show. What does 1t ~atter, then, if some reseryatlons co~e 
from States opposing this or that ~easure for the reductiOn of 3:rm~~nts ? Thus lSo~ated •. Wlth 
their reservations, such States m1ght, under pressure. o~ pub~c opmwn, change therr ~t.t1tude 
by the time the Conference is convened and then unanumty m1ght be r~a~hed, ~ot on mmun~m, 
but on maximum measures of disarmament. The Preparatory ComffilSslon will be performmg 
but poor service to the cause of disarmament and the cause of pea~e if, instead of this, i.t .a!ms 
at screening the Governments making reservations and at protectmg them from the cnt1c1sm 
of public opinion. 

I am speaking here with complete frankness, without. any atten;tpt at diplomacy,_thi~~ing 
of nothing but the interests of disarmament, for: the SoVIet delegation cannot, at this cntlcal 
moment, speak otherwise with regard to this question which is of such exceeding import for 
humanity. 

I will end by once more expressing the hope that the delegations which have heretofore spoken 
for the reduction of war materials will persevere to the end and not give in to any compromise 
at the expense of real disarmament or of the reduction of armaments, and that we shall arrive 
at a clear and ppsitive decision on this, one of the most serious of the questions before the 
Commission. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -I wish to congratulate yoU:, Mr. President, and the Commission for 
re-opening the debate on this fundamental question. The discussion has been not only enlighten
ing but most encouraging and, I feel confident, will prove of great value in reaching a decision. 
The Canadian Government has always maintained that an essential element in disarmament is 
the limitation of land war material. It is difficult indeed to conceive of a Convention which 
would give satisfaction to the peoples of the world, unless it contains provisions for the limitation 
of implements of war. It is true that, at the last session of the Preparatory Commission, it was 
decided that the limitation and reduction of material would be sought by means of publicity 
only; but surely no one inlagined, at that time, that the Commission would do nothing more in 
this respect before the Disarmament Conference was convened. . . 

Fortunately, we have seen during the last eighteen months an evolution in thought and in 
spirit, with the result that no delegate here has so far pleaded for publicity of expenditure only. 
On the contrary, it is generally agreed that the Commission must produce something better. 

Shall we adopt direct or budgetary limitation ? The Canadian Government considers that 
there is something to be said in favour of each of these methods, but that, of the two, direct limi
~ation would probably be. simpler and more satisfactory. Limitation by budgetary expenditure 
~ open to the criticism that complicated conversion tables and indices will have to be prepared 
m order to adapt the Convention figures to the varying production costs in different countries. 
Public opinion is not likely to understand or appreciate a system so involved. 

The Canadian delegation therefore leans towards the acceptance of direct limitation, as being 
the clearer and the more practical method. On the other hand, should a majority of the 
Commission decide that direct limitation is undesirable, and that budgetary limitation is preferable, 
the Canadian delegation, desirous of adopting a method more effective than mere publicity, 
will support budgetary limitation. 

Possibly a solution will eventually be found in a combination of both direct and indirect 
methods of limitation. . 

~· W~stman (Sweden). - I am also very glad that the Commission has decided to re-open 
the discussion on the question of land material. That. decision was all the more necessary 
because, a few days ago, the Commission confirmed its decision to eliminate trained reserves 
from the Convention. 

~ convention which _did not deal satisfactorily either with the question of trained reserves 
or WJth that of the matenal of land armaments would be so incomplete that it would be doubtful 
whether there would be much object in bringing it into force. 

T~e stateme~t made yesterday by Gener~ de Ma;inis is a further proof of the necessity of 
~everting ~o th~ 1mport~nt question _of _matenal. His remarks have introduced a new factor 
mto the ?iscuss1on, and 1t _w~ o~ special mterest to those of us who have all along been in favour 
of the direct method of limitation to hear General de Marinis' authoritative exposition of its 
merits. Gene:al ~e Marinis laid S_Pe~ial stress on the principal defect of the budgetary method
namely, that It diSregards the eXlStmg stocks of war material and, we might add stocks which 
Governments may procure before the entry into force of a Disarmament Convention. I should 
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like t? say that it was t?i~ an?maly of the indirect method which led the Swedish delegation to prefer 
the di!ec~ metho~ of limit~tion, because there is no doubt that the existence of large stocks of war 
matenal_ rn certarn cou~~n~s at the time of the entry into force of the Disarmament Convention 
would disturb the equilibnum from the outset, and this state of affairs would produce its effects 
for a long time to come. 

The strong criticisms which have been made of the direct method have led the Swedish 
de_l~g~tion_ to re-e:rarnine this question. Unless I am mistaken, the point which has been most 
cntictsed IS th~ difficulty ~f supervising the application of a Convention which granted to each 
co?-n~ry a specified: quantity of each of the various kinds of war material. I quite admit that 
this Is the weak pomt of the system of direct limitation. 

These criticisms are, to a large extent, justified. No one can deny that, in the case of war 
material, serious complications might arise in regard to the exercise of effective supervision. 

It is hard for me to believe-and I should like to lay special stress on this point-that it 
woul~ be more difficult to control the larger items, such as tanks, guns, machine-guns, etc., than 
certain other armaments. Take, for instance, the supervision of personnel, which will eventually 
be necessary, in virtue of the decision we have just taken in regard to the limitation of personnel 
by. means of the system of " men days ". 

One speaker, who is no longer a member of the Commission, summarising the arguments 
against the direct method, said that, as regards the rationed strength, the number of mess-tins 
which were daily filled with soup could be counted and easily checked, because the figures could 
be obtained from the budget, if that valuable form of limitation, the limitation of expenditure, 
were adopted. 

But is it really sufficient to count the number of mess-tins to make sure that military training 
is not being given, in any particular country, to men in excess of the number of men days 
fixed by international agreement, or for a longer period than that stipulated ? I am afraid that 
a supervisory commission which was content to count the number of mess-tins would be making 
its task too easy. Has not experience shown conclusively how difficult it is to ascertain the extent 
of military training given to the young men of a country ? It would not be difficult, before the 
arrival of a supervisory commission, to remove any surplus recruits from the barracks and to put 

·them into civilian clothes. If the Commission wished to do its work properly it would be well 
advised not only to count the mess-tins in the barracks, but also the dishes in private houses and 
the clothes in the cupboards. Do you really think that it would be an easy matter to check the 
figures in the budgets to which reference has been made ? Do you think that a Government 
which wished to obtain the money necessary for feeding, during a certain period, even in barracks, 
contingents in excess of the limits laid down in international agreements would find it difficult 
to do so secretly ? 

The point which I wish to bring out is this: In my opinion, supervision of the application 
of the provisions of a disarmament treaty will be very difficult to organise, even in the extreme 
case of the establishment of a supervisory commission with the right to make investigations on 
the spot in the various countries if so requested. I do not think, therefore, that it is right for 
us to attach more importance to supervision in the case of material than we did in the case of 
the limitation of personnel. As Lord Cecil has truly said, the basis of any disarmament convention 
must necessarily be the recognition of loyalty and good faith on the part of the contracting S~ates, 
and of their intentions to fulfil their international obligations. When we adopted the rule in 
regard to personnel-a certain n~mber of men and days-we obviously_ assu~ed this minimum 
of loyalty. I do not see why this loyalty should be regarded as non-eXIstent m the case of war 
material. 

Judging by t~e discussion which has taken place, _the oppo~it~on of certain deleg::tions to the 
. adoption of the direct system has becom~ weaker, while the op1ruon of other delegations has not 
changed. In these circumstances-! will leave out of account for the moment the problem 
raised by the statemel!t of the United States delegation and_it_s ~onseque~ces-I a~ incline_d to 
think that the suggestion made yesterday by General de Manrus ~s dese~g ?f senous consider
ation. General de Marinis suggested that the two m~thods, direct limttati?n and budl?e~::ry 
limitation should be combined. Personally, I am qmte prepared to examme the possibility 
of obtaini~g a result by this means. I should even_ be p~epared ~? go farther with a vi~w t? a 
compromise, so that nothing may be neglected whtch mtght facilitate agreement on this v1tal 
point. 

A suggestion made in i927 ~this Commission might be taken as~ s_tart~ng-point. Would 
it not be possible-while acceptrng_ the budg~tary method-. also to lim1t d1rectly at_ any rate 
certain categories of arms, those whi~h are eas1est to supervise and ~e also the most Important 
from the point of view of their attacking power-namely, tanks and btg guns ? 

I would ask my colleagues to be good enough to give this suggestion their careful consideration. 
I would recall the fact that, as regards the other important question which we discussed a few 
days ago, the Commission, ignoring the opin!'!n of a large number of de~egations, decided ~o le::ve 
out of account one of the most important military factors-namely, trruned reserves. Is 1t gomg 
to proceed in the same way in regard to the important problem now before us-that of material-
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and to require of those who are in favour of the direct method subniission pure and simple ? 
Is no account to be taken of the opinions of a large part of the Commission ? 

If our proposals for a compromise are not taken into consideration an~ i! there a~p~ars 
to be no possibility of an agreement, I do not see what would be the use of sacnficmg our opmwns 
for the sake of an agreement which cannot be secured. 

l\1. Rutgers (Netherlands). - The question before us is not really one of the method of 
limitation but of the object of that limitation. This point was clearly brought out by General 
de Marinis in his speech at the outset of our discussion. Are we going. to. deal with t~e war !llaterial 
which States have in their possession, or do we merely propose to lmut the matenal which they 
acquire in the future ? . 

In order to show the difference between these two objects, let us suppose that, in regard 
to the limitation of naval material, it is suggested that existing fleets should be disregarded, 
and limitation confined to the number of vessels built after the conclusion of the Treaty. 

There would not be the slightest chance of any Government's accepting such a system. 
As regards land armaments, it is proposed that existing armaments should be ignored and that 

future expenditure should alone be limited. 
Lord Cecil has referred to the "mechanisation" of armies. There is a great difference between 

what has been done by different countries in this respect. In some, as the manreuvres have 
shown, this mechanisation has been practically completed, while others, for financial or other 
reasons, are very far behind. Is it reasonable simply to compare and limit the future 
expenditure of these two groups of countries, leaving out of account the differences which exist 
to-day? 

M. Sato has raised an objection, on which he has laid great stress, in regard to the limitation 
of existing material, and he pointed out how difficult it would be to assign the right scale to each 
country for the purpose of arriving at a certain degree of disarmament. I agree that it would 
be very difficult to establish figures, but I do not think that this matter should be dealt with 
from a theoretical standpoint or that arithmetical calculations will be required. The Conference 
will have to deal with a political question, with which we are not concerned, and with which 
the Japanese delegation is probably much better acquainted than the Netherlands delegation, 
since Japan has already had some experience in the matter.· 

In addition to the question of the limitation of existing armaments or of future armaments 
alone, there is the question of method; for the limitation of existing material the direct method 
is necessary, whereas, for the limitation of armaments acquired after the conclusion of the 
Convention, the indirect method-that is to say, the method of budgetary limitation-is 
preferable. 

The Netherlands delegation considers that this latter method is open to very grave objections. 
The purpose of this method is not to limit the actual armaments, but only the budgetary 
"symptoms " of those armaments, and I think I am right in saying that all speakers have agreed 
that direct limitation of the actual material is the most logical and thorough method. 

The difficulty of supervision has been pointed out. This difficulty is constantly met with, 
and in this respect I approve the suggestions made .by the honourable delegate for Sweden, to 
the effect that if, owing to the difficulty of supervision, the obstacles in the way of the limitation 
of material in general appear to be insurmountable, we might examine, for instance, the question 
of the limitation of tanks and big guns, which are less difficult to supervise. · 

As regards budgetary limitation, M. Sato, Dr. Riddell and others have already raised numerous 
objections. Moreover, in the event of budgetary limitation, what figures are we going to insert 
in the tables ? Are they to be fixed on a gold basis or in the currency of each country ? 

This is a serious question and shows the difficulties that would arise in the case of a monetary 
crisis in one or more countries. As regards expenditure on material, the Netherlands delegation 
is of opinion that the method of publicity is preferable to that of budgetary limitation. The 
latter consists in the insertion of a figure in a table; according to the duration of the Convention, 
the significance of this figure may vary from year to year, whereas the publication of expenditure 
makes it possible to follow the policy of a country during the period of the Convention, by taking 
into account the circumstances which affect the figures and, in particular, monetary circumstances. 

I will not go further into the question of publicity; we will return to this matter later. I • 
should merely like to point out that it is possible not only to have publicity in regard to annual 
expenditure but also-and we have a proposal before us on the matter-to have annual publicity 
in regard to existing armaments. 

We will return to this question of publicity later. In the meantime, I should like to inform 
you of a conclusion at which I have arrived in regard to limitation. 

After studying the questions of the limitation of material in service and in stock, and of 
budge~ limitation, we have reached the conclusion that the former method is preferable. 
I agree Wlth M. Sato and other speakers on this point. . 

Mr. Gibson's suggestion that both these methods should be inserted as alternatives in the 
Convention, and that Governments should express their opinions on them at the Disarmament 
Conference, should be given careful consideration. If this suggestion be formulated in a proposal, 
the Nethe~lands ~elegation will examine it with the utmost sympathy, in the desire to arrive 
at a solution satiSfactory to all the members of the Conference. 

M. Co~b~n (Nonyay); - As this is the .first time my Government has been represented on 
your ~swn, I t~ink 1t mY: duty to explam as briefly as possible the attitude of my delegation 
to the varwus questwns subm1tted for general discussion this morning. 
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The President has told us th!lt _the discussi~m. coyers not only Article TA (Limitation of 
Land Armaments), but also the pnnciple of the hnntation of budgetary expenditure as a whole 
and, finally, the problem of publicity. ' 

I n~d not tell you that any genuine and sincere system of publicity will be accepted by the 
Norwegtan Government, both as regards budgets and existing material. : 

. As regards Article DA (Limitation of Total Budgetary Expenditure), in principle, I am entirely 
m favour of the French proposal inserted in this article. We will deal with the details later. 

The discussion yesterday and to-day has turned chiefiy on Article TA (Limitation of Land 
Anname~ts~. T~er~ a~e two currents of opinion, one in favour of direct limitation and the 
other of mdirect hmitatLOn _by the limitation of budgets. My delegation considers that this latter 
method would p~oba~ly gtve the best results, but we should not object to a combination of . 
the two systems if this should prove acceptable to many delegations. 

Nevertheless, w~ b~lieve that budgetary limitation will be the best way of controlling the 
stocks of war matenal m years to come. The full results of this method will not be visible on 
the first da:y after the Convention comes into force. It is only as you examine successive budgets 
that you will s~e, after a few years, what is happening, and you will thus gain a sense of security 
because you will know exactly what is going on. 

. It may ~e ar~ed that the figures inserted in the first Convention will probably be very 
high. _Tha~ 15 possible. _But I think that the deplorable financial situation of the majority of 
c<;mntnes will exert su~cient pressure at the Conference to prevent the insertion of excessively 
hi~h. figures. If countnes '!-re protected from the risk of a further catastrophe, their position 
Will I_IDl?rove, and figures which at first appeared somewhat high will subsequently represent a real 
restnction. 

In favouring budgetary limitation, I am not excluding direct limitation, if it is found possible 
to graft this method on to budgetary limitation. 

I would add 'that, as regards the observations made by the representative of the United 
States of America as to the inability of his country to accept budgetary limitation, I do not see 
why, if the great majority of the Commission are in favour of budgetary limitation with full 
publicity, the United States should not adopt a system of direct limitation with full publicity. 
I do not think it is possible in the League of Nations to establish absolutely identical and 
'!lniform rules for all Governments. The special circumstances of each country must be taken 
mto account. 

We are now at a turning-point of the discussion. Eighteen months ago you agreed that it 
was essential to limit war material, but you reached the conclusion that this could not be done. 
It is certainly possible to limit this material if you agree. After the speeches to which I have 
listened yesterday and to-day, it seems to me that the general opinion of the Commission is in 
favour of budgetary limitation. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium).- My task has been very much simplified by the excellent speech 
which we heard yesterday from Lord Cecil. I agree with everything he said-not only with 
his conclusions, but also with the arguments on which they were based. The Belgian delegation's 
attitude to all these matters is very simple. We desire, as far as possible, to leave defensive 
forces intact and to restrict offensive forces. I am aware that the distinction between the two 
is sometimes very subtle and is not always easy to draw; but that is our attitude, and that is 
why we have given very strong support to the principle of the limitation of the period of service. 
For the same reason we are firmly convinced of the necessity of limiting land armaments. 

I think I am right in saying that, as regards material, the Commission is no longer going 
to confine itself to the system of publicity alone. We are strongly in favour of publi_city; we are 
anxious that it should be as complete as possible, and will support any measures With that end. 
But, although publicity is a good thing, it is inadequate by itself and must be supplemented by 
limitation. 

Two ways of limitation have been suggested: direct limitation and budgetary limitation. 
We are not, and have never been, opposed in princi~le to ~ir~ct _limitation. Our objectio_n to 
this system is not based on selfish reasons, because drrect limitatiOn would not be more diSad
vantageous to Belgium than to any other country; it would have no greater drawbacks for us 
than for others. Consequently, our attitude is not <;Hct~ted by personal or pa~icular~~ reasons. 
We regard this matter, I will not say from an obJective, but from an entirely diSmterested 
standpoint. 

At the 1927 session, M. de Brouckere said that, if it could be shown that direct limitation 
was a good method, we were ope~ ~o conviction. . I should l~e to en.dorse tho?e words, although 
I would add that we are still waitmg to be convmced. I still consider, possibly more strongly 
than ever, that, of the two methods proposed, budgetary limitation is the better one. 
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. I quiteagree t]Jatit is not perfect.·· We have not yet come upon the perfect method. All 
systems have their advantages and disadvantages and we must see which is the most advantageous. 

- . - . . - ~ . - - .. 
I do not Wish to repeat alrthe arguments which have been advanced in favour of budgetary 

limitation and against direct limitation. • I shoul<J, however,like to reply to an argument submitted 
by M. Rutgers. I have the impression that our colleague meant-· and I think he told us so-that 

. it is not a question of the method but of the object of limitation; you must know what you are 
going to limit. In the case of budgetary limitation, ,you will only Umit.-future material-new 
material-because it is new material which involves the expenditure which you desire to limit. 

May I say that I do n~tthlnk that is quite a cor~ect statement, because existing material 
must be kept in repair,'and upkeep costs money? Consequently, budgetary limitation does not 
merely cover new material but also the upkeep of existing material. It is true that everything . 
is not covered and that there are gaps and omissions ... But I do not think that direct limitation 
covers all material either; it can only cover a part. · · 

This question gives rise to many difficulties. ·What are you going to limit ? Only material 
in service or, as proposed by the German·delegatiori, material in stock as well? If material in 
stock is to be covered; it seems to me ~hat this would be contrary to a decision which was taken 
at the second reading in regard to air material, when it was decided that we could not limit ·material 
in stock. Moreover, if this is to be limited, how are you going to deal With spare parts ? If a 
gun is dismantled into two. or three pieces, it is no longer· a gun-these are .merely spare parts. 
How are you going to cover spare parts by direct limitation ? I think that is impossible. If 
material in stock is to be included, why should you not include material which can be requisitioned 
as soon as war breaks out and which can be ready for use during the first clash ~ arms which 
we all desire to prevent ? . .. . . . . . · · . · 

If you want to reach the material which can be requisitioned you would have to look into 
the problem of private manufacture .. I am quite prepared to do this; but, as you know_. this 
problem is already being dealt with bythe League, and a solution is still very far off. · 

Lastly, in this same connection, I should like to dra'l\' your attention to a point which I 
consider of great importance. · · · · 

On exa:mining the table submitted by the German delegation, I find that it contains seven 
categories of material to which limitation would extend and that one of those categories refers 
to tanks. Supposing that, instead of drawing up this Convention hi I930; we had drawn it · 
up in I9I3. At that. time tanks would not have been included in the Convention, because they · 
were not invented until later. We are now going to draw up a draft Convention which will 
determine the categories of material to" be directly limited. We know what those categories 
are, but how are we to know that during the period our Convention is in force someone will not 
invent new implements which may be very powerful and highly destructive· and.may thus be of • 
great importance from the point of view of war material, but. which will escape direct limitation 
because we can only tabulate the implements with .which we are familiar?· 

Consequently, we m~t nQt concl~d~ that direct limitation Wm cover all material and that . 
budgetary limitation would 'be • much less effective. ;With budgetary limitation, the new 
inventions to which I have referred can .be covered, whereas with direct limitation thi<; is impossible.· 

. . Altho11gh I do ~ot wish to repeal all the arguments in favour of budgeta~y limitation; I 
should like to insist on the importance of the question of supervision. In comparing the two 
systems ofdirect limitation and budgetary limitation, there is one very important point' to be 
considered-namely, the facility. of supervision. · · · 

. It haS been saidthat s~pervision is of secondary importance because we mtist t~st in each 
-.other's good faith. · I quite agree. · Our Anglo-Saxon frie11ds lay special stress on this point, 
and I think they are right in saying that, without good faith, no international convention and 
no international policy are possible. · But ·we must remember that public opiniori in the various 
colintries is extremely emotional and passionate, and a· Presscampaigu at a given moment is · 
sufficient to alarm a nation and to incite public opinion to accuse another country of departing 
from its obligations. · · · ·.· · , · ·· · ' · · . · . • · ·•· ·. · ·. · · · .· · · - · · 

. . .. , 

I need not tell you that these emotional outbursts on the part ofpublic opinion may be.· 
very dangerous to friendly international relations. . How are you going to allay these fears and 
to prove that the accusation is unfounded if there are no means of supervision ? Supervision 
is necessary to prevent these dangerous outbreaks arid reveal the ;true state of affafrs. -· · · 

Since supervision is. essential for this reason; the ·system Of direct limitation· would-- thus · 
ha,ve to be. supplemented by a supervision which might have serious consequences. ··.Very close · · 

· supervision would be necessary and it would have to be carried out on the spot, · At the present . 
. time there are a large number of States which would never agree to this. : It' may be possible at 

some future time, but in drawing up the Convention we must take into account the existing 
state of affairs. · · · · · 

· .· The system ofbudgetary 1imitation, on the other hand, has the inlmense advantage of . 
simplicity as regards supervision.· Take, -for example, the question of a tax. · .. There are taxes 
which· at· first sight appear to be very sound and just, butwhich have to be abandoned_ because 
their application would. involve inquisitorial methods of enquiry irksome to the taxpayer, On 



the other hand, there are taxes which at first sight appear to be less satisfactory and less- just 
·but which have the immense practical advantage of being easy to collect without any annoyanc 
to the taxpayer. · 

· Our position is verysiinilai. We bilve two methods, one of which can easily be superVis~ 
while the. other cannot. .ln my view, this is .an additional argument in f<tVQur of budgetar; 
limitation. · · ·· · 

In conclusion, t should like to refer to something which happened at yesterday's meeting 
We have come to expect from Mr. Gibson statements which clear the atmosphere, and wheneve. 
he rises to speak I always wonder what good news he is going to give us. Yesterday he $'ave u 
another piece of ~ood news, & regards budgetary limitat!~· one of the ~hief obstacles hitherto 
apart from certam general arguments, has been the oppositiOn of the Umted States. YesterdaJ 
Mr. Gibson told us that, while the convictions of his delegation were in no wise modified, the) 
were unwilling to let this constitute an obstacle to general agreement, and he made a proposal 
which I should like to have time to consider more carefully; but which appears to offer a possible 
solution and a way out:of the difficulty; · I need hardly say that this gives me great satisfaction 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - After the very clear and logical statement which tru 
Belgian delegate has just given us, it is hardly necessary forme to say anything, because I full} 
agree with all the arguments which he has advanced and which produced an impression even or 
delegations which defended the opposite view. . .· · . 

It is now my duty to define the attitude of the Yugoslav delegation. I need only say thai 
this has not changed. · We are still in favour of the limitation of war material, and consider that 

· the French proposal is the best and most acceptable for the purpose. 

I have carefully followed the discussion in regard to direct limitation yesterday and this 
morning, and have noticed that speakers who supported this method preferred to quote general 
argwnents in favour of the limitation of material. We do not wish to dispute those arguments, 
with which we also agree, although we prefer the.othet method-indirect limitation by means of 
budgets. I have not heard one new argwnent in favour of direct limitation. · The honourable 
delegate for Italy referred to certain increases in war material during the last eighteen months; 
but such an increase, if it has really taken place, would not have been, and would not be, possible 
with a systein of budgetary limitation of military credits. 

General de Marinis' apprehensions will be completely _eliminated if we ;mcceed in limiting 
military credits by limiting budgetary expenditure, 

In conclusion, I would emphasise· the fact that· budgetary limitation represents a genuine 
limitation of material and is not merely a symptom, as M. Rutgers said, because. it restricts 
the possibilities of procuring war material. · · · 

I should also like to say that I feel certain misgivings with regard to the suggestion to combine 
the two methods. · If I ma;y say so, this seems to me a somewhat strange proceeding. I am 
not in favour of such comphcated methods, and think that a system of disarmament, based on 
the limitation of effectives, the limitation of the period of military service and the limitation of 
budgetary expenditure, would allow of ·a genuine reduction of . armaments if it were put into 
practice by the forthcoming Disarmament Conference. . · · . · · • 

M. Massi!lli (France). - After this lengthy discussion, it is unnecessary for me to say 
that we are debating an essential question. · · · 

The French delegation, which, in 1927, asked for budgetary limitation and reluctantly <tgreed 
last year to .another sol-ution, still maintains its fanner point of view;. I would add, however, 
that, while this is an essential question, it is not the only essential question, and I cannot <tgree 
with the view which has been expressed here that, if we cannot obtain a positive result in this 
matter, our work will have been fruitless, If SO, Why did we have. a long discussion a few days 
ago on the question of effectives ? I do not think ·any military authority would maintain that 
material is everything in war-time, . . · · . . . . . · 

I shouici like to be allowed to make a short digression here ... Reference ha.S been made on 
several occasions-I believe by Lord Cecil-. to the opinion on these questions of a military authority 
whose views have frequently been quoted. · I think it is desirable, for the purposes of our discussion, 
to state that the opimon of this military authority has not always beeri summarised very correctly. 
When the expert in question speaks of small armies having ample equipment, he is referring to 
small, well-equipped professional armies which are intended to strike the first blow in an offensive 
war. But afterwards-and this is an essential part of his system-the main forces, consisting of 
young men who are to .be given intensive military training and for whom equipment will be 
obtained thanks to a carefully prepared industrial mobilisation, are to be brought into action. 

I would add that ~e military authority in qu~tio~ states that, in the present ~i~ion of ~e 
world and of our technical knowledge, the accumulation of large stocks of mater. ialiS an anti
economic measure; while even its .military value is doubtful. This is the end of my digression 
and I will now return to the point at issue. · 
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· "II t b th ht that I am lacking in respect or consideration for previous speakers I hope It WI no e oug d · h" di · Th t nl · h new ar ments have been put forward urmg t IS .scussion. a was o y 
~~ ~:~ t c~~;o Neverttless,-new facts have been brought to our notice! and ~ne aspect of this 
technicr uestion, which we, as a semi-technical organ, are boun~ to discuss m order th3;t. we 
rna submft a report and technical proposals to ou~ G?vemments, IS t~at, as a result of political 
colsiderations outside the scope of our work, the sign~cance of certam arguments has changed. 
Th. · · t tm· g poi"nt We shall take note of It and we shall even welcome the change, ISlsanmeres · · "hh d h in so far as we have thus obtained further converts to the 1dea wh1c as encountere so muc 
opposition-the idea of supervision. . . 

I will confine myself to. t~e t~chnical ~pect of the qu~stlon and will ~ndeavour to be ve.ry 
brief. In regard to direct hm1tatlon, I thmk that everythmg has been s~Id, and ~· Bourqum, 
following other speakers, has given us a masterly summazy of the questwn. It 1s clear that, 
without effective control, the method of direct limitation won!-d 'flO~ afford the necessary guaran~ees, 
or at least-and I should like to stress this point because 1t lS rmportant-the metho~ of drrect 
limitation, without effective supervisio~, is of no value exc_ept in the case of count~es where 
questions of national defence are fully discussed, where there 1s a large measure of parliamentary 
control where-as I am using the plural I shall not be offending anyone-indiscretion, if I may 
say so, 'is the rule, and where, finally, it is not regarded as high treason.to reveal the brea~h of an 
international convention by one's own country. Moreover, the experrment has been tned and 
it has been found that direct limitation does not permit of any accurate estimate being formed 
of a country's military position. 

Another argument in favour of the system of direct limitation lias been put forward by the 
German delegate-namely, that symmetry should be established between the clauses of the 
Peace Treaty and the provisions of the future Convention. We shall have to go into this question 
before the close of the Commission's work, but for the moment I merely desire to say that I cannot 
accept this argument. · 

There remains the question of indirect limitation. My friend Mr. Gibson was, I think, rather 
too severe yesterday in his criticism of this method when he said that it was easier to conceal 
the application of a dollar than the existence of a rifle. This may be· true in the case of a dollar, 
but I doubt whether the argument holds good when it is a question of thousands of dollars. In 
any case, if you do not know how the thousands of dollars have been employed, you know that 
they have been spent, and that is a very important point. . . 

I agree that the method of budgetary limitation is not perfect and that it needs to be improved. 
M. Sato, in particular, has already drawn the attention of our Commission to various points. 
I should also like to deal with certain aspects of the question. 

Lord Cecil said yesterday, and other speakers repeated, that the method of indirect limitation 
is of no value as a basis of comparison. Its sole object is to ensure that, during the term of the 
Convention, the military preparations of a country are maintained at the authorised level. This is 
an important and even essential result. However, if this method is to be of value, it must be 
employed in a manner satisfactory to all the States which sign the Convention. I am obliged 
to say that, in this respect, the preparatory studies are inadequate. 

The question of the limitation of expenditure was dealt with by a Committee of Budgetary 
Experts, but those experts considered the matter chiefly from the point of view of publicity and 
not from the point of view of limitation. Although they touched on this latter question, they did 
not go into it very fully. This must, however, be done if two essential results are to be obtained, 
On the one hand, the method must be as watertight as possible, and all expenditure on material 
-and this also applies to budgetary limitation in general-must be included in the limitation. 
Consequently, it must also comprise expenditure incurred outside the budget. In countries where 
there is very strict control of budgetary expenditure, the danger from that source is not very 
great, because any expenditure outside the budget is automatically inserted in the' budget for 
the following year, so that the exact situation is eventually known. But this may not be the case 
in other countries, and precautions and precise indications are therefore necessary. Then it is 
essential to provide, as far as possible, for all forms of indirect subsidies-for instance, if countries 
agree ~o ~t .their ~xpen<;titure on material they must '!l<?t be allowed to. organise " spontaneous " 
subscnpbons m therr temtory for the purpose of proVIding the army Wlth some special material. 
That is an important point which needs to be studied. 

Some degree of elasticity is also indispensable. M. Sato has already drawn our attention to 
the fluctuations in the purchasing power of currencies. That is another point which should be 
examined. A further point which has not yet been mentioned and which is I think of some 
importance is this: the French proposal provided for the possibility of carrying over cr~dits from 
one year. to the next. On the other hand •. th~ British prop<?sal does not mention this possibility, 
and I t~k I know the reason. Lor~ Ce.cil will corr~ct me if I. am ~ong. The British delegation 
fears, for 1nstance, that a country which IS on the pomt of making a discovery capable of bringing 
about !1 comple~e transformation of military technique might save a certain proportion of its 
authonsed _credits for one, two, or even three years, and then, when the discovery had been 
pe~~te_d, It would suddenly construct new material, which in many cases would upset the · 
equilibnum of the forces. 

. This .ar~ent is n?t wi!hout w~ight, but there is a contrary argument which must be taken 
mto consideration. It IS qmte possible that, as a result of economic calamities or a temporary 
fina~cial crisis! a counti"¥ .might not be in a position in a given year to expend the whole of the 
credits authorised for military expenditure; it is only right that this country should be allowed 
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to employ these credits during the following year. We shall have to find some solution midway 
between these two extreme cases, and the experts should be asked for their opinion on this point. 

M. Westman has proposed that the two systems of limitation should be combined. I very 
mu~h ~oubt the :possibili~y of this combination, in the first place, because a given material might 
be lin;rited an~ this matenal, a year or two later, might no longer be essential. Moreover, the result 
of th1s combmed )Ilethod might be felt chiefly in countries in which natural means of control 
-control by public opinion-are most effective. In such a case we should be combining the 
disadvantages of both systems. 
. This leads me to conclude that the indirect method is the only one possible at the present 

~nne, and that this is the only principle which is acceptable. I quite agree that it needs to be 
rmpro'?'ed and that the methods of application require further study. I should like the Commission 
to. decide that this examination will be carried out not by it or for it, but by budgetary experts, who 
will be asked to submit their report to the Governments in order to provide the latter with further 
data. Until the Governments have pronounced on the matter-that is to say, until the Conference 
assembles-they have the right to change their minds. 

My proposal possibly has another advantage, in that it may make it easier for certain delega
tions to withdraw from their present non possumus attitude with regard to the indirect method. 
Our friend Mr. Gibson, whose conciliatory spirit is worthy of the highest praise, has suggested a 
new way out of the difficulty. He proposes that it should be possible for certain countries to assume 
different obligations from those undertaken by the majority of the States which sign the Conven
tion. I do not wish to exclude this solution a priori, but I rather fear that it would give rise to 
serious difficulties; and, moreover,. several delegates, including, I think, M. Sato, would possibly 
find it difficult to accept this proposal. But if, as I suggest, we content ourselves to-day with 
adopting a principle, in regard to which abstention is possible, and if we decide that, before the 
Conference is held, a report shall be drawn up by experts for the purpose of submitting further 
data to Governments, there would still be some chance of weakening the resistance. I know our 
colleague's gift of persuasion. Could he not endeavour to convince those who are still incredulous ? 
That, in any case, is my earnest hope. 

The President. - This very valuable discussion cannot be closed to-day. There are still 
four names on the list of speakers. I therefore propose to adjourn the meeting. 

23. 

The Commission rose at z.zo p.m. 

SEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, November IJth, I9JO, at zo a.m. 

Chairman: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

Discussion on Chapter II. - Material: Section 1-Land Armaments (continuation). 
Draft Resolution submitted by ·the British Delegation; Draft Resolution 
submitted by the French Delegation (Enquiry by .a Committee of Budgetary 
Experts). 

The President. - This morning we will continue the very important discussion ·on the 
limitation of the material of land armaments. . . 

If I might briefly sum up yesterday's discussion, I would say that five methods of solvmg the 
problem were clearly suggested: 

First, publicity alone, then direct limitation alone; a clloi~ between direct -~it~tion and 
indirect budgetary limitation, a combination of the two foregomg methods of limitation, and, 
finally, budgetary limitation alone. . . . . 

Concerning the last-named method, M. Massigli proposed that the pnnciple of budge~ary 
limitation should be adopted and that the consideration of details should be referre~ to a Co~mittee 
of Experts. According to M. Massigli, this investigation would take place dunng the mterval 
between the meeting of this Commission and that of the general Conference. I understand 
that this Committee of Experts would send a report to the Governments through the Secretary-
General. 

· Lord Cecil (British Empire).- With one or t~o other members of t~e d~legations, notably 
the French and that of the United States of Amenca, we have been. cc;msidenng h~w we would 
in a resolution sum up what you have been good enough to say, and this IS the resolution I propose 
to move at the end of the general debate: 

" The Commission 
"I. Approves the principle that there shoul~ be the fullest possible int~rchange of 

information respecting armaments between the parties to the proposed Convention; 
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· desire of the members of the Commission to find some 
" 2. ~checowillr?s the ?Jld anf unthoues limitation of war material in a more precise manner than 

method whi proVl e or 
can be achieved by publicityhalone_; "t of the Commission are of opinion that; as to land 

" 3 Recogruses that t e ma]On Y · lim" · · b b d t · "al th t tical method of securing this more prec1se 1tat1on 1s Y u ge :'-ry 
war maten ' e m~s prac b rs of the Commission are of opinion that the most practlcal 
=~~~0~ ~al~!tefu:~i:n, by specific enumer~~ion, and that a certain number would 
desire to see some combination of the two methods. . 

That is the resolution, and we should have to see how we could transmit this into the 

body of the Convention. · · d di t "b t" th t y 
. This text has been sent in to the Secretariat for translatiOn an s n .u .1on ~o a you ia 

all have it before you. Paragraph 3 states that certain delegates were of opm1on, m regar~ ~o ~nd 
armament material, that direct limitation was the best, others preferred budgetary limitatiOn 
and yet others a combination of the two methods. 

It is a resume of the three opinions expressed. 

M. Massigli (France). - With reference to the proposa~ I outlined _yester~ay, I should 
like to read a draft resolution which would suppleme!lt .tha~ which Lord Cecil ~as JUSt pro~osed. 
This resolution, too, will be placed before the Comm1ss10n m due course. It 1s as follows. 

" 1 With a view to limiting Land War Material by limiting expenditure on its purchase, 
manufa~ture, and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its _President. t~ in~truct the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation could 
be carried out, paying special attention to: 

" (a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question.. ; . 
" (b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed m different 

countries, . . . . . . 
" (c) Th~ adjustment of. the proposed ~ethod of lim1tatlon to poss1ble fluctuations 

in the purchasmg power of different countnes. . . 
" (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 

to the following year or years. · 

" 2. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to come 
to a decision on this point, the Expert's report should be transmitted to them in good time 
by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

" 3· The Committee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in connection 
with the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval 
and air Forces, and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments." 

General de Marinis (Italy). -I assume that M. Massigli's resolution will be circulated. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany) .. - I intended to speak later, and I desire now merely to 
raise a preliminary question. The resolution proposed assumes that there is a majority in one 
sense and a minority in another. I think we should first ascertain whether that is really the case 
and, accordingly, I should like a vote to be taken by roll-call so that we may know what Govern
ments are on one side and what Governments are on the other. In this way, we shall discover 
what the Commission thinks about direct limitation, which goes much further than the other 
systems. For that reason, the vote on direct limitation should come first-before the vote on 
any resolutions. 

The President. - We are now continuing the general discussion. Naturally, a vote will 
be taken after this discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- May I suggest that it will be very convenient to the members 
of the Commission if Count Bemstorff will kindly do as I have tried to do put down definitely 
in writing what resolution he desires to see adopted? ' · 

I do ~bject t? these general consultations of the Committee, vhen nobody knows exactly 
wh_a! they are votin~ about, and I suggest, therefore, that Count Bemstorff should put down in 
wnting what he wishes to obtain the views of the Commission upon. I have no objection 
to that being done now or at any other time. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I agree. 

The President. -We will therefore continue the general discussion. 

~unir Ber (Turk~y). - On the important question of the limitation of war material the 
Turkis~ ~elegatwn contmues to hold the views that it has stated from the outset in the Preparatory 
Comm1SS1on. 

~e discussion which~ gone on for three days has brought out all the points of the problem. 
~ 15 no need to refer agam to the arguments advanced in favour of each of the systems proposed 

f there~or~ confine myself to statin_g that, realising the need for including the limitatio~ 
0 war matenal m any plan for the reduction of armaments, the Turkish delegation could support 



any ~ne of the three systems so far suggested-the direct system, the indirect system or the 
· combmed system. 

I must, _however, add at once _that this general approval is subject to the condition that 
large . exceptions sh?~d be made m favour of non-industrial countries. This adjustment is 
necessary because, if It be not made, the idea of the reduction and limitation of armaments 
would meet with insurmountable obstacles. Sinillarly, in the case of indirect limitation, specially 
favourable treatment must b~ reserved for countries whose budgets fall below a figure to be settled 
by the Conference. Should crrcumstances arise in consequence of which according to the provisions 
of the Con~ention! the engagements undertaken would be suspended, that would be the only 
way t~ av01d plac~g su<:It countries in an unfavourable position in comparison with industrial 
countries or countries With large budgetary resources. 

I 'Yould make an urgent appeal to all my colleagues and ask them to be good enough to consider 
the sel"l:ous consequences that would follow from any system of limitation for which the necessary 
correctives were not, at the same time, set out in our draft Convention. 

In con~lusion, I des~e to put forward a. suggestion concerning the statement made by the 
repr~sentative of the Uruted States of Ame;:tca two days ago. I gladly associate myself with 
preVIous speakers ~ho welcomed the Amencan proposal. This proposal, although made only 
on behalf of ~e Umted States of America, makes it possible for this Commission to contemplate 
another solution of the problem, by which the draft Convention would contain a provision to 
the effect that. the Contracting Parties would be entitled, as suited them best, to adopt either 
of the two eqwvalent systems of limitation. This procedure might perhaps facilitate agreement 
on the question of war material. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- Gentlemen, I desire to reply to M. Fierlinger's appeal that we should 
all give our opinion on the important problem of the limitation of war material. 

When he spoke, there was no written proposal before us on which we might clearly express 
our views. To-day, ·however, several proposals have already been outlined, and we have to 
decide, and probably to vote, on these proposals. 

As to my delegation's opinion on the problem that the Commission has discussed for the 
·last three days, I must remind you that, ·at the meeting on May 3rd, 1929, I had the honour 
to acquaint the Commission with my personal standpoint, and with the special position of my 
country concerning this question. I shall not repeat to-day what I said then, but I note with 
great satisfaction that, in their speeches yesterday, M. Litvinoff, M. Rutgers and Dr. Riddell 
showed that I was fully justified in the remarks I made in 1929 from the standpoint of my own 
country concerning limitation by budgetary means. 

I do not know whether, by the method suggested by M. Massigli, it would be possible to 
arrive at a formula which, whilst adopting the principle of limitation by budgetary means, would 
avoid, in the case of my own country, the disadvantages to which I have just referred. In any 
case, we might find full satisfaction in the American delegate's happy and ingenious proposal. 

Though, for the special reasons to which I have just referred, Spain cannot accept for herself 
limitation by budgetary means, although she might admit it in the case of other countries, she 
would, in return, be prepared to adopt for herself·the principle of direct limitation of material 
in service. 

I emphasise the fact that this concerns only material in service, for Spain could not admit 
limitation of material in stock. We think, indeed, that such a limitation of material in stock 
would constitute a premium for countries with highly developed military industries, of which 
Spain is not one. Spain could not agree to any limitation of material in stock. On the other 
hand, as regards material in service, she is quite prepared to adopt the principle of direct limitation 
for herself, without wishing to impose it on other countries. 

In this problem of the reduction of armaments we consider that the principle of supervision 
is an essential premise. We think that nothing can be done without supervision. I quite 
understand certain apprehensions regarding supervision which have long been expressed. I 
agree that, when we are contemplating binding ourselves by a convention or a contract, we must 
have full confidence in all the parties. But, though that is true in every field-even the 
international field-! think that when national defence and national security are at stake, we 
should reflect more than once before showing undue confidence which will bind us for the future, 
and which may amount to a crime against our own country. 

I must also say that, though we are all agreed on the need for publicity regarding armaments 
and material, and even regarding military credits, we are also agreed that the solution we adopted 
at our last session does not of itself imply any limitation, and that this limitation can be obtained 
only by methods other than the two metho<;Is con~emplated. The objections that have t;>een r~ed 
against these two methods show that ne1ther 1S perfect, that both are attended With senous 
disadvantages. That is why the Commission is divided. 

I also recognise the force. of ~e arguments~- Sato.advanced at_yesterday's meeting wh_en 
opposing the Hon. Hugh Gibsons proposal, With which I have JUSt expressed my entire 
agreement. 

A simple formula is alway~ preferable but, w_hen the problems .to b~ solved _are th~mse~ves 
complicated, it is somewhat difficult to fi~d a s1m~le form~3: which ~':es. entire satisf~cbon. 
Accordingly, I ventur~ ~o appeal_ to M. Sato ~ good will ~d spmt of co~c1liation and ask him _not 
to persist in his oppoSition, particularly as his country will suffer no disadvantage. The Uruted 
States, Spain, Turkey or any other State ~ay accept direct ~itation, but they do n~t i:IDP?Se 
it on others. If, therefore, as M. Sato said yesterday, Japan 1S prepared to accept limitation 
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b bud t means, we are quite ready to agree to her doing so. I~ c~n ~e no disadvantage t!r Jap~ ~allow other countries to adopt still stricter methods of limitation. 

M Politis (Greece) _Gentlemen my remarks will be very brief. I desire to state that, 
in the interest of my 0~ country, the Greek delegation prefers limitation by budgetary meal?-s. 
In this connection, I fully agree with the arguments so clear!~ advanced yesterday b~ M. Bo~rq~;~· 
Nevertheless if the alternative system proposed by Mr. Gtbson were shown to e pra~ ~~~h t 
the Greek dclegation would not oppose that system. I desire, however, to note o~~ pom . a 
was raised in the 1929 discussions and to which no reference has been made on t ~~ occas10n. 
It is that when limitation by budgetary means is discussed account must be taken, as m the case 
of effectives of the special circumstances of each country. . . 

In dete:nuning the budgetary limit ~or any. ~tate, .regard must cer~~nly ?e patd to that 
State's special circumstances, its econom1c conditions, 1ts standard ?f li~n~, 1ts labom:; co~ts 
and, above all, the condition of its material at the time the ConventiOJ?- 1s s1~ed. Obvtous y, 
if the material at a country's disposal at that time were worn out or defe~tive and~. conse9.uently, 
the country were in a position of manifest inferiority as compared wtth other stgnat~m~, that 
is a fact which would have to be taken into consideration in fixing the budgetary lim1t to be 
observed by that country. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- I did not speak yesterday because-as I said at the_begin?ing 
of our work-! desire above everything that we should soon reach th~ end _of our discusston.s, 
50 that the Conference may meet. I know of no better way to shorten discussions than to refram 
from speaking oneself. · . . 

I had also another reason for not speaking. It is not my country which must disarm but 
others. Accordingly I have hitherto confined myself to listening to w~at s~eakers had to ~ay 
regarding the means and methods to be employed for the purpose of disarmmg when the trme 
comes. 

I must say, to my great regret, that I have been greatly disappointed at what I have he~rd. 
I do not wish to re-state arguments that have already been developed, for I do not think 

arguments become more convincing when they are repeated. . 
I was particularly struck by the fact that almost all the arguments have been techmcal. 

I must say that, personally, I regard this question from the moral standpoint, the historical 
standpoint and the political standpoint. I am not at all impressed by the techni~al point of 
view, for the thing has been done, and what has been done once can be done agam. 

I have heard only one argument that is more or less political in .character. · It was said that, 
when the European situation improves, we shall be able to make a better Convention. The 
unfortunate fact is, that if the Convention is bad, the European situation will not improve. 
That situation will grow better only if we make a good Convention. A bad Convention can never 
improve the situation. The unfortunate situation of Europe at present is, indeed, largely the 
result of inequality in armaments. 

I regard this question from the moral standpoint because, in my opinion, Governments 
have on this subject entered into a solemn undertaking in the eyes of the nations of the world. 
The nations will not be satisfied if the Convention fr~ed is such that not a single tank and 
not a single big gun will be destroyed. No one would be able to understand such a result. 

In a large city, it is sometimes necessary to disarm the civilian population. Suppose an 
individual who is asked to give up his pistol, instead of doing so, puts it in his pocket and promises 
that the next pistol he buys will be a cheaper one. That is just the position in which we shall 
find ourselves if we keep all the material in stock and merely promise to buy other less expensive 
weapons in future. 

I have not been convinced by the objections raised, and I remain persuaded that there is 
only one way to disarm-direct limitation. 

M. Massigli spoke of ·symmetry. I wish to say merely that during the five years I have 
~en here I have ~ways said that, in my opinion, the levelling of armaments was the essential 
arm to be pursued m the matter of disarmament. Without such levelling, disarmament has no 
real value for us. 

. In accordance with the desire expressed by Lord Cecil, we are ourselves preparing a proposal 
which we shall submit to the Commission. 
~ regards M. Massigli's proposal, I see no objection to the experts studying this budgetary 

question once more, but on one condition which we regard as a sine qua non, namely, that the 
Co~erence shall not be postponed on account of this work, that in no case shall there be a further 
Se5Slon of the Preparatory Commission, that in no case shall the experts' report be submitted 
to the Preparatory. Commission, and. that in no ~e-~ repeat-shall the Conference be post
poned because of this work. To my mmd, the essential thing-and I venture to stress this point
IS that the ~nference s~ould be called as soon as possible, so that we may be clear as to whether 
the Powers mtend to disarm or not to disarm. 

'I_'he Presi~ent. - I think I may assure Count Bernstorff that there are no grounds for 
uneasmess. I ~mght. almost say that we have sworn that this session shall be the last. I would, 
moreover, remmd ~of paragraph 4 of the Assembly Resolution: "The Assembly accordingly 
expresses the conVIctton that . . . the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish . . . " 

~lonel. Ali Khan Riazi (Pe!sia).- Fo~ three days we have been following a very interesting 
-by ~o~directed towards fin~~ !!- practical so.lution for the problem of land disarmament 
b d ett e ect m~thod through lirrutmg war matenal, or by the indirect method through limiting 

u g ary expenditure, or by other mixed methods. 
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Our delegation mi~h:( have suppo~ed the direct method if certain Powers had not expressed 
d?ubts as to the possibility of ensurmg effective supervision. Without such supervision this 
direct m_ethod w_ould have no real value except through reliance on the good faith of all the 

. contracting parties. . 
. l:!nhappily for ?~ t~e. though good faith exists everywhere, faith in good faith is lacking. 

This mcreases suspicion m certain nations and the fear of isolation in others and thus retards 
the sol~tion of the problem of security. If this were not the case, the Pact of Paris, by outlawing 
war, mtght have led to a much greater measure of disarmament. 

I_f supervision i_s not ~s;;ible, then, like many other delegations, we think that the only 
practical m~thod. ~ be limitation by budgetary means. Nevertheless, as M. Politis rightly 
stated, pub~1c _opl!llon throughout the world would think it advisable and necessary that this 
budl'!etary lrmttati<?n should_ be supplemented by a thorough investigation of the war potential 
of different countries, showmg clearly the means at the disposal of each country at the time 
the Convention is signed. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - After yesterday's long discussion on the limitation of 
material, I shall make only a short statement. · · 

. T~e Polish delegation does not approve of the· direct method of limiting material since a 
~aJont:y: of the mem_bers of the Commission would not support the system of supervision which 
Is essentla~ for that limitation. We accept the principle of indirect limitation through limitation 
of expenditure on armaments. 

I must also refer to certain statements or suggestions made during the discussion yesterday 
and on previous days. 

I ~gree with the opinion expressed by several delegations, amongst them the Roumanian 
delega~10n, to the effect that both methods entail the disadvantage that, by comparison with other 
countnes, they put into an unfavourable position those countries which do not produce war 
material or do so only to a slight extent, and also those countries which have not inherited or 
maintained equipment for national defence or which are still engaged in organising themselves 
for that purpose.· · 

That is a situation which cannot be overlooked and for which the Disarmament Conference 
will have to find an equitable solution, perhaps in connection with figures and with the political 
conditions of security. 

I come now to the suggestion made yesterday by M. Massigli. I agree with him that the 
wording proposed in the Draft Convention is incomplete. Events have shown it to be so. It leaves 
outsides the scope of limitation many important factors connected with the problem of war 
material, the constitution· of stocks and, in general, expenditure on war preparations. The 
limitation of expenditure, like any other limitation, must admit of supervision. Now •. as was 
pointed out yesterday, there are certain circumstances under which normal supervision by 
parliamentary means or by public opinion at home cannot be exercised in the same way in all 
countries. A solution must be found. 

Whilst recognising the need for limitation of expenditure, the Polish delegation therefore 
thinks that this grave problem calls for special supplementary work of a technical and legal nature. 
We may wonder whether, under these circumstances, an Article in the Convention will be sufficient 
and whether it is indeed possible to refer the whole problem to the Disarmament Conference in this 
state. 

Accordingly, I agree with the head of the French delegation that it would be advisable to 
ask the experts to facilite the task before the Disarmament Conference by submitting to it the 
suggestions and opinions of specialists. I reserve the right to take a decision, on the texts submitted 
this morning, when I have had an opportunity to study them, which has not yet been the case. 

To remove all doubts, I, too, desire to state that this work must in no way postpone the meeting 
of the Disarmament Conference. As was quite clearly stated yesterday, it must be done outside the 
Preparatory Commission. · . 

Finally, there is one point to which reference has been made in this discussion. The political 
aspect of the problem has been emphasised. We may already anticipate that the Commission will, 
on the present occasion, decide in favour of the limitation of material-the first stage, clos~ly 
connected with security, having been considered last year in the form of publicity concernmg 
expenditure. The new decision we are about to take will add greatly to our disarmament obligations. 
Nevertheless, we are fully prepared to accept it, in spite of the undeniable fa~ that there is a 
political crisis at the present time. It has been said that the eighteen months whtch have ela~sed 
since the previous meeting have brought changes-but in what sense ? I put myself that question. 
Has the tendency to peace been really consolidated ? Has the feeling of security been strengthened ? 
No. From day to day suspicions have revealed themselves. People talk of war and the best means 
of waging war. They talk of it even more than before I9I4· . . 

In the light of these facts, can we agree that we are making great stndes towards peace ? 
I merely emphasise the threatening contradiction that exists between, on the on~ hand, the 

Polish resolution adopted first by the Assembly at Geneva and later by the whole world m the form 
of the Pact for the renunciation of war, and, on the other hand, the spirit of hatred 
and of international or social upheaval of which we see the evidence. This contradiction does exi~ts; 
it is developing under .o!lr very _eyes.. These thre~tening activities ~ust be st<?pped at the earliest 
possible moment. Political pacification must begm to assume practical form If we are not merely 
to progress towards dis_a~ament but ey-en t.o preserye the fruits of ou~ prese~t ef~orts. . 

In spite of these sigruficant facts, m spite of this unfo~unate. poh~Ical situation, we wll! not 
give way to nerves. We shall advance towards our goal Without Ignormg the obstacle and, If w_e 
ultimately decide to accept the limitation of material by the indirect method, we shall take this 
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first important step in conditions of security which correspond to the degree of disarmament 

realised. · · h t · · the This great step towards the consolidation of peace must be taken wrt ou compromismg · 
existing equilibrium. 

Mr. Sean Lester (Irish Free State).- At this stage of the debate I do not propose to add 
to the exhaustive arguments of the speakers who have preceded me, but I think I should state the 
views of the Irish delegation in a few words. . 

In the speeches made yesterday and to-day on the question o_f direct limitation, I ~ave _heard 
no arguments against direct limitation e::rcept o!l th~ ground that rt. would not be effective wrthout 
a degree of control which appears to be rmpossible m the present circumstances. 

But it seems to me, as to other delegates, that a combination of the two systems of bud~et.ary 
limitation and of direct limitation is possible. I think that if the majority of the Co~Iss~on, 
as appears to be the case at the present time, be in favour of the adoption of b~dgetary lirmtat!on, 
that limitation would be strengthened by the adoption of certain undertakmgs by the vanous 
States restricting the main items of the land armaments at present in use. . . 

The Irish delegation feels that if a combination of the two systems on these lmes IS not ~e~er~lly 
acceptable to the Commission, the Irish delegation will support a proposal for budgetary lrmitahon 
as being the more effective method. · 

M. Sato (Japan). -I apologise for speaking a second time in this great di~cussion. 
In order to remove a misunderstanding I desire to make a correction. I. did not say-as 

M. Cobian seemed to think-that I could not accept the Hon. Hugh Gibson's suggestion. I venture 
to repeat a few lines of the statement I made yesterday: "There seem to me to be only t~o 
solutions: either that we should adopt the principle of budgetary limitation and that ~ountnes 
unable to apply it should accept direct limitation, or, if th~t solution b~ i~poss~bl~, t~at 
we should revert to the solution already adopted at the last session-. namely, mdirect hrmtation 
by means of publicity. " .. 

Since- there is no longer any suggestion that we should content ourselves with publicity, the 
latter solution falls to the ground. Thus, only the former solution remains, namely, a combination 
of budgetary limitation, in the case of most countries, with the method of direct limitation in 
the case of certain countries which cannot accept the method of indirect limitation. In this 
connection I must, however, insist on the importance of homogeneity and uniformity in the 
system to be adopted. · 

I am not quite sure that most delegations really favour the system of budgetary limitation. 
Before that can be said, I should like to know the result of the voting, for there are many 
delegations which no less forcibly urge the adoption of direct limitation. If the majority of the 
Commission is in favour of the indirect method of budgetary limitation, that kind of limitation 
will have to be considered as the general rule, to which only a limited number of exceptions can 
be admitted. Amongst those exceptions, there will be the case of the United States of America 
and perhaps of Spain. I recognise the force of M. Cobian's argument, and I readily agree to the 
method he proposes for his own country. In my opinion, it is necessary and most important 
that we should determine the cases admitted as exceptions. I think it is important for the 
Commission to realise that the method of direct limitation without supervision is not as good 
~ ~direct limitation through budgetary means. If direct limitation is accompanied by super
VISion that method will be the strictest, but if it is not so accompanied-and it seems that this 
n_otion of supervision is not really accepted by anyone-we shall have a limitation that is less 
ngid than budgetary limitation. . 

I would further point out that, by limiting material through budgetary means, we are for 
the fut~e ~direct_ly limiting the material in stock, whereas if we adopt the direct limitation 
o_f ~t~nal m servrce as proposed by M. Cobian, the material in stock will be excluded from the 
hrmtation: ~ere will thus be no equality of treatment as regards llinitation. These facts must 
be .borne m mmd, ~nd if we agree, if the majority adopt indirect limitation through budgetary 
means, the exceptions to be admitted must remain as definite exceptions. The number of 
countries applying _direct limitation without supervision must be strictly limited. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria). -So far I have refrained from taking part in this discussion because 
I found that. the propo~als made were not compatible with the military system imposed on us 
by the Treatr~. Certam recommendations that have been made, however, compel me to offer 
some observations before the vote is taken. 

J?leBelgian delegate said that an arithmetic mean might be found by multiplying the number 
of units by the number of years' service. That is in correct 

· _Althoug~ we may rightly say that the effect produced by a force of one kilogramme over-
C?mmg a resiStance tiu:ough one. hundred metres is equivalent to the effect of a force of one hundred 
kilogra~es overcommg a resiStance through one metre, we cannot assert that one man who 
serves m the army for t:wenty-fiv~ y~ars is t_he equivalent oftwenty-five men who serve for one year. 

Thus, there IS an mcompa_hbility ·which results from the difference in military systems. 
I was glad to h~~ the President say at the outset that our object was to reduce armaments 

gradually t? the mmrmum compatible with national security. Again, M. Sato, the Japanese 
delegate, sard yeste:day that ~e was in favour of equality and that he would only accept a system 
tCohat could be applied to all m t~e same way. Moreover, that is the policy prescribed in the 

venant of the League of Nations. 
I do ~ot mean to say that complete equality in armaments can be applied at' present I 

merely desire that the future Committee of Experts should be aware that, as a result of diffe;ing 
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military systems, it is difficult to establish equality of armaments. Thus, we shall not be con
fr~mted by fi~~ that are incompatible with the situation. Some figures may be multiplied 
With?ut ever gJ.vmg :mY real. mathematical equivalent. I desire merely that we should, as far as 
posstble, t~ to at~am ~quality of security. We know that present conditions are such that we 
cannot think of disarmmg co~pletely. We can only hope to secure an appreciable reduction in 
armaments. But we are anxtous that the result achieved should give the impression that from 
the point .of view of security, we are all equal. ' 

I shall not vote for either proposal, as both are inapplicable in our case. 

M. Woo. K~s~ng (China).- I wish to make a very short statement. The Chinese delegation 
?pprov~ of limit~hon of any ~d but it desires to point out that countries fall into two classes
mdustnal countnes and non-mdustrial countries. In accordance with the view put forward 
by M. Sato and by the Turkish delegate, we think that this distinction should be reflected in the 
Convent!on, for ~t is certain that a country with very highly developed industries can easily 
~onve~ 1t~ facto~1es, either by industrial mobilisation or by some other method, whereas countries 
m whtch mdustnes are less developed have at their disposal only the material in stock. 

I should like the Commission to note the need for making such a distinction. For my part, 
I fully agree with the Japanese and Turkish delegates. . 

The Chinese delegation strongly favours budgetary limitation. At the present time, indeed 
war must, I think, depend on monetary considerations. That is the great danger, for money 
can procure all the means for organising war. To suppress armaments, we must adopt the system 
of budgetary limitation. As this question has been referred to by the Belgian delegate, I shall 
not deal further with it. 

In conclusion, I desire to state that I agree with M. Massigli's proposal for budgetary limitation. 
The Experts' report must, however, be forwarded in good time to the different Governments, 
so that they may be able to study it before the general Disarmament Conference. 

I think we should endeavour to frame a convention which will be acceptable to all and which 
will ensure the most complete equality. The question placed before us must be settled wholly 
in a spirit of conciliation. 

M. Holsti (Finland). -In principle, the Finnish delegation preferred the direct method, 
but, with a view to reaching a compromise, it supports indirect limitation through budgetary 
means. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - In order not to prolong the discussion, I shall resist the 
temptation to deal with arguments that have already been put forward. I am sure M. Bourquin 
will understand my silence and not attribute it to any lack of respect. 

I desire merely to make a short reference to the British and French proposals. As some 
delegations support one system whilst others support a different system, it would be difficult 
to achieve unanimity on either method. At the beginning of the sixth session we had almost 
reached unanimity by setting them both on one side. As we cannot achieve the unanimity 
we hoped to secure by means of a new discussion, we shall have to combine the two methods in 
some way. 

There are two paragraphs in the British proposal on which I hope we shall be able to agree. 
But the third starts by recognising that "the majority of the Commission are of opinion that, 
as to land war material, the most practical method of securing this more precise limitation is 
by budgetary limitation, that other members of the Commission are of opinion that the most 
practical method is by direct limitation, by specific enumeration, and that a certain number 
would desire to see some combination of the two methods ". 

I do not think any advantage will be gained by stating in the resolution that there is a rna jority 
for either of .these methods. 

The proposal goes on to say that a certain number would desire to see some combination 
of the two methods. I hope that is true of the great majority, or almost of all, since this procedure 
would enable us to overcome the deadlock in which we are at present. 

The French proposal differs from the British text by making an addition thereto. The French 
proposal refers to what we shall do subsequently. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -Would you allow me to suggest that it would perhaps be 
more convenient to have the discussion on these proposals when they have been formally moved 
and put before the Commission ? At present we have merely given notice of our intention 
to move them at the conclusion of the general discussion. I am a little afraid of a new general 
discussion developing on the terms of these motions.· When they are taken, eac_h ~aragraph 
by paragraph, it will be time for us to hear Dr. Rutgers and othe~s ?S to the objecttons th~y 
feel to each particular proposal. I do not propose to ask the CommlSSton to hear me on certam 
reserves I shall have to make in regard to the French resolution. I think it will come better 
when we have them before us as definite propositions. 

I propose to move t~e re:olutions paragraph by para!?faph _and then we can discuss eac~ one. 
The object of the resolutions 1s to keep out of a general discusston, and to get down to parttcular 
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details. When we come to the third para~aph ?f th~ British resolution, Dr. Rutgers will be able 
to explain why he thinks it should be modified m this or that way. 

th 1 d ) I thought these two proposals were under discussion. It 
M. Rutgers (Ne eran s ·- . · t th t I th ht the 

that is not the case. I shall therefore not msist, but I must ;epea a ~ug . 
~~als were under discussion and I saw in them a way of concluding the general discussiOn. 

The President. - We are at present engaged in t~e general discussion. These proposals 
are not yet under discussion. That was what Lord Cecil meant. 

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -I assume we are still engaged in the general_di~cussion and 
that it is not yet closed. We shall ourselves place a proposa~ b~fore ~he Comrms_s10n. But at 
present I do not feel justified in giving our reason~ for submittmg ~his text, whic~ somewhat 
resembles the British delegation's proposal and which, moreover, will shortly be circulated. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - ~ think it ':l'oul~ be very co~v~nient ~General ~e Marinis 
would read his proposal, and reserve his observations m favour of It till the time when It actually 
comes before the Commission. 

. General de Marinis (Italy). - My proposal is in three parts. Th~ first reproduces the 
whole of the first part of the British delegation's proposal. The third part IS as follows: · 

" Considers that the best method for limitation of land material would consist in a 
combination of the two systems ?f direct limitation and budgetary limitation." 

The President. -Let us not prolong this discussion unnecessarily. The simplest procedure 
would be to vote, not on the various proposals as they have been put forward by Lord Cecil, 
but on. the different systems. Lord Cecil's proposal can be discussed only after that~ 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -If I may say so, with all respect to the President, I think 
that is madness. For one thing we shall get into the most hopeless morass unless we have some 
definite proposition before us. We cannot say we are generally in favour of this or that, we 
shall none of us know what we are really voting in favour of. If anyone thinks either of these 
propositions is insufficiently clear and desires to make the thing more precise, by all means let 
them move amendments, or let them present alternative propositions, but if we are asked to vote. 
generally in favour of this or that no one can say whether they approve it or not. Merely to 
give one single illustration. Take the question of direct limitation, I could not say Aye or No 
to the question: Are you in favour of direct limitation ? What I should have to say would be: 
In principle I think direct limitation has very many merits, but in fact I do not see my way, 
under the particular circumstances, to approve it in this particular case. It would be impossible 
for me to vote. 

I beg the President to insist on precise propositions being laid before the Commission, so 
that we know exactly what it is we are voting for and what we are not voting for. Until we 
do that, I am quite sure we shall get into the most awful mess . 

. M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I am not quite sure whether I shall 
be m order to speak now. Some new method of procedure has been introduced quite alien to 
the Cormnission or to any international assembly. Lord Cecil has moved, at the very beginning 
of this meeting, certain resolutions which have been circulated. It seems to me the resolutions 
are before us. Why should we not discuss them ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I have not moved them. I have merely given notice that 
at the end of the general discussion I will move them. 

M. Litvinoff (Unio~ of Soviet Socialist Republics).- In any case I cannot see why we must 
speak ~m these resolutions separately, . and on each paragraph. Why cannot we discuss the 
reS?lubon as !1- who!e ? . I may speak against the whole resolution and not against separate 
ru:ticles.. I th~ thiS. nght should be given to me. I myself will move an amendment which 
will be m due time crrculated, and I shall probably have to put off my statement until then. 

. Count Be_rnsto~f (Gennany) .. -Mr. President, I find myself in a position of considerable 
difficulty. ThiS II_lOrnii?&• Lord Cecil p~aced a proposal before us. I should have liked to submit 
another proposa~ 11!- wnt!Dg, but I_ noticed that there were at least half a dozen others in the air 
and I thought It. madvlSable to mcrease the number still further, particularly as my suggestion 
or proposal practically reproduces yours. 
. . T~e text says, in effect, merely that " the Commission decides that the principle of direct 

hmitabon should be adopted". 
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~- Politis (Greec~). -We must agree on this question of procedure before voting, for the 
mearung of the vote will not be clear unless we have first agreed as to what we are voting on. 

I hope Lord ~ecil will allow me .to point out, with the greatest respect, that it is impossible 
to vote on the thrrd paragraph of his proposal, as the text of that paragraph records decisions 
that would have to be taken beforehand. It is difficult for us to vote on such a sentence as this: 
" Does the ~ommission recognise that the majority of its members are of this or that opinion ? " 
be~o:e knowmg whether there is a majority at all and whether that majority is or is not of that 
opm10n. 

. . !he onl~ method that can be el!lployed-~nd it has been adopted on many occasions, even 
m thiS gathermg-after a long, complicated and rmportant discussion like the present is to discover 
the general ideas that. emerge and to vote on them. ' 

Now there are three general ideas which emerge from this discussion and, on this point 
I think I cannot be mistaken. ' 

~he ~rst genera!- idea is. that of the system of direct limitation.. Lord Cecil says that if the 
question IS put to hrm he will not be able to answer. I hope he will pardon me if I say that 
what we have to ascertain is whether the system is acceptable to the Commission as a general 
system. I understand that he would vote against a proposal put in that way. 

The first question is therefore: "Does the Commission accept the direct method as the 
general method of limitation ? " 

The second question, which will arise if the reply to the first is in the negative, will be: " Does 
the Commission accept the method of budgetary limitation as the general system of limitation ? " 

Finally, the third question, which will arise whatever the Commission decides on the first 
two questions, is: "Should these two systems be combined-for instance, in the way suggested 
by the American delegation, that is to say, as alternatives so that some may accept the system 
of budgetary limitation whilst others may accept the system of direct limitation ? " 

Once the Co;mmission has answered these three questions it will be a very simple matter 
to reproduce them in a text sinillar to that of the third paragraph of the British proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am afraid I have not made myself clear. I do not disagree 
with a single word that M. Politis has said. It is not that I want you to pass my resolution 
immediately. When I drew it up last night there was general agreement that a majority were 
in favour of budgetary limitation, but if this be disputed it can and must be cleared up. I only 
want something precise and definite, and I confidently believe I shall have the support of M. Politis 
in this, for having observed his conduct at meetings of this kind I know how highly he values 
having something that is precise and clear. I do not want my resolution taken first but I do think 
we should have something quite definite and clear before us so that we shall not have misunder
standings later on as to how the Commission has proceeded. The importance of it is this, that 
we have to translate our decisions on the general question into particular articles which we 
shall or shall not insert in the Convention, and I am very anxious that when we come to draw 
up these articles we should not have to review the whole thing again on the ground that it is 
not clear. 

A perfectly definite proposition has been circulated, and I should think it could be decided. 
Others could do the same, and I should have thought the great abilities of the German delegation 
would have been sufficient to enable them to draft in a few words what Count Bernstorff wishes 
to be decided. I quite agree that some proposition such as I have drafted can only come finally 
when we have determined what is the view of the Commission. Let us proceed carefully and 
distinctly and clearly; that is all I am asking. 

·M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - May I add a few words to M. Politis' statement, with 
which I entirely agree ? 

I think we must seek the simplest possible formula. So far, we do not know exactly on what 
the vote will be taken and we have, as it were, opened Pandora's box by giving all countries a 

·choice between the different systems. Hitherto we have discussed two systems-direct limitation 
and indirect limitation. But now a new factor has been introduced into the discussion, a factor 
that has not yet been exactly defined. To-day, at the opening of the meeting, the President informed 
us that we now have five possible solutions. During the meeting a new method has emerged-that 
mentioned by M. Cobian. Thus the number of possible solutions increases every day. 

I think that, in this way, we are adding greatly to the difficulties of the future Conference 
-which I always have in ~d. since it is to crown all our efforts-b:y placin(:' ~~fore it so many 
different possibilities. It is rmportant that we should make clear which possibility we ourselves 
favour. We should therefore vote on the two possible solutions that have now been discussed 
with all the clarity and precision desirable. The rest is confused and indefinite and we do not see 
exactly what we can vote on. 

Hence I think the discussion should be confined to these two systems. Obviously, there is a 
mass of fio~ting opinion sw3:ying between one and ~he ?ther. Nevertheless, I t~k those who h3;ve 
a prefer!!nce either for the direct method or for the mdirect method should be gtven an opportunity 
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to e.:~.-press that preference quite clearly. In that way we shall have a formula that is infinitely 

simpler. . hi h th d f rth t In regard to Count Bernstorff's proposal, I am not yet qwte sure w c .me o goes .a es · 
Mter yesterday's discussion, I think indirect limitation is more far-re31-chmg. To m.e It seems 
much more effective than the other method. But, Mr. President, that IS a matter which I leave 
to your .appreciation. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I must confess that to .my mind the 
procedure is getting more and more obscure. I have mentioned already the O~?Ial docu~ent 
of the Secretary-General of the League. of Nat!ons w~ich is submitted by the Bntish delegation. 
My understanding of the word • submitted " IS that It refers to the past and not t~ the future. 
We have been told that we must not discuss this resolution because it does ~ot exrst ye~; bu~, 
shortly afterwards, M. Politis spoke against one clause of precisely this resolutwn. S~rely if he IS 

entitled to speak on one clause of the resolution, we are entitled to speak on the rest of It ? . 
In any case I want to remind you that the question of land armaments has been before us.m 

the first half of this session. At that time the Commission had proposals by ~he So':Iet 
delegation and by the German delegation. Now we have decided to go back to thiS question 
and re-open the discussion an~ revert t~ the position taken up l~st year. It seems that. we have 
gone back to the proposals, which were discussed then, of the Sovret and German ~eleg:atrons, 3;nd 
the British proposal appears to be an amendment to those proposals. I do not mmd mtroducm~ 
new proposals of the same nature, but to avoid misunderstanding I would respectfully submit 
to the Commission that we should ask Lord Cecil to move his resolution forthwith, and then we 
shall be able to discuss not only his resolution but all the amendments to it. I cannot put 
forward any proposal without officially knowing the contents of Lord Cecil's amendment. 

The President. - I think that is what Lord Cecil intends. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I have but littie to say. M. Politis put the matter quite 
clearly. I agree entirely with what he said. If we vote as M. Politis proposed, there will be no 
need for the German delegation to draft its own text of a resolution. 

M. Massigli (France). -Before the vote is taken, I must ask permission to make a brief 
statement on a question that is not related to procedure. Yesterday, in my anxiety not to 
import heat into this discussion and in my desire that the Commission should accomplish its 
task, as we all hope it will, in that spirit of conciliation and co-operation which is essential to 
the success of our work, I purposely refrained from taking up and discussing a statement made 
the day before by the German delegate, I merely alluded to it and I hoped that the reason for 
my attitude would have been understood. To day, however, Count Bernstorff has felt it necessary 
to insist again on that point. His statement compels me to repeat that, before the end of this 
session,. it will be absolutely necessary to have a thorough explanation on the question raised 
and on certain other questions. For my part, I shall ensure that the explanation is· a full one. 

Lord Cecil (B~tish Empire). - I desire now to move the resolution which I have already 
read. I have nothing to say about the first two paragraphs, which I had hoped represented the 
unanimous view of the Commission . 

. In regard ~o the third paragraph, I observe that there is an alternative proposal by the 
Italian delegation, and I understand that Count Bernstorff also desires to vote, eiilier against 
it or for some modification of it. _I shall wait to hear what these two gentlemen have to say 
before I make. any further observations. I ask you, Sir, to accept this as a motion of the whole 
of the resolution, because I understand M. Litvinoff wishes to speak against the whole thing· 
but I shall ask you to put the first two paragraphs to the vote separately. ' 

. !'f· Bourqui~ (Belgium). -. Re~er;ing to the Italian proposal, Lord Cecil has just said that 
this IS an alternative text. I think It IS clearly understood that the Italian delegation proposes 
a combination and not an alternative. 

The President. - Exactly . 

. General de Marinis (Italy). -I do not desire to go into the details of the different proposals. 
I think we mu~t adopt th.e method prop?sed by M; Politis, that is to say, vote on one part of 
the text at a .trme. . For mst~ce, w_e rrught first vote on paragraph I of the British proposal. 

Explanations rrught. be grven wrth regard to this first paragraph. · 
When my proposal IS put to the vote I shall state the reasons for it 
In reply .to. th~ Bel~ delega~e's. remark, I may say immediately that I intend the two 

me~hods of hmitahon-direct and mdirect budgetary limitation-to be co-existent Perhaps 
I did not use th~ best wor? in my proposal ~nd it might have been preferable to say " co~existent ". 
I reserve the nght to grve the necessary expl~nations at the proper time. 

The President. - We agree. I ask you to vote on paragraph I: 

. " The Com1_11ission ~pproves t~e principle that there should be the fulle5t possible 
mtercha~ge of mformabon respectmg armaments between the parties to the propos d 
Convention." e 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I should like to speak against the 
proposal as a whole-not only against the first paragraph. · 

The President. -You will be able to do so later. I should like to have this paragraph 
voted ori first. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - It will be no use speaking after the 
vote has been taken. The three paragraphs are all inter-connected and I cannot speak on one 
without mentioning the other two. 

The President. - I call on M. Litvinoff. 

M: Li~i?off (Unio!l of Soviet Socialist ~epublics).- !he proposal submitted by the British 
delegation IS mdeed qmte a new departure m the proceedings of this Commission. The Soviet 
delegation will certainly not be accused of being too fond of old traditions and old methods. 
They _are quite ~g to accept n~w ones S? Ion~ as they lead to a clarification of certain points 
-which I am afraid I must say IS not so m this case. We have been discussing the question 
of limitation of armaments and the discussion has turned around the methods to be adopted, 
either direct or indirect. To sum up this discussion: the Commission is expected to say which 
of these two methods they would commend to the future Disarmament Conference. I respectfully 
ask Lord Cecil: Do we find an answer to this question in the proposal submitted by him ? 

The first clause deals with Publicity. For the Soviet delegation to vote on this, it would 
require to know first of all what exactly has been decided as to the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. Publicity by itself has no meaning whatever. It is for this Commission to 
discuss limitation and the reduction of armaments, not any other question. • Publicity ", 
as I have pointed out many times, does not mean "Reduction" nor "Limitation". If we 
decide on certain methods of reduction of armaments it may automatically become necessary 
to give certain information, as a means of control and as a means of carrying out the decision 
as to reduction. I am afraid that when we come to the rest of this resolution, if we decide in 
the negative for reduction of armaments, the result would be mere interchange of information. 
The Soviet delegation, therefore, cannot accept the first paragraph at the present moment, 

· although I have nothing to say against publicity as a corollary to the reduction of armaments. 
I come to the next paragraph of the British proposal-namely, that it "records the 

unanimous desire of the Members of the Commission to find some method which will provide 
for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than can be achieved by publicity 
alone". What public opinion, and what our peoples who have sent us here wish to know, is 
not what are the sentiments and desires of the Members of the Commission. They do not wish 
to know that all the Members of the Commission are inspired by the best sentiments, desires 
and ideals, and what our Governments are inspired by. They want to know what are we going 
to do in the way of disarmament. We have listened to many speeches which invariably begin 
with the words: "In principle I am in agreement with such a proposal . . . In principle I am 
for the most radical limitation of armaments". Then a speaker will go on to say, ". . . 
but we cannot accept it for this or that reason ". That is exactly what public opinion wants to 
know: what States have reasons for rejecting the idea of a reduction of armaments. That is the 
fact which is of paramount interest to the world, not the " inspirations " which animate us. 

I think it is unnecessary to record in the resolution that it is " the unanimous desire of the 
Members of the Commission to find some method . . . " because nobody will deny it. I do not 
think that any people would be found, either here or outside, who would be in favour of Armaments 
as such, and who would in principle be against the reduction of Armaments. But the question 
is: Are we willing, are we able, to find the methods of reducing Armaments, or not ? It is 
therefore not sufficient to say we have got the " desire "-we must be able to say that we have 
found the method, and this resolution shows that we have not found any method. It is for that 
reason that the Soviet delegation must reject the second clause of this resolution. 

Then I come to the third clause. I should not say that the discussion which has taken 
place has been quite conclusive. Many speakers stated yesterday that no arguments had been 
brought forward for the direct method of reducing armaments. By merely ~rushing aside the 
arguments which have been brought forward you cannot make them non-existent, for they do 
exist whether they are ignored or not. It seems to me that I have made it quite clear that 
redu~tion of armaments by way of curtailment of budgets might place smaller and industrially
undeveloped countries in a very disadvantageous position. I think this argument should be 
convincing although it has been ignored by all the speakers. Nobody could convince us that 
industrially-undeveloped countries can obtain, with the san;te r~urces, t~e same results as bigger 
countries. But the clrief argument used (not so much this trme as dunng the first half of the 
Session) was that by budgetary limitation we do not touch upon the existing stocks, the existing 
armaments and I maintain that the armaments existing in many countries at present, even 
if they are 'not added to, can produce very great war and can bring about the killing of millions 
of men. 

If we limit only the bu~ge~ as to i~ fu!ure use and leave ~ntouched all the armamen~s 
existing now, we are not achievmg anything m the way of r~ducmg the ~han~es ~f war. This 
argument-the most important one-has also been brushed aside, but I thmk It will sound very 
convincing outside this hall. 
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The third clause says that "the majority-of the C~>Inmission a!e o~ ~pi~on ~hat, as to land 
war material, the most practical method of securing thiS more prec1se lirrutatlon IS by budgetary 
limitation "- _ . . . 

It may be true or not true: I have no means to g~uge the opm10ns of _the C<;>m.m!S~Ion. If 
we take a vote and the majority declare themselves agrunst the m~th?d of direct ~tat10n, then 
we shall know the result. Then, " other members of the Comm1ss1on are of opm10~ that the 
most practical method is by direct limitation by specific enumeration, and th_at a certam number 
would desire to see some combination of the two methods." I am not qmte cl~ar as. t~ th_at. 
The Soviet delegation has proposed a simultaneous application of the two methods: direct lirrutat10n 
and reduction also of budgetary expenditure on the same armaments, because we regard each of 
these methods as in itself insufficient; therefore we want to supplement one method by the otJ:ler. 
I am not sure that other delegations who have spoken <;>f the two meth?ds mean the same thmg. 
To make the thing quite clear, therefore, we are wording our Resolution as follows: 

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

" The P{eparatory Commission decides that the only effective m~ans of reducing a?d 
limiting war material is the direct reduction and limitation of all kinds of_ war matenal 
according to detailed tables, together with budgetary limitation, by categones. The two 
methods should be applied simultaneously by all countries. " 

I think we have made our proposal quite clear. 

With regard to the resolution put forward by the Italian delegation, I am prepared to 
support the third clause of their proposal, if General de Marinis will assure us that he means 
the same thing-the simultaneous application of both methods; that all countries should apply 
both methods. In this case I am prepared to vote for the third clause of the Italian Draft Reso
lution, at the same time declaring myself against the two clauses which coincide with the British 
proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Emprre). -Out of courtesy to my colleagues on the Corrunission, I feel 
bound to reply to the discussion. I had hoped the first two paragraphs would have passed 
without any discussion· at all as merely preliminary to what we desire. 

The first paragraph merely sets out-without any statement of principle whatever-that 
is is desirable to have a complete interchange of information. I heard no argument from 
M. Litvinoff at all against that, except that he did not see the advantage of it unless there was 
going to be a restriction of armaments. That might be a proposition to put forward as an 
argument in favour of restriction of armaments, but it does not seem to me to be an argument 
in favour of, or against, the principle of publicity. 

With regard to the second proposition, I should have thought that on his own showing it 
was in accordance with the opinion which he has reached-namely, that mere publication is 
not enough, and that you must have some specific restriction. He objects to that because it 
is a statement of principle. I quite agree that if my proposal were that the Corrunission should 
satisfy themselves with a mere statement of principle, there would have been some relevance 
in M. Litvinoff's objection, but he knows perfectly well no such proposal has been put before 
the Corrunission. We have always said these proposals must be translated into articles in the 
Convention, which will carry out a definite policy. That being so, I do not see what his objection 
to the first two paragraphs is. 

In regard to his objections to the third paragraph, I will deal with them when we come to 
the discussion on that paragraph, and I have heard what my Italian and German colleagues desire 
to say about those two points. 

. All I would ventu~~ to say very respectfully to M. Litvinoff is, it is not enough merely to 
obJect to ~very proposition that is put before this Commission, but it is essential, if we are to 
reach a drrect result, to put forward definite and practical propositions which there is some 
chance of seeing adopted by the nations of the world. 

Vote on the Resol-ution proposed by the British Delegation. 

· The President. -. ~efore taki~g a vote. on the first paragraph of the Draft Resolution 
put forward b~ the B~t!Sh deleg!itlon, I desrre to say that the words " the fullest possible 
mter~hange ~f mformatlon respectmg armaments" will in no way prejudice the full discussion 
of thiS question when we come to the chapter concerning the exchange of information. 

Paragraph I was adopted by 23 votes. 

.. Lo.rd C~~i! (British Empire). - After the declaration of M. Litvinoff we cannot say 
unarumous m paragraph 2. We must say "records the desire of almost all the members 

of the Commission ". · 

The President. - I shall therefore put paragraph 2 to the vote with that amendment. 
Paragraph 2 was adopted by zz votes. 

The President.- We now come to paragraph 3· 

Coun~ Bernstorff (Germany). -I should like to be quite clear and to kn~w exactly how 
we are gomg to vote. Personally, I accepted M. Politis' proposal but I hoped both ·proposals 
would be voted on. 
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I shall ask for the vote on the third paragraph of the British proposal to be taken by roll-call. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am entirely in the hands of the Commission. I have assured 
Count Bemstorff that ~y only anxie~y is that every view shall be expressed in the clearest way. 
Perh~ps the most fittmg way of raising the particular point he wishes to raise would be to 
~ubst~tute the words ".some ~ell?-bers" for the word "majority". Then we shall know whether 
m pomt o~ fact there 1s a maJonty or not. If he does not think that is sufficient, I am quite 
~ontent .Wl:th any other system ~at he proposes. The only other thing I was going to suggest 
1s ~at 1t lS now about three mmutes to one, and perhaps it would be a convenient course to 
adJourn. Then pe~haps Count Bemstorff and I, with 1\I. Politis, could discuss the matter and 
arrange some ~efinite fo~ of words which would express the idea in a precise and exact form. 
I am only anxious to facilitate the clear decision which I most earnestly hope we shall come to. 

The suggestion was adopted. 

The Commission rose at I 'p.m. 

EIGHTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November I~h. I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

24. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

. The President. - We will continue the discussion on the limitation of the material of 
land armaments. Yesterday you adopted the first and second paragraphs of the draft resolution 
submitted by the British delegation. We now come to the third paragraph. 

There was some confusion yesterday, and it is desirable that we should be perfectly clear 
to-day. The simplest method appears to be to vote in succession on the various amendments 
to paragraph 3 of the British draft resolution. Three amendments have been submitted by the 
Soviet,! German and Italian dt>legates respectively. · 

The German and Italian delegations' amendments are as follow: 

AMENDMENT BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION TO THE DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH 
DELEGATION. 

" Paragraph 3 of the said draft to be replaced by the following text: 

" 3· The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference is of opinion 
that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land war material. " 

DRAFT RESOLUTION SUBMITTED BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION. 

" The Commission, 

- " (I) Approves the principle that there sho~d be the fullest possible ~nterchange of 
information respecting armaments between the part1es to the proposed convention; 

" (2) Records the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find some 
method which will provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than 
can be achieved by publicity alone; · 

" (3) Considers that the best m~thod !or. liii?-itation of land mat.eri_al 'Yould consist in 
a combination of the two systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation. 

" Direct limitation will be applied separately to mat~rial in stock an~ II?-aterial in service. 
Two tables will indicate separately the armament ~ategon~ of the matenal m stock and those 
of the material in service, together with the respective maxmmm figu~es fixed for ea~h country. 
Budgetary limitation will be api?lied in accordance with th:e rul~ which are determmed on the 
basis of the work of the Committee on Budgetary Questions . 

1 Nots by the S•cr•tariat. - See page 96. 
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General de Marinis' amendment, with an addition explaining the third paragraph, ha.S been 
circulated, and I will ask General de Marinis, ,who is first on the list, to address you. 

General de Marinis (Italy}. - As I have already stated, t~e purpose of ~y remarks in 
regard to the chapter on material is to make a further effort to avotd. t~e ~ave disadv~ntage. of 
submitting to the General Disarmament Conference a method for the limitation of matenal whic~ 
does not take account of some of the essential elements of dis~rmament. One of thos.e elemen~s IS 
the war material in stock. If the Disarmament Conference 1s ~ot able to ~ak~ that. m!o ~onstde
ration it will not have a really solid basis for its work. It 1s because mdirect lirmtatlon ~an 
only d~al with future armaments, and not with existing armaments, that it is necessary to combme 
the two systems. 

This was clearly explained by M. Rutgers when he ~aid ~hat my proposal ~ef~rre.d to the ~bj~ct 
rather than to the method of limitation and this object IS, I repeat, the lirmtation of extstmg · 
material. This was corroborated by the' honourable delegate for Sweden in .his very interesting 

s~. has been pointed out that both budgefary limitatiol). and direct limitation have ce~ain 
defects. That is why I think it is necessary to combine them, so that each may, as far as possible, 
supply what the other lacks. If both are adopted, we shall have done all th!lt it was possible to do 
for the reduction of this very important element of armaments. Dr. Riddell, the honourable 
delegate for Canada, in concluding his important speech, also stated that, in the end a solution 
might perhaps be found by C_?mbini!lg the direct and indire~t method~ of limitation. Moreover, 
M. Litvinoff pointed out that mdustnally undeveloped countnes, whose mterests must be protected 
in the same way as those of other countries, would be placed in a position of inferiority if the budge
tary method were employed. If this method were combined with direct limitation, it would be 
justifiable to allow industrially undeveloped countries, or countries which lack raw materials, to 
have stocks of materials compatible with their special situation. 

I will not reply to the objections which have been made to the method of direct limitation, 
because I do not wish to prolong the discussion. I quite admit that there are gaps in this method, 
and it is in order to fill those gaps that I propose we should limit expenditure in respect of the 
purchase and upkeep of material. We should thus have the co-existence of the two systems. 

If both were adopted, I see no objection to taking into consideration the difficulties m~>::::.tioned 
by Mr. Gibson in regard to the adoption of budgetary limitation by his country, and I am quite 
prepared to agree that the United States of America, for instance, should merely give the figures 
relating to material in service and in stock. . . 

As regards the method of applying the combination of the two systems, I consider that 
each country should accept a limitation of its military expenditure according to the system 
adopted by the Conference, and, at the same time, each country would accept a maximum 
figure either for material in service or for material in stock. . 

The maximum for the material in service would be comparatively easy to fix as a result 
of the limitation of effectives. 

As regards the material in stock, I recognise the difficulty, not only of fixing a maximum 
figure for the different categories of material, but, above all, of finding a system which will 
ensure the loyal execution of the obligations assumed. That, of course, raises the difficult question 
of supervision. In this connection I would repeat what I said last Monday-namely, that we 
must not start from the assumption that countries which sign the Convention do not intend 
to carry it out in good faith. Moreover, we may perhaps agree upon the establishment of a 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

~part from these reasons, it. seems to me that from a general standpoint we shall have made 
consJd:era?le progress towards dis~~am~nt if we also accept the principle of the limitation of 
matenal m stock. Once that pnnctple IS accepted, we must have confidence in the goodwill 
of all countries to apply it more and more effectively as time goes on. · · 

In order to ~xplain more precisely ~~ views which I have just put before you, I have 
added the followmg paragraph to my ongmal draft resolution: 

' 
. " Direct limitation. ~ "!>e applied separately to material in stock and material in 

service. Two tables will mdi~at: separ~tely the ann~ment categories of the material in 
stock and those of the matenal m servtce together With the respective maximum figures 
fixed for each country." .· 

I think it would b7 best ~or these two tab~es.to be drawn up by the Conference and for us 
to content ourselves With laymg down the pnnctple, which is the most important thing: 

" Bud~etary limitation will be appli7d in accordance with the rules which are determined 
on the basiS of the work of the Committee on Budgetary Questions." · 

If we adopt. the proposed t.ext, I think we shall have done everything possible to show the 
Conferenc~ the ~;ffiportance which we attach to the existence and accumulation of stocks of 
wthar materiald which, whenever large s1;1pplies are immediately available, undoubtedly constitute 

e most angerous means of aggression. 
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In order that we rna~ progress as quickly as possible, I would request the President to put 
my proposal to the vote m two parts. · 

~ pro~os~ ~at we sho?ld associate the method of budgetary limitation with the method 
of direct lim~tabon-that 1s to say, with the limitation of material in service and in stock. 
~or~e ~elegat10ns may perhaps be prepared to accept indirect limitation associated with direct 
hm1tabon, but only as far as material in service is concerned. 
. . I ~houl~ be glad if y~u wou).d first put to the vote the proposal to associate indirect 
limitabon~.e., budgetary limitation-with the direct limitation of material in service. 

. . . I _presume ~hat ot~er delegations will be prepared to go further and to accept budgetary 
limitat10n combmed Wlth the direct limitation of material both in service and · in stock. I 

. accordingly suggest that a second vote shall be taken on the adoption of my system in its entirety. 

_M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- I would bring up a point of procedure. 
I think no useful purpose will be served by prolonging the discussion, and that it is time we 
proceeded to vote. We ought to take first the proposal which goes furthest-the Soviet 
proposal-. to apply simultaneously both methods, the direct method and the budgetary method. 
The Italian proposal amounts to the same thing with some modification at the end. 

If this proposal falls through, I would suggest that a vote should be taken as to whether we 
should apply only one method, voting first on the direct and then on the budgetary method. 
I would propose to take a vote by roll-call on every one of these three points. Naturally, after 
this, the third clause of the British proposal would be quite superfluous. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Contrary to what I said before, I no longer desire the 
Commission to vote on my proposal before the others. After what General de Marinis has 
said, I am prepared to vote for the Italian proposal. 

I should, however, like to make some reservations. I shall vote for this proposal if material 
in stock is included. 

Secondly, I should prefer the tables to be submitted to our Commission and not to the 
Conference, and would be prepared to submit tables myself. . 

Lastly, I should like to reserve my final decision in regard to the budgetary question until 
we know exactly what the experts propose as a result of their investigations. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I find myself in a considerable amount of agreement with 
a good deal that was said by M. Litvinoff and Count Bemstorff. I agree with M. Litvinoff that, 
supposing we proceed to vote on these questions, or any of them, it is evident that my way of 
dealing with the matter is no longer applicable. I hoped that my resolution would have been 
accepted almost as a matter of course, and then we would have tried to elaborate it; but that plan 
has now gone by the board, and I do not attach any importance to the third paragraph. Also, 
I agree with Count Bemstorff that it is important that we should make as definite and clear a 
proposal as we can in our Convention. I do not agree with the idea put forward (if it is the idea) 
of General de Marinis or M. Litvinoff that it would be enough for us to pass a resolution and leave 
that to be worked out by the Conference. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -That is not my proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very glad to hear t~at, for I could not agree. But 
whether General de Marinis' resolution is passed or not, I shall still ask to b~ allowed to move the 
two articles of which I have given notice, and I hope that you will allow them to be 
taken immediately, since we have been discussing the subject and the matter is now entirely open 
in our minds. These are the two Articles DA* and DB* shown hereunder. But I propose that 
they shall be put together and made into one article in order to explain my whole idea. 

PROPOSALS BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

CHAPTER III. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Insert the following articles for the blanks left as a result of the second reading: 

"Article DA*. 

" Each of fue High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expen.diture on land, 
sea, and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures glVen for them 
in Tables . . • " 

" Article DB*. 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure, in any 
budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material, 1 shall not 
exceed the figures indicated in Tables . . . " 

' War material to be defined in a special Annex. 
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CHAPTER V: MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. -SECTION II: EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Substitute the following article for Articles DA • and DB*: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communica.te to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showmg the actual total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces during the preceding financial year. . 

" It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showmg 
the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, purchase, 
and manufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III of the present 
Convention. 

" This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close of 
the financial year. " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- Finally, as far as General de Mai:inis' proposal is concerned, 
I should have great difficulty in voting for it in its pre~ent form, b~cause I do not really _know 
exactly how it is going to be worked out in the Convention. I abstar~, therefore, fro~ votm~ as 
far as his resolution is concerned in its present form, and, when he bnn_gs up the defimte articles 
which he proposes to insert in the Convention, I shall be able to decrde whether or not I can 
support them. 

M. Massigli (France). -I agree with Lord Cecil that it is inadvisable at the present stage 
of our discussion to introduce new proposals, more particularly as these proposals are not clearly 
defined. · . 

We have the Italian delegation's proposal to distinguish between material in stock and material 
in service. 

But what we want to know is: What is meant by material in stock and by material in 
service? · 

This question has already been discussed at length, and it was found very difficult to give a 
definition. Consequently, we must first have this definition. · 

Then there is the question of tables. We have no idea what those tables are to contain. 
This being the case, it is impossible for me to decide for or against the proposal, and I would 

urge that any new proposal should be elaborated and submitted in the form of articleS. We shall 
then know where we stand. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -Our discussion during the last three days has shown that 
we must first agree on a general criterion. 

Do we desire limitation by publicity ? Do we desire it by publicity alone? 
Do we desire it by budgetary limitation or by direct limitation ? 
Is the limitation to be confined to material in service or to material in stock ? 
Should it apply to both ? 

We are not yet agreed as to these general principles, and the object of my proposal was to 
enable the Commission to state its views on these general principles. When agreement has been 
reached-that is to say, when the majority of the Commission has stated that it is in favour of 
publicity alone (as a matter of fact, a negative answer has already been given to this question), 
or of budgetary limitation alone, or else of budgetary limitation combined with direct limitation, 
complete or partial-we shall then be able to go into details and discuss the articles to which 
Lord Cecil has referred. · 

For the moment, you are only asked to vote on principles. I am prepared to draw up the tables 
immediately, but we must first know whether the Commission wishes to adopt them or not. 
This is not a question of the text we are going to insert in our draft, but simply a question of 
principle, and it is quite in conformity with the first two paragraphs of the British proposal. 

I would repeat that the only object of my proposal is to enable us to decide on the principle. 

M. Cobi1in (Spain). - When we are asked to vote on a question of this kind, especially 
when the vote IS to be taken by roll-call, the vote must be based on clearly defined principles, or on 
a proposal for an article to be -inserted in the Convention . 

. If the matter on which we are asked to vote is very complicated, a number of delegations will 
hesrtate to vo~e one way or another because, while they find certain principles acceptable, there 
are others whrch they cannot accept. They would thus be obliged to abstain from voting, with 
the .result that there would be an enormous number of abstentions and only a few votes for or 
agamst. 

It seems to me that the question of principle has already been decided because every delega
tion, without excep~ion, has stated its views very clearly. We have only to refer to the Minutes 
to see what those vrews were. I am not opposed to a vote on the principles, provided they are 
clearly defined. 

I should like to recapitulate the clear principles which have emerged from this discussion: 

I. Direct limit.at~on _of mat~rial in service and in stock, proposed by Count Bernstorff; 
2. Budgetary hmrtatron, which has the support of several delegations· 
~· . A combination of the direct method and the budgetary method s~ggested I think by 

M. Lrtvmoff; ' ' 
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4· The system now proposed by General de Marinis,-namely, to combine the direct and 
the b~dgetary methods With the variou~ ~dations which he has clearly explained. 

Fmally, we have a proposal of_prmcii?le "?Y the United States delegation, with which I 
fully associated myself yesterday; this consists m an alternative between the direct method and 
the method of budgetary limitation. 

We unanimously accepted publicity as the fundamental basis for the limitation of material 
al~o~gh we _agreed tha!, by itse!f, _publicity limits nothing. We could enumerate the fiv~ 
pnnc~pl~ which I h<~;ve .JUSt mentioned, and each delegation could say whether it is in favour 
?f prmCiple No. I, prmciple No.2, and so on. We should then know the number of delegations 
m favour of each sys~em and ~ould thus settle the question by a single vote. 

~n any case, I think that, If we vote on anything but principles, we shall never arrive at a 
defirute ~esult. We could afterwards appoint a sub-committee representing the chief exponents 
of the different systems to ~raw up ~ t~xt for insertion in the Convention. I repeat that, if we 
do not first settle the question of prmciple, a vote will be useless. 

M. Sato (Japan). - I should first like to explain my attitude to the Italian amendment 
and afterwards to touch on the question of procedure. 
. . T~e It~an amen<!me.nt recommends the simultaneous adoption of the two systems of 
~ta!Ion:-Wrect and mdirect-and thus provides for the CO-existence of these two methods 
of ~ta~10n. We know already, however, that there are at least two very important delegations 
which will be unable to accept that combination. 

In addition to direct limitation, the Italian amendment provides for budgetary limitation 
on the part of all countries. Mr. Gibson told us the other day that, for constitutional reasons, 
the Uruted States would be unable to accept budgetary limitation. Consequently, the Italian 
amendment would not cover the case of Mr. Gibson, who would be unable to accept this combined 
system. 

Moreover, M. Cobian has told us that his country would prefer direct limitation and could 
not agree at the same time to indirect budgetary limitation. 

There are thus two delegations which could not accept the combined method suggested in 
the Italian amendment. 

Personally, I also have a strong objection to this combination. I agree to budgetary 
limitation, but I cannot commit my Government to direct limitation as well. My Government 
takes the view that, without very strict· supervision, direct limitation would be ineffective or 
would, at best, have the same value as publicity. 

Moreover, if General de Marinis' proposal for direct limitation were to be extended to material 
in stock, my Government would not be able to accept this either. The arguments against it 
have been explained at great length during the last four years. This question was first examined 
by Sub-Commission A, and at the third session we had an opportunity of explaining our views 
very fully. I have already stated the reasons why it is impossible for my Government to accept 
direct limitation of the material in stock. My Government's views have not changed during 
the last four years, because Governments do not decide lightly on questions of such importance. 
My Government therefore adheres to its previous opinion. 

You see, therefore, the difficulties in regard to the Italian proposal. On the one hand, the 
American and Spanish delegations could not accept it and, on the other hand, my Government 
could not accept direct limitation, more particularly if it is to include the direct limitation of 
material in stock. It would be impossible for my Government to sign a Convention containing 
this obligation. 

In view of all these difficulties, l should like to suggest to the Commission another method 
of procedure. . Generally speaking, I am in favour of the procedur~ sug11es~ed. by M. ~o~ian. 
In my opinion, a separate vote should be taken on the two systems-direct lirmtatlon and mduect 
limitation. . 

I should like to add, however, that the adoption of either o! these t~o me~hods should not 
preclude the possibility of allowing exceptions in the case of certam countnes which cannot accept 
either system. 

I do not know whether the Commission will adopt direct limitation or indirect limitation. 
The vote will show which system is favoured by the majority: We s~ould therefore v~te. sel?arate!y 
on the two systems, on the understan~g th~t the adopt~on of either method ?f limi~ation Will 
not preclude the possibility of exceptions bemg allowed 1~ the case of countnes which ca~not 
adopt either method. This seems to me to be the only possible method of procedure and I believe 
it will give satisfaction. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I reach ?Ut ~or M. Cobian's proposal 
somewhat as a drowning man reaches out ~or. a large and substanhalli~e-presery-er. It se~ms 
to me that he has offered us a way of simplifymg our procedure and gettmg on With the subject 
we are all anxious to get on with. · 

. I confess that I find the present system ve~ confusing with t~ avalanche. of proposals 
and amendements, and I think it would be very difficult for anyone, ":l~hout a card mdex, to h~ve 
a very clear idea of them in their present form. I am glad M. Cobian has made a suggestion 
which will put all these views into the form of a tabulated statement, where we can see clearly 
where we stand. 

I do not want this to be taken as criticism, because this general discussion has been extremely 
valuable; and, in addition, we have, in fact, performed a miracle-we have resurrected a text that 
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died on second reading. It was completely dead; w~ have r?ised it; discussed it and rea~y 
got back to fundamentals. To put it a!lother wa.y, I thmk we rmght say we went ba~k to Genests. 
As we went back to Genesis, I felt obliged to brmg the matter up . to Exodus, t~~t ~s our exodus. 
on the subject of budgetary limitation. I think, if we act according to M. Cobt~ s sys!em, we 
may trust that the Bureau, as it has often done befOJ;e, may find a way out and brmg us mto the 
Promised Land, and perhaps lead us on to Revelation. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium).- I agree with Mr. Gibson that M. Cobi~'s proposal ~as clarified 
the discussion to some extent. Up to the present we seemed to be gropmg our way m the dark 
and, personally, I felt very uneasy. I regret to say that I do not yet feel altogether reassured. 

The question has been presented in a simple·form. We have be~n told that ther~ are certain 
main principles which have already been discussed and between wluch we must. de~tde. I agree 
that there is a clear distinction between principles and technical methods of apphcat10n, a!ld t~at 
we must first take a decision on principles. I should like to say, ho~ever, tha~, fro~ this pomt 
of view the two alternative systems which have been defended durmg our d1scuss10ns are not 
quite o~ the same footing. This is a point to which I should like to draw the Cormnission's 
attention before the vote is taken. 

In the case of budgetary limitation, the principle is very clear, because we know the object. 
We know that what we want to limit is the total expenditure on war material of every category 
and description. 

M. Massigli told us the other day that the question of the limitation of budgetary expenditure 
would require further study by experts, and I quite agree with him on this point. However, 
the purpose of this study would not be to define the object of the limitation, it would deal exclusively 
with the technical methods of achieving that object. · 

In the case of what is termed the principle of direct limitation, it is not merely a question 
of doubts as to the methods of application, but of doubts and confusion in regard to the actual 
object of the limitation. This was shown very clearly and simply by M. Massigli, and I need 
not repeat his explanation. In discussing the Italian proposal, he asked what was meant by 
material in service and material in stock. These expressions are misleading, and the previous 
discussions of the Cormnission have shown that it is necessary to define the meaning of those terms. 
In regard to air material in particular, there was very lengthy discussion regarding the definition 
of material in service and material in stock. The meaning of these two terms is not clear in our 
minds. 

There are other questions which would have to be settled. The proposed tables are blank.· 
What are they going to contain ? This matter raises a number of queries and, as the honourable 
·representative for Bulgaria, who has a highly mathematical mind, would say, there are a number 
of " unknown quantities " which relate to the actual object of limitation and not the methods of 
application. 

If you ask me to vote on the principle of direct limitation or the combination of this with 
indirect limitation, it will be impossible for me to do so. until I know exactly what direct limitation 
is to cover. 

I should like to support an observation made by M. Sa to. It is obvious that we shall not succeed 
in obtaining unanimity for either formula. One may obtain a very large majority, but it will 
not receive unanimous support. If we obtain a very large majority, we shall go away at one 
o'clock or thereabouts feeling extremely satisfied. But will the Disarmament Conference for 
which we are working be equally satisfied ? When the time comes to apply the formula which 
we have adopted, the Conference will find that there is opposition; .and it will not be possible, 
therefore, on the basis of this single formula, to arrive at a general Convention which will be 
adopted unanimously. It is essential for us to bear in mind, at this stage, that the minority will 
not give way to the majority. It will maintain its point of view; consequently, the formula 
which has obtained the support of the great majority will not be applicable to the general Conven
tion, which requires unanimity. I regret this, but we have to face the facts, and in these circum
stances I do not think we can be content with a single formula. We shall have to adopt at least 
two, if not three, formulre. The British proposal has this advantage--that it contemplates 
several formulre. It would, of course, be best to draw up a single formula, but this cannot be 
done. 

If we are to have several formulre, I think that we should put them in order of preference· 
We ought to inform the Conference that the majority of our Commission was in favour of such 
and such a principle. We should thus simplify the work of the Disarmament Conference as far 
as ~oss~ble: In view of the circumstances, we can only lighten the task of the future Conference 
by mdicatmg an order of preference. I therefore concur entirely with the view expressed by 
M. Sato. 

Lord C~cil.(British E!llp.ire). -What is Mr. Cobian's proposal ? It is that we should vote 
on five or. stx different prmctples. He has not defined them, he has only indicated them. I 
cannot believe we shall get very far by that method. We shall have a number of formulre which 
no one will know the meaJ:?ing of. I !eel that, if you depart from the regular method in these 
matters, you always .get mto confus10n. WJ;la.t is the po~iti?n under ordinary procedure ? 
I have moved a motion, and General de Marmts and M. L1tvmoff have proposed alternative 
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propositions-amendments re.~y. but they are different propositions. I think the only thing to 
do lS to vote on these proposttions separately and immediately. We know exactly what they are, 
we know exact!~ what they propose. I personally think that they are not satisfactory, and I 
cannot vote for etther of them; I ca~ o~y vote for my orwnal pr?position, but, whatever happens 
to .t~m. we have. got to put something mto the Convention. Wtth great respect to M. Bourquin 
-1t lS the first. t~e I have ~ot agreed with him-I cannot agree with him in this. I cannot 
a~ee to !he_prmc1ple of havmg alternative schemes in the Convention. It will show us up as 
bemg qwte mcapable of prod_ucing a definite proposal for the consideration of the Conference. 
Therefore, I h?pe we shall stick to that principle and have something in our Convention of a 
perfe_ctly definite chara~ter. Whatever happens to these motions of General de Marinis and 
~- Lt~vm'?ff, I shall contm~e to move my proposal, which I think is the only definite proposal, for 
mse~10n ~;I~to ~e Co~v~nti?n. If, ~h~n that is moved, it is thought it ought to be expanded, 
by _mclu~g direct limitation, by gtvmg an alternative or by giving any other proposal you 
destre to mclude, anyone. can move an alternative or an addition. I beg the bureau now to put 
the amendment of M. Lltvinoff or the amendment of General de Marinis, whichever ought to 
come first, but to put one of them to the Commission, and, if it be carried, it, of course, takes 
the place of my paragraph 3; but, if not, I shall ask the Commission to vote for my paragraph 3· 

The President. - Mr. Gibson will speak to clear up a small point. 

. The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of ~erica). - I have asked to speak because 
I want to make clear to Lord Cecil that I have not intended to question that his proposal was 
the regular and orderly way of dealing with the subject, and I myself find no difficulty in voting 
for this proposal subject to possible changes of drafting. I favoured the other proposal, to which 
Lord Cecil has referred, only because there have been such a number of amendments and expla
nations, and I felt that, if there could be a tabulation of the views expressed, it might provide 
a way out. But, obviously, if we could have a regular vote it would clear the way. I think if, 
as suggested by LOrd Cecil, we could proceed to an immediate vote on the resolutions that would 
solve our difficulty. · 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I regret to have to speak again. I quite recognise that it is 
necessary to close the discussion and to take a vote, and I therefore thank Lord Cecil for his 
suggestion. However, I must say a few words in view of the criticism of my proposal. 

There are many things I could say in reply to the apprehensions which have been expressed 
concerning future inventions, but I will leave them unsaid because I do not wish to take up the 
Commission's time. 

It was stated just now that it was not possible to distinguish between material in stock 
· and material in service, and that this was a matter for the experts. If we are going into technical 

discussions, I think we may remain here for centuries. 

What is the object of th~ limit3:tion of m~terial ? It is to reduce the wh~le ~aterial of a 
country, whether in stock or m se~ce. _I qwt~ re~e that part of t~e matenal m stock-for 
instance material assigned to certatn uruts w~ch _1s taken mto servtc~ for examJ?le,. dunng 
manreuvres)-changes its character, and that m this way a large quantity of matenal m stock 
becomes material in service. · 

. It may be said, therefore, that this is not materia~ in stock b_ut mate!jal in service. I_t is 
the duty of a country in all goo~ faith to red~ce ~its avail_able matenal; that lS the 'Yhole questt~n. 
If at a given moment a certrun country bnngs mto servtce a much greater quantity of matenal 
than that allowed it, all the other States would have the right to say that it was partly material 
in stock, the total material remaining the same. 

You will see, therefore, that, if we enter into qu~tions of an exclusively t~c~cal natu:e, 
we shall never agree. The question is one of good fatth. When we speak of limitmg matenal 
we refer to war material as a whole. 

Our distinguished colleague, the honourable del~g3;te !or B_elgium, said. just now _th.at !he 
great advantage of indirect limitation-i.e., budgetary limitatiOn-Is that the obJect of the Iinutation 
is clearly defined. I would poin~ out, however, ~!· ~a matter of fact, we have had the greatest 
difficulty in deciding to what things budgetary limitation was to apply. · 

A committee of experts sat for months and found it extremely difficult to dete.nnine the ?~ject 
of the limitation. They raised the question, fo; instance, whether the ~onstruchon _of a ~litary 
road or railway, or a subsidy given by a certrun Government ~o ~o~e mdustry which nught be 
used for military purposes, were to be covered by budgetary limitation. 

It was for that reason that we hesitated to accept budgetary limitation-because the object 
of that limitation was not clear. 

I should not have spoken if a direct reference to the question of material in stock and. in 
service had not been made. However, I hope that we shall soon-be able to take a vote, which 
will end the matter. 
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M. Massi gil (France). -· I merely wish to say that the r~ason I referred to the difficulty 
of drawing a distinction between material in stock and in servi~e _was not only because I. made 
the same remark last year and did not meet with 3:ny contradictiOn, but als.o because, if you 
open the report of Sub-Commission A at page 7r, nght-hand coh;mn. Y?U will ~nd a refere':lce 
to that difficulty. Unless I am mistaken, the Italian expert associated hrmself With the draftmg 
of the report. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -This is not a technical qu~tio.n but a question of.go.od faith. 
We desire to reduce the whole of the material at a country s disposal. WJ;lether It .Is shown 
as in stock or in service that country will undertake to reduce the wh.ole o~ Its f':laten~ to 0e 
figure fixed. That is the whole question: but, if we enter upon a technical discussiOn, difficulties 
will arise. Those difficulties will disappea: if a country.loy~y undertakes to reduc~ the wh~le 
of its material and gives the assurance that Its total matenal will not ~xceed the sum of Its matenal 
in service and in stock. This is obviously a question of good fa1th. 

The President .- I appreciate the attempts made by a large number of delegates to clear 
up the qu~tion in order to facilitate the work of ~e Conference. May I say, however, that, 
in my opiruon, the only way to clear up the matter IS to adopt my proposal that we should vote 
on the three amendments to Lord Cecil's text. 

Perhaps in the circumstances M. Litvinof£ and M. Sato would consent not to speak ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I would readily have responded to 
the appeal of the President if i~ h.ad been made a few minutes earl~er. ~t .happens, however, to 
come just at the moment when It IS my tum to speak, and I must, m this mstance, regret that I 
am not able to fall in with his suggestion. 

The President.- I addressed myself both toM. Sato and to yourself. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I would have been quite happy to 
speak on procedure only if the Belgian delegate had not made a passionate appeal in favour 
of the method of reduction which he is advocating. I shall restrict myself to a very few words 
in answer. He based his argument mainly on the ground of simplicity, and prefers the method 
he advocates because of its simplicity. I would respectfully point out to the Commission that 
the question of disarmament is by no means a simple question-far from it. The simplest way 
of solving the question of disarmament would be to leave armaments alone. If the Commission 
agreed to the reduction, for example, of only the effectives of land armies, that would be a bit 
less simple, but it would still be a simple enough method. The simplicity of the method is in 
inverse ratio to the extent of disarmament, and for that reason I cannot agree with the proposal 
that we should only strive after simplicity. Reduction by budgetary limitation expenditure 
is not so simple as it appears to the Belgian delegate. He is against direct reduction because · 
he does not know exactly what will be reduced in that way. I am against budgetary expenditure 
reduction because I know exactly what will not be reduced. I know that budgetary limitation 
will merely affect future armaments, if that, leaving existing armaments as they are. For that 
reason I am against budgetary limitation of expenditure only. 

Now with regard to the remarks of M. Massigli, he complains that we have no tables before 
us, and that we cannot, therefore, deal with direct reduction. I would, with all respect, remind 
M. Massigli that this session began in April rg2g, and during this session tables have been 
introduced which are before us. You will fin din theMinutesofthefirsthalf ofthis session, pages r6o 
and r6r, tables proposed by the German and the Soviet delegations. They may be lengthened 
or they may be shortened, but they exist and, therefore, I think that that objection falls to the 
ground. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I regret that I cannot respond to the President's appeal. Moreover, 
I am encouraged to speak by several of my colleagues. · 

I proposed a procedure similar to that suggested by M. Cobian, and several of my colleagues 
are in favour of it. If the Commission does not consider it advisable to take a vote on the 
Cobian-Sato proposal, I will not press the matter, unless M. Cobian desires to maintain his 
proposal. · 
. I have thus no objection to a vote being taken on Lord Cecil's proposal; but, before this 
IS d<?ne, I ~hould like to ask him for certain explanations which might facilitate the adoption 
of his motion. 

In paragraph 3 of his text, the British delegate proposes a parallel recommendation in 
favour of the three methods-the direct, the indirect and a combination of the two. 

The third will naturally be capable of various sub-divisions. 
~e British proposal does not indicate a preference for any one of these three methods. 

If ~his prop?sal be adopted, what will be the position ? The Commission will doubtless be 
obliged to discuss the matter article by article. This will bring us at once to Article TA in 
regard to which there is a German proposal for direct limitation. · · 

What attitude is to be taken by those who are opposed to that method of limitation ? 
I am myself against the method of direct limitation and shall naturally have to combat 

th~ German propos~l, and I hope that a large number of delegations will continue to combat 
thiS method and will endeavour to exclude it from the draft Convention, 
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Similarly, when we come to indirect limitation by means of budgets, those who consider 
that direct limitation is the only possible method will doubtless do their utmost to exclude indirect 
limitation. -

Consequently, I do not quite see how we are to proceed in this discussion. It would be 
somewhat mcongruous for me to accept a method of limitation which I should afterwards be 
obliged to combat. 

Lorc;I Cecil (British Empire). - When I presented my resolution-the third part of it
I meant 1t to be a summary of what, as I understood it, was the result of the debate on the first 
day, and I thought that we had agreed on the first two propositions, and yesterday's vote showed 
that we had. I thought that, with respect to the third part, there was a majority in favour 
of Budgetary Limitation, but that there was no majority (as far as I knew) in favour of the other 
metho~s, either the direct or the indirect. My resolution merely summarises that result. I do 
~ot think YC?u c~ go f~er as a result of the general discussion, and any attempt to go further 
m general discussion will merely lead to endless debate and not to a definite result. Therefore I 
~ant to come back to the definite proposals for the Convention. I have already given notice that 
1f my resolution be passed, I shall ask to move at this place, as part of the limitation of land material 
the two first paragraphs of which the British delegation gave notice 1• If these two paragraphs 
be accepted, it will be open to anybody-General de Marinis or M. Cobian-to add to them 
some combination of the direct limitation method, or it will be open to Count Bernstorff or 
anybody else to move an alternative in favour of direct limitation. We shall then vote on 
that precise proposition and know exactly what we are voting on, because we shall see the 
exact proposal made with the exact consequences. I hope now that the Commission will 
be good enough to adopt my proposal, which seems to me to be the best in view of getting a 
clear and businesslike determination of this question. 

VOTE ON THE SOVIET PROPOSAL. 

The President.- We will now proceed to vote on the first amendment to the third paragraph 
of the British proposal-i.e., the proposal submitted by the Soviet delegation. 

Before the vote is taken, I have to communicate a letter which I have received from the . 
Ambassador Munir Bey. · 

This letter reads as follows: 
" Geneva, November 14th, 1930. 

" As it had the honour to state yesterday in the Commission, the Turkish delegation will 
vote in favour of any system for the limitation of war material. In order to avoid having to 
ask to speak when the various proposals in regard to this matter are put to the vote, the 
Turkish delegation desires to confirm its statement .that its acceptance in each case will be 
subject to the proviso which it has already formulated in regard to the necessity of making an 
exception in favour of non-industrial countries and of those whos.e budgets. are smaller t_han a 
figure to be determined by the Conference. - In order to avoid any rmsunderstanding, I 
would request you to be good enough to take note of this declaration before the Commission 
proceeds to vote .. 

(Signed) Mehmed MuNIR." 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I do not quite understand the purport of t~e Turkish 
delegate's letter, because it appears to me that, if a delegation cannot accept a certam system, 
it should abstain from voting. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - Each delegation has the right to make any reservation. whic~ it 
thinks fit. I do not consider that the Turkish delegation's reservation calls for any discussiOn, 
It is not a motion. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - Nevertheless, if a reservation be made in regard to a 
certain point, it is hardly possible to vote on that point. 

The President. - Delegations can make any reservations they wish, 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia).- Even so they cannot vote in favour of a system in regard 
to which they have made an express reservation. 

The President. - With regard to the Soviet proposal, I was asked at the beginning of 
the meeting to have the vote taken by roll-call. I think that the most practical pr?cedure. would 
be for delegations to raise their hands, and I will call out the names of the delegations which are 
in favour and those which are against. 

The vote was then taken. 

The following five delegations voted for the Soviet proposal: 

Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Turkey, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

' Note by the Se&1'elariat. - See page 99· 
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Tl:e followi~tg h.t"elve delegations voteti ag!linst it: 

United States of America, Belgium, British Empire, Czechoslovakia, Finiand, France, 
Greece, Japan, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi .(Persia). -My reason for voting. against this p~oposal is that w_e 
cannot accept direct limitation without supervision, because ours rs a non-producmg country and IS 

consequently dependent on other countries. 

M. Holsti (Finland). -I have to make the same declaration. as. the honourable delegate for 
Persia as regards the facts that the proposal did not include the prm~rple of control and secondly 
that my country, generally speaking, does not produce war matenal. 

The President. -The Soviet delegation's proposal has been rejected by twelve votes to five. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - May I renew my request for a nominal roll-call for ~he 
next vote, because the procedure which has just been employed does not enable us to know which 
delegations abstained, and this may be of interest. · 

VOTE ON THE ITALIAN PROPOSAL. 

The President. - This will be done. A vote will now be taken on the ~talian .proposal. 
I understand that General de Marinis wishes a vote to be taken first on the two pomts which he has 
mentioned. I will therefore ask the Commission the following qu.estion; Does t~e Co~~ss~on 
accept the principle of indirect limitation by means of budgets combmed wrth the direct linntahon 
of material in service ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -This is not the amendment we have been given notice of. 
The only amendment I have commences with" Considers that the best method. . . " 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I have akeady made the same observation as Lord Cecil. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I flattered myself that I had been understood. I said that 
we should endeavour to go as far as possible in the matter of the reduction of armaments, both 
as regards material in stock and material in service-that is to say, war material as a whole. 
In mv desire to obtain as much as possible, and because I know that " striving to better, oft 
we mar what's well", I said that I would be content with a combination of budgetary limitation 
and the limitation of material in service. I therefore asked ·that a separate vote should be taken 
on my entire proposal and on the first part of it-that is to say, that members of the Commission 
should state whether they are prepared to accept indirect limitation together with the limitation 
of material in service, or whether they would accept budgetary limitation combined with the 
t.otal limitation of material, whether in service or in stock. 

Some speakers were concerned with the difficulty of distinguishing between material in 
service and material in stock. I admit that in some cases-during manreuvres, for instance
material in store is used. It is then no longer material in stock. This raises the question of 
good faith. Material in service is the whole of the material distributed to the troops in normal 
~es. Moreover, it would be a simple matter for the Commission to adopt a definition of material 
m service. Consequently, the objections raised in this connection do not affect the substance 
of my proposal. · 

First question: Is the Commission prepared to accept the principle of the combination 
of budgetary limitation with the limitation of material in ser_vice? If necessary, a sub-committee 
could be appointed to define what is meant by material in service. · 

. Se~ond question: Does the Commission accept budgetary limitation combined with the 
direct limitation of all material in service and in stock ? . 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -The text of the Italian draft before us states: 

" The Commission considers that the best method for limitation of land material would 
consist in a combination of the two systems of direct limitation and budgetary limitation. " 

If I have rightly understood the text, which has not beelt circulated but which was read 
out to us i.us~ now and reread by General de Marinis, this appears to be different; it states that 
the CommlSSron accepts .the ~~ciple of a COJ:?bine~ syst~m, which is ~uite another thing . 

. I am not opposed m pnncrple to the direct limitation of matenal, but, for reasons which 
I will no.t repeat, I should prefer budgetary limitation. If I were asked whether the combined 
method IS the best, I should reply: "No!" 

. You ~e, ther~fore, that it is necessary to have a definite text before a vote is taken, and 
this small r~ustrahon shows that there would be a considerable difference in the result of the 
vote according to th~ formula adopted. My attitude would be quite different, according to the 
~~~i7~.repeat that, If I were told that the best solution is to combine the two systems, I should 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am sure General de l\Iarinis will forgive me if I venture 
to make a suggestion to him. I quite understand the way the difficulty has arisen, but I think 
he will see there is a little difficulty because we have not got the definite text before us. Also, 
a little difficulty is caused by the vote we have just taken, because we have voted now for the 
time being against the proposition-at any rate till we see something more precise-Qf a complete 
limitation b:y direct and a complete limitation by indirect. Therefore there only remains really, 
as far as I lmderstand it, the other proposition of General de Marinis-namely, limitation of 
the material in service. I should like to know a little more about exactly what is intended before 
giving a vote myself. 

I make this suggestion. There is nothing in General de Marinis' proposition which is really 
in conflict with the proposition I have made. I have merely recited the three propositions, 
pointing out that there is a majority, as I believe there is, in favour of indirect limitation. He 
agrees with that, but he wants to add something to it. I suggest very respectfully for his consi
deration that he should withdraw his proposition now and bring up a definite amendment to the 
Convention, when he will be able to explain exactly what it is. He may have two alternative 
propositions to explain exactly what it is that he proposes to ask the Commission to adopt. I 
respectfully suggest to him that that would be of great assistance to us. We do not want to 
vote against any proposition of General de Marinis if we can possibly avoid it. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -With all due deferenoe to Lord Cecil, I would say that I do not 
think that the Italian proposal is affected by the vote which has been taken on the Soviet proposal. 
I was unable to accept the latter because it referred to detailed tables, and I have always maintained 
that, in the case of direct limitation, we should confine ourselves to a few broad categories 
of arms. 

I should like to ask General de Marinis whether he does not think it would be best, first 
to vote on the Italian text as it stands, and afterwards, if necessary, on the more limited Italian 
proposal covering the direct limitation of material in service alone. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I associate myself entirely with what M. Westman has 
just said. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - The sole object of my suggestion was to facilitate the 
acceptance, at all events of part of my proposal, by delegations which might have found it difficu!t 
to accept it in its entirety; I also desired to avoid prolonging the discussion. I now see that th1s 
proposal has given rise to further discussion, and, while thanking Lord Cecil for his suggestion, 
I prefer to accept the proposal of the Swedish delegate and Count Bemstorff-that a vote should 
be taken on my proposal as it stands. If any delegation thinks that it is not clear, it ~an abstain 
from voting or can vote against it, but I desire to maintain it as it stands. This w11l save the 
Commission's time, and I think I have clearly explained the object of this proposal. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -· If a separate vote had been taken on the two sub-paragraph~ ~f 
paragraph 3, I should have voted for the first and against the second. Since ~en~ral de Manms 
proposes to submit the whole of paragraph 3 to the vote, I can only vote agamst 1t. 

The President.- We will now vote on General de Marinis' proposal as it stands . 

. The vote will be taken by roll-call. 

The following nine delegations voted for the Italian proposal: 

Canada, Germany, Irish Free State, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. 

The following eleven delegations voted against it: 

Belgium, British Empire, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Japan, Persia, Poland, 
Roumania, Spain, Yugoslavia. 

The following five delegations abstained: 

United States of America, Bulgaria, China, Greece, Norway. 

The Italian proposal was rejected by eleven votes to nine; with five abstentions.· 

VOTE ON THE GERMAN PROPOSAL. 

The President. - We will now vote on the German proposal. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). -I desire to repeat the declaration which I made when 
the previous vote was taken. · 
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M. Holstt (Finland). _My vote is subject to the same reservation as in the last vote. 

M. Litvin off (Union of Soviet Socialist Republ~cs). -The Swedish delegate has misunderstood 
me. I have alluded to tables but not to specific tables. .Tables are necessary •. and we cannot 
reduce armaments without them. I think our amendment IS the same. as the Italian amendme?t, 
and I think M. Westman will be happy to know he has unconsciOusly voted for a Soviet 
amendment. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I desire to point out that the Soviet delegation's proposalconta~ns 
an explicit reference to " detailed " tables. It was for that reason that I preferred the Italian 
proposal. 

The President. - We will now vote by roll-call on the German amendment, which reads 
as follows: 

" (3) The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Confe~ence is of opinion that 
the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land war matenal." · 

The vote will be taken by roll-call. 

The following nine delegations voted for the German amendment : 

United States of America, Canada, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, Sweden, Turkey, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela. · 

The following nine delegations voted against it: 

Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Japan, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Yugoslavia. 

The following seven delegations abstained: 

British Empire, Bulgaria, China, Greece, Irish Free State, Norway, Spain .. 

The German amendment was not accepted. 

VOTE ON THE THIRD PARAGRAPH OF THE BRITISH PROPOSAL. 

The President.-We now come to the third paragraph of the British delegation's proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I have said all I have to say on the proposition, but I would 
like to add that, in my view, the adoption of this resolution leaves the door open to anyone to 
propose definite and precise amendments to the Convention on the lines of this paragraph. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - We are going to vote on a text which "recognises that 
the majority of the Commission are of opinion . . . ". I merely desire to point out there is not 
at present a majority. 

. Lord <:ecil (British Empire).- That is quite true at the moment, but there will be a majority 
m a few mmutes. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany).- We are none the less going to vote on a statement which 
lS not correct. 

M. Massigli (France). - What Lord Cecil has said is true. The only way out is first of 
all to vote on the last principle, which has n.ot yet been voted upon. · 

M. P~litis (Greece). -. I think before saying that there is a majority, it must be shown 
that there IS one; and the simplest method-! desire to make a formal proposal-is first to vote 
on the first part so as. to ascertain whet~er the majority of the Commission " are of opinion that, 
as to land v:ar. m~tenal, the most practlcallllethod of securing this more precise limitation is by 
budgetary limitation". · · · 

General de Marinis (Italy). -Before we can vote we must have a text. 

M. Politis (Greece). -We have one. 

The President. - You have the text before you. 
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Glmeral de Marinis (Italy). - Before you can say "the majority" you must be sure 
that this majority exists. · 

Lor_d Cecil (British Empire). - I think General de Marinis is right: it is better to vote for 
the motion on the paper. It does seem to me it is a refinement of verbal criticism to say you 
cannot recognise that a majority exists without first saying there is a majority and then recognising 
the fact. But you can decide whether such a majority exists and then recognise that it does. 
Rather than pursue the point, I think it is better to vote for the motion on the paper. 

The President. - M. Politis has made a definite proposal that the paragraph should be 
divided. I suggest voting first of all on the first sentence. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). - Yesterday I said I favoured direct limitation and should vote 
for it; but, if that did not receive a majority, I would vote for indirect or budgetary limitation. 
Now it is difficult for me to say that we consider this is the best method, which is what Lord Cecil's 
resolution calls for. We are prepared to support it because the other proposals have not received 
a majority, and we would like to support it; but to make a definite declaration like this, which we 
should do if we voted for it, puts us in a difficult position. The other proposal makes it much 
easier for us. I want to vote for budgetary limitation, but I do not want to have it put on record 
that this is the best method. I think it is the method which may find acceptance with the 
Commission or may find a majority in favour of it, and that is why I am going to vote for it. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I entirely agree with what Dr. Riddell has just said. I shall 
only support the indirect method because it will be the only one left as the result of our discussion 
and not because it is the most practical. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I, too, am in the same position as Dr. Riddell. If you ask 
me whether I consider indirect limitation to be the most practical method, I should say " No"; 
but that does not mean that I would not accept that method. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I desire to associate myself with what the last speakers 
have said. It is obvious, as I have already stated in my proposal, that the best solution is a 
combination of the two methods. I shall not be able to support a proposal which states that 
budgetary limitation is the most practical method. I shall therefore be obliged to vote against 
the proposal under discussion. 

MODIFICATION OF THE TEXT OF THE THIRD PARAGRAPH OF THE BRITISH PROPOSAL. 

VOTE ON THE MODIFIED TEXT. 

The President. - The meeting will be suspended for ten minutes to enable us to agree 
upon a text. 

The meeting was adjourned at I2-40 and resumed at I2.50 p.m. 

The President. - The Bureau has agreed with Lord Cecil and several other delegations 
on a slight modification of the existing text. As there was not time to have this typed or 
distributed, I will read it to you very slowly. The following alterations have been made. The 
first four lines are to be replaced by the following words: 

" (3) Accepts the principle of budgetary limitation for land war material, while 
recognising that certain members prefer the method of direct limitation by specific 
enumeration and that certain other members would desire to see some combination of the 
two methods." 

The words " are of opinion " have been replaced by the word " prefer " and the words 
" other members" by "certain other members". 

This time we shall not vote by roll-call unless you so request. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I note that the new text does not 
mention the fact that there is a majority of the Commission in favour or what the actual majority 
is. I thought that we were to vote on a text w~ich was _found~d on the exi~t~nce of a majority 
in favour in which case I should have had no difficulty m votmg for the ongmal text. I could 
have adopted such a text, but in the present circums.tances, inasmuch as it is stated that the 
Commission accepts the principle of budgetary limitation, I regret it is imp!>ssible for me to vote 
for this text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I should like to say to my friend Mr: Gibs~n that _I hope 
he will not think it is my doing that the text has been changed. I was qmte satisfied wxth the 
text as it originally stood, and it was only owing to the grammatical scruples of some better
educated people than myself that it was thought necessary to alter it. 

The President.- I think there is a very easy way out. It has been suggested by the French 
delegation that we should simply add the words "by a majority", and should thus say "the 
Commission by a l?ajoritY: accepts • ·. . ". · 

I think l\Ir. G1bson will agree to thiS. 
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M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I notice th~t this text reads: " . . .. recognis~g that 
certain members prefer . . . and that certam other members would desrre . . . 

As I belong to both categories I could not accept this text. 
Moreover, the acceptance of the pri~C~J(le of _budg~tary li~tation does ~ot exclude o~her 

combinations; it does not exclude the possibility of msertmg the direct method m the ConventiOn. 

The President.- I think that if we leave out the word "other·"· this will meet M. Rutgers' 
point. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -I merely desire to say that the vote I am about to record is _bas~d 
on all that I said yesterday, and that it is on the basis of those statements that I am votmg m 
favour of this proposal. 

The President.- The text upon which we are going to vote reads as follows: 

" The Commission accepts, so far as the majority is concerned, the principle of budgetary 
limitation for land war material, while recognising that certain members prefer th~ method 
of direct limitation by specific enumeration and that certain members would desrre to see 
some combination of the two methods." 

General de Marinis (Italy). -All the observations which I have made were intended to 
show the necessity of limiting material in stock-that is to say, all existing material. 

As to-day's discussion is confined exclusively to future material and has not touched on 
existing material, I am obliged to vote against this proposal, especially as this text states that 
the majority prefer indirect limitation, whereas in reality there were an equal number of votes 
for direct limitation and for indirect limitation. · 

The President.- We shall, of course, take note of General de Marinis' observations. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I should like to point out to General de Marinis that there 
is no question of preference in the text in its present form. Consequently, there is nothing to 
prevent those members who voted in favour of Count Bernstorff's proposal from maintaining 
their former point of view. I might even say that the proposal before us does not really decide 
anything. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I regret to have to disagree with 
M. Rutgers. My reading of this clause (which I confess is very" misty") is very different from his. 
This clause presupposes a preference, because it mentions the existence of a majority. I do not 
regard the budgetary reduction method as preferable to other methods. It is understood that, 
if I vote against this clause, it is because I am not of the opinion that this method. is preferable. 
That does not say that I am against this method. I cannot vote for this clause. If I vote against 
it, it must be taken as opposition not to reduction by the budgetary method, but to preference 
being given to the budgetary reduction over other methods. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I should like to give an explanation 
of my abs~e.ntion from voting. I am in complete accord with the substance of tb.e third paragraph, 
but I anticipated that we would have established whether or not there was a majority in favour 
of budgetary limitation, before voting. As an affirmative vote now might place me in the position 
of contn'buting to that majority, I shall abstain from doing so. · 

~· ~ass!gli_ (F~ance); -. I shall vote for the proposed text on the understanding that the 
CommiSSion will grve Its oplnlon later on the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation 
concerning the appointment of a committee of Budgetary Experts. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I shall abstain for the same reasons as Mr. Gibson. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

The following sixteen delegations voted for the British proposal as amended : 

Belgium, British Empire, Canada, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Greece, Irish Free 
State, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain, Yugoslavia. 

The following three delegations voted against it: 
• 

Germany, Italy, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The following six delegations abstained: 

United States of America, Bulgaria, China, Sweden, Turkey, Venezuela. 

. T!'e propos~ contained in the text read by the President was adopted by sixteen votes to three 
W"lth s~x abstent~ons. 
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25. Expression of Sympathy with the Japanese Delegation in regard to the Attempt 
on the Life of the Prime Minister of Japan. 

T~e Pr.e~ident. - We have received this morning the news of an attempt on the life of 
the Prune Mu;us~er <?f J ap~. I am sure that I shall be interpreting the feelings of all the members 
of the CommiSSion m saym~ that we were deeply grieved at this news. I am very glad to say, 
~ow~ver, tha~ M. Sato has mformed me that, according to the latest report, the. Prime Minister 
IS gomg on farrly well and that the crime has not had fatal consequences. 

I am very gratified to hear this, and should like to express to M. Sato on behalf of the whole 
Commission our horror at this outrage. 

M. Sato (Japan). ·_. The Japanese people have heard with indignation the news of this 
dast~rdly outrage. However, as the President has just stated, the latest report is fairly satisfactory. 
I desrre to express my sincerest thanks to the Commission for their expression of sympathy. 

The Commission rose at I.Io p.m. 

NINTH MEETING . 

. Held on Saturday, November zsth, I930, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LouDoN (Netherlands). 

26. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

The President. - The discussion during the last two days has enabled us to make some 
progress. The majority of the Commission, by its vote of yesterday, has accepted the principle 
of limiting material for land warfare by the budgetary method. The discussion has thrown light 
on the different aspects of the application of this method. We have now to embody this principle 
in an article and to regulate the details of its application. The drafts submitted by the British 
and French delegations fulfil that object. Moreover, the text of the draft Article TA, 
submitted by the French delegation at the first reading, is on the same general lines as the new 
articles proposed by the British delegation for Chapter III. 

I, would further remind you that the Soviet delegation has submitted proposals in regard 
to this question. An amendment by the Netherlands delegation has also been circulated. These 
are as follow: 

CHAPTER III: BuDGETARY ExPENDITURE. 

PROPOSAL BY THE SoVIET DELEGATION. 

"Article DA to be replaced by the following articles: 

" Article DA. -The total annual expenditure counted per budgetary year and allocated 
according to Tables ..... (home forces and formations of the home country organised on a 
military basis) and ..... (overseas forces and their reinforcements and overseas formati?ns 
organised on a military basis), ~hall not e~~eed the figures approved by th~ several co~tractmg 
States in the present ~onve~t10n, the military budgets current at the tim~ of t~e signature 
of the pr~sent Convention bemg.redu~ed by an equal percentag~;.an exception be~g allowed, 
however in favour of the States which are weakest from a military pomt of VIew and are 
specially mentioned in the present Convention, and of such States as have redu~ed their 
armaments in virtue of international agreements other than the present Convention. 

" The reduction of military budgets shall also extend to the expenditure specified in 
the table attached to the present Article." 1 

" Article DB. -Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure 
on special preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the 
national budgets. 

" In conformity with the above I?rovisi~n, all expenditure for t~e upkeep of the ~rmed 
forces of each State shall be shown m a smgle chapter of the national budget; the1r full 
publicity shall be ensured." 

1 See Tables on pages 12 and 13 of Document c.P.D. 90. of July 1St, 1927· 
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CHAPTER II: MATERIAL. - SECTION I: LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article TA. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE NETHERLANDS DELEGATION. 

"The Commission adopts the two texts of Article TA. It leaves it to the _Conference 
to decide whether it can agree, in the case of a particular State, to no figures bemg entered 
in one of the tables (budget table or table with regard to material). In that case, such table 
would not apply to that State." 

The President. - I now open the debate on this question. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -. I desire to move now: the two .a:J:icles which are headed 
DA and DB. The Commission WJll find them set out m the Bnbsh proposal. Whether, 
when the drafting Committee comes to consider this matter, it will regard this as the right place 
for them in the Draft Convention is a matter which must be considered later on, but I propose to 
move them now because I think they come conveniently at the end of our discussion on this 
question. 

Just let me read them out; they are very short and very simple: 

" Article DA. - Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures
given for them in Tables . . . " 

I ought to explain that the tables we have in view are the tables prepared by the special 
Committee which sat on these subjects in 1927, and appear in document C.P.D.go. You 
will find a very short table there which they think would carry out the work. I understand that 
my French colleague thinks further technical enqniries are necessary and of course I shall not 
oppose any further enquiry, but it is necessary that I should refer the Commission to that table. 

Our proposal goes on: 

"Article DB. - Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
expenditure, in any budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material1 

shall not exceed the figures indicated in Tables ... " . 

The war material would have to be shown in a special annex, as has been done in other 
documents of this Commission. I do not burden my paper by putting it in here in detail. That 
is the principle which, I venture to suggest, carries out the decision at which we arrived-namely, 
to apply the system of budgetary limitation. I want to say one or two things in addition. 
In the first place, it is, of course, quite open to add to this some specific limitation. We 
were not able to accept that yesterday, but I shall raise no objection if somebody proposes a 
scheme for some further limitation of a specific kind. However, with the best will in the world 
I have not been able to satisfy myseH that any such scheme is practicable. 

I want to say two other things and then I do not think I need keep the Commission any 
. longer. Certain of the delegations representated here explained, with very commendable candour, 

if I may be allowed to say so, the difficulty they feel about this scheme of budgetary limitation. 
I think that it ought to be very clearly set out in our report that that difficulty, at any rate, 
exists and will be provided against in some way or another. It may be provided against in a 
number of ways. For instance, we might have a special exception for certain particular countries 
enabling them to adopt the system of specific enumeration in view of the very special difficulties 
that affect them. That would be a possible course, and that might be inserted in an annex. 
It is quite evident that a full reservation of their position will have to be made in the report 
-at least, I hope it will be made-and the whole difficulty that we have been in must also be 
set out in full in the report. I venture very respectfully to suggest to those delegations that 
feel a difficulty about this matter that that will be sufficient, and it will not be necessary to make 
any alternative proposals here. I think that such proposals produce an air of uncertainty and 
irresolution about our proceedings which I personally should regret. I think that we ought 
to recommend one particular text, pointing out that, owing to the circumstances of the case, 
it may turn out that that text will not be sufficient to deal with the whole of the difficulties. If it 
be so, then some such proposal as I have indicated will have to be adopted to meet. those 
difficulties. 

In absolute candour, I think that I ought just to add this: the British Government are in 
favour, as I have said more than once in this Commission, of a complete system of budgetary 
limitation. But it is quite evident that, if budgetary limitation be rejected, say for naval matters 
by other great maritime Powers, it would be very difficult for the British Government to accept 
budgetary limitation for naval matters. There is a very complete specific limitation of fleets 
already existing and that would, of course, remain. I think everyone will agree that it would 
be a. v~ ~~ult propo:;ition for the British Gov~rn.ment to say that they accepted, not only a 
s~ific linutabon of therr fleet, but a budgetary lim1tation also, whereas other Powers accepted 
a different standard. I only state that now so that there may be no misunderstanding on the 

1 " War material to be defined in a special Annex. " 
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point ~hen we.come to th~ Conference. Personally, I do not propose to ask the Commission 
to pu~ m anythmg o! that. kmd, or even to m~ke a formal reservation on that point at this stage. 
That 1s a matter wh~ch will fall to he dealt Wlth when we come to the actual Conference settling 
the final terms of this .treaty; hut I thought it was only right and fair to mention that matter. 
. . It _would he an rmpertinence for ~e to talk again about the advan~age~ of budgetary 
limitat1<~n as a system, because we have discussed that ad nauseam, but there 1s this other point I 
should like to touch upon. The Commission will see that in our articles the British Government 
provides :firs~ for·ll: limitation of the total annual expenditure on each of the three forces-that 
IS the _total, mcluding personnel and eve~g. Then it provides for a specific limitation of the 
matenal of each of ~e three f~rces. That IS the scheme on which we proceed. I venture to move 
that now, alth<?u.gh 1t goes a little beyond the particular article we have been discussing, for this 
reas<.m: ~he. B~tlsh Gove~en~ fe~l that, unle~ you have a total limitation first and then a 
specific limitation of matenal, 1t will be very difficult to be sure that there has not been some 
manip~ation of the figures which enables a particular country, whilst greatly increasing its 
expenditure apparent~y on personnel, is, in reality, spending some of its money which is allotted 
to personnel on matenal. Therefore, if you are to have a complete scheme of limitation of material 
it seems necessary, to the British Government, that you should also have a limitation of the 
total expenditure, so that it would be impossible, by increasing other items of the war 
budget, in actual practice to increase the amount spent on material. Those are the broad principles 
of the proposal I submit to the Commission. 

I ought to add that it is the intention to put, in a very general form, the broad principles, because 
the British Government believes that that is the only practical way in which you are going to deal 
with these problems. You have, at any rate at the start of a system of disarmament, to be content 
with broad, general principles of limitation and reduction. We quite agree that we aim, not 
only at limitation, hut-at reduction; but we feel that, if you try to go too much into detail, your 
difficulties will be enormously increased at the final Conference, where the figures have to be 
filled in, and it is extremely doubtful whether you will gain anything material in the way of certainty 
of reduction or limitation. We therefore ask the Commission to accept this very general system, 
leaving it, as we are bound to leave it, to the Conference to fill in the figures which will make that 
general system really effective as a system of limitation and reduction. 

The President. - Lord Cecil's remarks refer to Chapter III: but what we now require 
is a text for Chapter IISection I, and I fear that there may be some confusion on this point. 
What exactly is intended by Lord Cecil ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should be quite content to have this put in Chapter II. 
The only thing is, that when the final draft comes to be arranged, it may be that the Drafting 
Committee will see a better way in which to deal with it; but that is a matter for them. This 
is to take the place of what is proposed in Chapter II, the chapter we are now dealing with. 

SUGGESTION BY THE AMERICAN DELEGATION. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I have to thank Lord Cecil for the 
friendly consideration he has shown in regard to. this special I?roblem. I am most ar;txious to 
respond to his appeal that we keep our text as sunple as possible-free from alternative texts 
and, so far as possible, free from specific I'~servations. · . . . 

I should like to go all the way to meet ?Un! but I am sure he will ag;ee that. this ~hole subject 
is so fluid that we would hardly be contnbuting to our real purpose 1f we failed, m some way, 
to give a picture of the present state of. opinion .. However, ~ am quite. ready to.give up .any 
idea of an alternative text, and I should like to avmd the necessity for adding a specific Amencan 
reservation. . . 

I should like to make a suggestion for the conside~ation of t~e Comrm~sion; I am not makmp 
a specific proposal. In seeking some way of translatmg our fnendly desire to meet Lord Cecil 
in regard to terms for our text, one possible means has o~c~e~ to me-t~at is, of course, in the 
event that our text is confined stnctly to budgetary lim1tahon. I obVIously cannot make a 
proposal until we know what our text is to be, but I should like to have the Commission consider 
whether we could not keep the text in ~ single colui!ffi an.d avoid the necessity for reservatio7;1~ _ 
-or at least for an American reservation-by the msert1on of a footnote after the text, saymg 
something to this effect: 

"In connection with the text of Article ... , it should be horne in mind that, on the 
following resolution, the Commission was evenly divided as follows ... " . 

Then I suggest that you should give the text of the Ge~an amenc;Jment. to the dr~ft resolution 
submitted by the British delega~ion and the vo~e. I think that rmght grve the picture and at 
the same time avoid the necess1ty for reservations. 

M. Massigli (France). -I thi?k that ~ear~ r~all.y discussing. two questions, if n.ot.th~ee, 
at the same time. There is the article on direct lun1tation, the article on budge~ary hm1~ation 
and, lastly, a French draft resolution whic~ several delegations repard as an essential f<~;ctor m t~e 
question. As regards Article TA, there 1s a French first readmg draft. I now Withdraw 1t, 
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bt:cause it no longer corresponds to the situation, for it ass_umes that ce~tain question~. on which 
we are not agreed, have been settled-for instance, the circumstances m which credits may be 
carried forward. d c il h 

We have rl.ow to decide what we are going to insert in place of that draft. Lor ec as 
proposed a very simple article-too simple, perhaps, since ~t ~plies the sol~tion of certain problems 
which carmot be settled until the report of the experts, which IS to be submitted to the Gov~rnments 
before the Conference has been made known. Lord Cecil's draft makes mention of certam tables, 
but they have not yet' been drawn up. Document C.P.~·QO. to w?ich the Britis~ delegation r~fers,. 
provides, indeed, for a very detailed system of pubhctt~. thl!teen categones of expendttll!e 
including 104 limitations; whereas here _we ar~ merely dealmg 'Ylth. totals. . 

I quite understand Lord Cecil's desire to msert such an arhc~e m the draft, and I agree wtth 
him that it is essential that all this discussion in regard to matenal for land warfare, Chapter II, 
Section I, of the draft, should result, after so many arguments, in something more th~ a blank 
page. We must arrive at some positive conclusion; and, if I am no~ ~istaken, _that IS _the true 
object of the British proposal. It seeks to show that there was a maJonty-as, mdeed, 1s stated 
in the resolution-in favour of the principle of budgetary limitation. . . 

Our American colleague, who finds some difficulty in the proposal, has made a very mterest.mg 
suggestion-namely, that we should append the resolutions we have adopt~d a~ter the arhc~e 
which it is proposed to insert. This would show clearly that the decision only 1mphes the reco~u
tion of a principle, and that all the details of its application have still to be elaborated. I thmk 
that is a very ingenious ~;uggestion. 

Our Dutch colleague made a substantially different proposal; for, if I have rightly understood, 
he proposes, not simply to adopt two alternative texts expressing the decisions we adopted yest~r
day, but, in fact, to efface one of them altogether. One of these decisions was of a. v~ry defimte 
character, since the Commission, by eleven votes to nine; rejected the idea of combmmg the two 
systems; whereas M. Rutgers' text would lead one to conclude that the combination of the two 
methods was to be the rule, and that the Conference might then allow exceptions to that rule; 
that is very far from being the case. . . 

After the vote we took yesterday on direct limitation, when the views of the Commission 
were seen to be divided, it might conceivably be contended that there were two evenly balanced 
opinions in the Commission, and that the question whether the countries would be free to choose, 
and the conditions of such a choice, would perhaps have to be dealt with by the Conference. 

That was, indeed, the sense of Mr. Gibson's proposal; but I do not think that, at the present 
moment, it can be claimed that the principle of a combined system commended itself to the 
Commission. 

The on.ly question to consider is, therefore, whether we shall have two alternative texts or a 
single text representing a principle accompanied, in the form of a note, by a reference to the 
resolutions adopted, and to the French resolution which, as I have already said, is regarded by 
many delegations as an essential element in the question. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -We are now dealing with the text itself. If I rightly interpret 
the decision we took yesterday, we did not reject any system-unless it were the compulsory 
combination of the two systems under review. The Commission did not express its opinion 
concerning what has been termed the " alternative " system, since none of the resolutions referred 
to that system. The proposal of the Italian delegation, which was rejected by eleven votes to nine, 
aimed at a compulsory combination of the two methods of limitation-direct or budgetary. This 
is proved by the fact that, if I remember rightly, Mr. Gibson did not vote on the Italian proposal. 
If it had not involved a compulsory combination of the two systems, he would have voted in 
favour of it, instead of abstaining. 

What is called the "alternative" system was not voted upon. The Commission was not 
asked to express its opinion on that system. I do not know who first used this term, " alternative " 
system. Perhaps it was myself; but it is not a correct term. It is not proposed to insert alternative 
provisions in the Convention, and to allow countries to choose between them. The Convention 
must contain an explicit obligation. The alternative would exist only for the Conference, whose 
hands we must leave perfectly free in regard to questions which are not technical but political. 
Our task here is to prepare the Conference, to deal with technical issues and take decisions upon 
them. But the political decisions must be left entirely to the Conference. 

The Conference might have two series of tables before it-one series for budgetary limitation 
and. one. for dfrect limitation: How will the~ proceed ? During the Conference, figures will be 
under discusswn_; I have no Idea how they will be discussed, as I was not at the London Naval 
~nference, but 1t may well prove more difficult than in London. Each Government will produce 
Its figures and armounce that it is prepared to accept certain figures in some tables and others in 
other t<_tbles. T~e Conference will then have to say if it is prepared to allow one State to give its 
figures m one senes of tables, other States in another series, and some States perhaps in both series 
of tables. 

. . I would, the.refore, prefer not to use the word " alternative ". Several delegations have been 
Willing to .recogruse the particular situation of the United States of America. Other speakers have 
m.a~e vanous rese':Vatio~ •. bu~ have incl~ed.towa:d~ th~ notion that a given country might be 
willmg !o accept direct hmttation ~ut not mdirect.hmit~tion; they were prepared to consider that 
suggestion, but solely as an exception. If I am nght, 1t was not suggested that all the countries 
should be entitled to adopt one plan or the other . 

. If 'Ye accept the notio~ ~fan " e~ception ", is t_h~re ll;ny way of giving it technical expression; 
or IS this not a purely political question ? My opmwn 1s that it cannot be given any technical 
form, and that it is a political question. 
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Lord Cecil h_as suggested that it w?uld be q_uite possible to give technical application to this 
method by _making th~ draft Convention provide only for indirect limitation, and by civin<> 
a summary m our report of our political discussions concerning direct limitation. "' "' 

~f we do not adopt a s~gle text, our report will give an impression of uncertainty and indecision: 
b~t, if we accept Lord <:ecil's proposal, there will be an appearance of decision and certainty which 
will not correspond With the facts. The uncertainty and indecision would therefore subsist. 

Perhaps ~ou _will reply that, at any rate, there will be more certainty, in the sense that a 
draft Convention m th~ form proposed by Lord Cecil would certainly not be adopted; and, indeed, 
the speeches we have hstened to ~how that a Con~ention drawn up as Lord Cecil proposes would 
not be ac_ceptable to all the countries. Our resolution would not, therefore, constitute an adequate 
preparation for the Conference, a pr~paration which we are appointed to provide. Our task is to 
prepare the Confer~nce from a techrucal point of view. We must recognise that certain solutions 
cannot be adopted m the final Convention, and yet our task is to submit to the Conference which 
we are preparing, a text which it will be able to adopt. ' . 

As ~eg:ards th_e wording of the N_etherlands proposal, I have one remark to make now that 
M. M~s1gh has withdrawn t~e French proposal. The Netherlands amendment provides for the 
adoptiOn of both texts of Article TA. I have no wish to resuscitate the French text since it has 
been withdrawn by its author; but, instead of saying "adopts the two texts of Arti~le TA ", we 
could say "adopts Article TA and Article DB". That is only a formal modification. The 
Netherlands proposal in no way excludes the French proposal, which is still acceptable. 

To conclude, I feel some hesitation in discussing general budgetary limitation. It seems to 
me that we are now discussing Chapter II, Material; Section I, Land Armaments. We ought to 
observe a certain method in our proceedings. 

It does not seem to me an orderly procedure, when we are dealing with land armaments, to 
make comparisons with naval expenditure-a question which has a very remote relationship with 
the subject now under discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should like to say a few words in answer to M. Rutgers 
and to express my great admiration for the extremely ingenious reasons which he has presented 
in favour of doing nothing; but, with every respect to him, it is not our function to present the 
Conference with all the difficulties that may exist in the way of reaching a conclusion. Our 
function is to make a recommendation to the Conference as to one way, at any rate, in which 
those difficulties can be surmounted; it is not to present alternatives but to make recommenda
tions. Therefore, I am very much opposed to the general thesis of M. Rutgers' proposal. 

I should be altogether opposed to the substance of the proposal. Although it is clear that 
it may be necessary, irr particular cases and for particular reasons which will have to be justified 
to the Conference, to make exceptions to whatever general rule is established, I think it would 
be an altogether disastrous thing to leave to countries complete liberty of chqice as to what system 
of limitation of armaments they are going to adopt. In substance, therefore, I could not accept 
the suggestion and, in form, it seems to me to be equally objectionable. 

M. Rutgers says that he objects to my articles because they give too much of an air of certitude 
as to what we are doing. That is not generally the charge that has been made against the 
proceedings of this Commission, but I think it is justifiable that we should state quite definitely 
that this system, whether it be completed or added to, is a totally different matter. This system 
of budgetary limitation did command the assent of a very large _prol?ortion of the Com~is~ion. 
I may remind M. Rutgers that, ?f the three delegates who voted agamst It, two of_th~m,_M. ~1tymoff 
and General de Marinis, explamed that they were not opposed to budgetary hmttabon m Itself, 
but they thought that by itself it was insufficient. Therefore, they were not voting against the 
principle of budgetary limitation. I do !lo~ know whether I ~an. sa):' the same of Count Bernstorff, 
but I think he was not opposed to the prmc1ple of ~u.dgetary ~rmttabon .. The net result, t~erefor~, 
is that there was orily one delegate-! may be m~smterpretmg ev~n h~-who v.:as. agamst this 
proposal on its merits. In that case, I do not thmk I am wrong m saymg that It IS a proposal 
we_have a right to put into our Convention. 

M. Rutgers was very anxious we should do nothing which would embarrass the United States 
delegation. I have the greatestyossible adm~ation a~~ respect for the delegation of t~e United 
States of America and I am qwte sure of therr capability to look after themselves. Smce they 
have· not expressed any opposition to this proposal, provided their own position is made clear, 

. I do not see why M. Rutgers should be more anxious about their interests then they are themselves. 

M. Sato (Japan). - I shall start ~y stating some. objections ~o M. Rutgers' _amen~ent. 
He explained that his proposal does not arm at the adoption of an obligatory system. mcluding the 
two methods of limitation-direct and indirect. Nevertheless, he clearly showed that no country 
will be free to choose one or other methodof limitation. . The duty of indicating the method to be 
applied to each country will fall on the Disarmament Conference itself. 

l must say quite frankly that I cannot agree with this idea. . M. Rutg~rs said that several 
countries might give figures in two colqrrms. Now I do not thmk that lS the case. If the 
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Conference admitted tl1e claims of one or more countr~es ~hich _co~tld ~ot g~ve_figures in o~e column 
-whetller those for direct limitation or tllose for mdirect hmltatlon-It IS very unlikelylthat 
oilier countries would accept an obligation to give figures in both columns. The proposal could 
not be carried out; it is even somewhat illusory. _ 

If we contemplate such a possibility, why not call the system proposed by M. Rutgers·" the 
alternative system " ? Under that system, every country will be entitled to choose one or oilier 
meiliod. That was the system recommended yesterday by M. Cobian. I do not support that 
system eiilier, because it leaves all countries too free to choose one or other meiliod. That would 
lead to confusion and produce uncertainty. 

When a country goes to ilie Conference, it must know under ~hich system it come~ and wh~t 
general rule will be applied to all countries. Just now, Lord Cecil showed the necessity for this 
certainty, and I shall have very little to add to what he said. This certai~ty is absolutely 
necessary to every country which goes to the Conference. It must not be possible for a country 
to be unaware which meiliod will be applied in its case. Now, according toM. Rutgers' proposal, 
a country, fuough favouring the method of indirect l~mit.ation: might at the Conf~rence ~udder:ly 
find itself compelled to accept the other method of limitation, smce the Conference Itself will decide 
tllis matter on political grounds. 

My country, for instance, favours the meiliod of indirect limitation. I go to ilie Conference 
and suddenly ilie Conference tells me that, in consequenc.,e of this or that consideration, I cannot 
belong to ilie group of countries coming under the method of indirect limitation, but must. accept 
ilie oilier meiliod. In that case I shall say: N I am very sorry, but my country cannot accept 
such an obligation; I must belong to the group of countries coming under the method of indirect 
limitation. " -

As Lord Cecil showed just now, M. Rutgers' idea is very ingenious; but, in my opinion, its 
ingenuity is of ilie kind that is likely to torpedo the Conference. · 

Willi Lord Cecil, I said just now that a general rule applied to all was essential and shoUld be 
franled in this Commission, for a general rule,. obligatory for each Government, must be laid down .. 
In iliat way, iliere would be certainty beforehand as to the purpose for which we are going to the 
Conference. I readily agree, however, that it may not be possible to apply this general rule to all 
countries and iliat we may have to accord certain derogations and exceptions. 

Personally, I am quite prepared to accept them, to recognise the need for them, to admit the 
possibility. 

M. Rutgers told us that such derogations and exceptions could not be drafted in technical terms. 
This morning, however, Mr. Gibson gave us an example. The example given by Mr. Gibson is, 
perhaps, not perfect. The Commission will discuss the way in which the door may be opened for 
certain exceptions. That is a question for discussion; but, in principle, I think Mr. Gibson's 
idea is excellent. In my opinion, the general rule must be that of indirect limitation. Moreover, 
after yesterday's vote, it seems that iliat would be ilie opinion of the majority of iliis Commission. 

From these considerations I pass to the British delegation's specific proposal concerning 
Article DA. 

Lord Cecil proposes that we should limit the total annual expenditure on land, sea and air 
forces. He says iliat ilie total irl question will be the total for each class of armaments- that is 
to say, iliere will be one total for land forces, one total for sea forces, and another for air forces. 

Personally, I find it somewhat difficult to accept Lord Cecil's idea. He himself said just 
now that he could not accept any limitation of naval expenditure if the other naval Powers could 
not, for ilieir part, accept such limitation. 

I find myself in ilie same position. Further, it would be particularly difficult for my country 
to accept the principle of the limitation of naval expenditure-not because other Powers are unable 
t? accept such an obligation, but iliere is anoilier difficulty irl our case. The reason for it is quite 
srmple. In naval matters, we have already adopted a strict and direct limitation of material. 
:t:"m;fue~, we have adopted an aggregate limitation of effectives. If we accept a third kind of 
~tation-tlrrough bu~getary means-we shall find ourselves in a position which entails various 
disadvantages. Accordingly, we say that, as regards sea forces, we must be content with the direct 
limitation of material and effectives. 

WitJ;l regard to air forces, we adopt the same view. Further, we would observe that, irl the 
c~ of arr forces, there are several C!Juntries-of which mine is one-which cannot yet determine 
the_rr total for iliese forces. In Japan, for instance, the air force is now in course of formation. 
It IS not yet col!lpletely constit';lted and as. yet we _do not know what expenditure will have to 
be allocated to 1t. It lS very difficult for us to estrmate that expenditure and therefore it is 
also very difficult !or us to accept any limitation of it. ' ' ' 

U_nder iliese crrcUUlStances, I propose to strike out from Article DA the reference to sea 
and arr forces . 

. _In ilie same article there is another point on which I should like to be quite clear. The 
BntiSh proposal says: · · 

" Eac;h of the ~igh Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, . 
sea and arr forc:;s, m any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for them in 
Tables • . . 

I l1:m not q~te clear !15 to ilie meaiDr:g of the wor<;ts." in any budgetary year ". Is this the · 
expenditure provided for m respect of a g1ven year, or Is It that provided for in respect of several 
years? 

If we are required to limit expenditure for several years-that is to say, for the period covered 
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by the Convention-w_e Shall_ be confronted by many difficulties, for we do not know exactly 
how great that e?Cpenditure will be, as it is spread over a fairly lengthy period. 

l}lese questions are, naturally! rather technical, and I should like to go into them with the 
techmcal experts of the other n~tions. I do, however, feel anxious about them. 

As to th~ French proposal, m principle I entirely agree with it. 
· ~ am qmte prepared to accept the principle that a small committee of experts should be 

constit~ted to dra:V up the table of expenditure with a view to the limitation and determination 
of credits for national defence. 
. I should, how~ver, ~ke to add one or two paragraphs to this French proposal; but, as it 
IS not yet under. discussiOn, I shall reserv!! until later the proposal or proposals which I shall 
venture to submit. 

The President. - What we need is the text of an Article TA. I received a text a few 
moment~ ago and I will ha_ve it _copied and circulat~d, but I should like first to read it to you. 

I. Wish to sh_orten ~he discussiOn as much as possible; but, if the four speakers whose names 
are still on my h~t desire, nevertheless, to speak, I shall ask them to do so. 
. The text, which for the greater part corresponds to the Article DB proposed by Lord Cecil, 
IS as follows: . 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with 
the conditions laid down in Annex No. . . . to the present Convention. 

"(Note.- In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at 
t~e Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which 
Will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. . . . 

"!h~ Prepa:at_ory_ Commission, ~y sixteen votes to three with six abstentions, adopted 
the pnnCiple of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

" 'The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation 
should be applied to land war material.' 

"When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes for and nine against 
with seven abstentions. 

" Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods, for which 
nine members of the Commission voted, while eleven voted against.) " 

. This Article TA corresponds almost entirely to the Article DB proposed by Lord Cecil. I 
think we might resume the. discussion on this basis. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am quite content that the discussion should go on, on the 
new text, but I must make two reservations. In the first place, I shall want-at some time or 
another, I do not care when I do it-to insert the navy and the air in that resolution. It may 
be found more convenient to do that when we discuss the navy and the air, and I am quite content 
to await my time for that purpose. 

Also, I shall certainly ask the Commission to adopt my Article DA as well. I think, without 
that first article, the second article would be ineffective. But, there again, if it is more convenient 
to the Commission to take that at some other stage, I am quite content. 

The President. - Could we not discuss Article DA under Chapter III ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -By all means-wherever you like to have it. But my assent 
to the present draft depends-or is at any rate in the hope-that it will be completed in the two 
ways I have indicated. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -I am handicapped by not having before me a copy of what the 
Chairman has just read. I understood, however, that the proposed explanatory note to the 
Article stated that sixteen voted in favour of budgetary limitation, that three were opposed to it 
and that ·there were six abstentions. In my opinion, this is not what the Commission decided 
yesterday when it adopted the resolution on this matter. In that resolution the Commission 
stated that it accepted, " so far as the majority were concerned, the principle of budgetary 
limitation for land war material "-in other words, that there was a majority in favour of the 
principle of budgetary limitat~on. If my memory ~ ac,?urate, I believe t~at. the actu~l t~xt on 
which we voted yesterday said that the CommissiOn accepts by a maJorzty the prmciple of 
limitation by budgetary methods of land war material ". I even raised the question then of 
whether there was a majority in favour of budgetary limitation; however, I voted for this system 
because I was desirous of obtaining some type of limitation after direct limitation had failed to 
obtain a majority. . I suggest, therefore, that! in the note 'Yhich it is proposed to ins~rt. under the 
text of the article, It should be stated that siXteen recogniSed that there was a ma1onty for the 
principle of budgetary limitation, but not that by a vote of sixteen to three with six abstentions 
the Commission accepted budgetary limitation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia).- I wish to say a few words concerning the proposal which 
has just been read and which is still anonymous. I hope that the text will be· circulated and that 
we shall be able to study it. The remarks of our Canadian colleague, in particular, must be borne 
in mind. 

For the moment, we are discussing the principle. At bottom, ·the principle contained in 
the new proposal is practically the s~m.e as th<~;t ?f t~e British proposal. Yesterday! a majority 
of the Commission supported the pnnctple of hmttabon by budgetary means. I thmk that the 
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text of the resolution gives a very good summary of the situation as it .was yesterday .. BY .its 
decision, the Commission has, to some extent, endeavoured to remove the pr?ble~ of the hm1tatwn 
of material from the field of competence of the general staff to that. o! the leg:~slahve or~ans. Thll:s, 
in a natural and semi-automatic way, we not only ensur~ publicity but. also p~ovide a c~rtam 
euarantee that the international undertakings will be earned out. Certamly, this system IS not 
ideal. We recognised that there are still many gaps in it. I think we should, t~erefore, attentively 
consider the French proposal that the question should ~e thoroughly studied. We must see 
which classes of expenditure would J;>e affected by our articles .. W~ shall have t? try to prevent 
certain expenditure, which is really mcurred for armaments, b_ell?g mco_rporated m bu_dgets other 
than those for war or national defence. We must also make It Impossible for countnes to grant 
direct or indirect bounties to certain industries. :You know that fiscal questions are so complicated 
that we can imagine boundless possibilities in that direction. 

For all these reasons I think that the work of the committee of experts, whose constitution is 
suggested by the French delegation, may have an influence on the final drafting of t~e article in 
question: The text just ~ead anticipa~es, to. som~ extent, t~e results of that Committee's work. 
Indeed, It refers to a special annex which, I rmagme, would mclude those results. · 

. I think that the principles the experts have to. establish should be as clear and simple as 
possible if they are to be embodied in a General Convention. Ultimately, everything will depend 
on the spirit in which the Convention is applied, and emphasis should be laid on the fact that the 
supervision will be exercised by the legislative organs themselves. 

As I have already said, the final drafting of the article'-whether there is an annex or not
must be left to the Conference. Here we can only outline it. On the basis of our decision, which 
sums up the situation, the Conference will draw up the final text. Accordingly, I shall raise no 
objection to the adoption of either the British proposal or the text which the President has just 
read. 

M. Rutgers pointed out that no vote was taken on one particular point-namely, the alter
native. · That is true, but I think we ought not to reopen the discussion with the possibility 
of all the other proposals being revived. I think we may trust the future Conference to take 
account of all the suggestions we accepted by our decision. 

The President.- There is still some mystery as to the origin of the text I have just read. 
Several delegates would like to know the author of it. There is no reason for not stating it. Its . 
origin is somewhat mixed, but the ultimate author is M. Massigli. Please note that M. Massigli 
agreed beforehand with certain other delegates, particularly with Lord Cecil, who is really the 
original author. · 

M. Colban (Norway). - If I remember aright, one speaker said this morning that the 
Commission, by its vote yesterday, rejected the combination of the two methods-direct and 
indirect limitation. I do not entirely agree. In my opinion, by eleven votes to nine, with a 
certain number of abstentions, the Commission rejected the very definite text of paragraph 3 
of the Italian delegation's proposal. 

I do not know whether this slight difference as to the interpretation of the vote will ultimately 
be of any real importance; but I desire to emphasise the fact that, in my opinion, the question 
of any kind of combination is still unsettled. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - May I venture to say a few words 
on a point of procedure ? It seems to me that, in order to save time and work, we ought to be 
told ~t _the be~~g of _each meet~g what are the questi?ns we are going to discuss-what are 
the limits of th1s discusswn; otherwtse, we are apt to "drift on the open sea" without knowing 
exactly what are the issues before us. · 

I think, if the Commission has decided that there should be only one method of reduction of 
armaments, and that by way of limiting budgetary expenditure, then Chapter II, Section I: 
Land Armaments, should be left a blank and all the questions relating to budgetary expenditure 
should be referred to Chapter III, and then we could discuss the amendments of the British, 
French ar::td Soviet delegations, with one exception-the Netherlands' amendment, dealing with 
the question of tables for land armaments. That is for the Chair to decide; but, at any rate, all 
the rest should be discussed at a later date, when we come to Chapter III. 

I take it, however, that we are now discussing jointly Chapter II, Section I: Land 
Armaments, and Chapter III, and that the discussion will be an exhaustive one and we shall 
not ref~r again to Chapter III. Therefore we shall be in order in speaking, not only of curtailing 
expen<!iture on land armaments, but also of naval and air Armaments. That seems to be the 
most s1mple procedure. 

. I _could not ~uite grasp the meaning of what Lord Cecil said this morning-that he had no 
obJection to addmg some further methods for the reduction of armaments to the one adopted 
by yesterday's vote. 

. Lord <?ec~l (British Empire). -All I meant was that, as far as I was concerned, I would 
raiSe no ob1ect1~n to ~n amendme~t of that kind being moved if the Chair thought it in order. 
I was only dealmg w1th the question of budgetary limitation. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have decided that there should 
be no other method of reduction of armaments but the budgetary method. If Lord Cecil thinks 
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it would be in order to bring in amendments with regard to the direct reduction of armaments, 
I can, of course, onlr express my satisfacti~n to be able to include Lord Cecil among those who 
voted f?r the combmed method of re~uction. \Ybateyer their formal meaning, Lord Cecil's 
~ords! lf I _may ~e allowed perhaps to mterpret his feelings, expressed a certain uneasiness and 
?issabsfacbon wtth _yesterday's vote. He admits that it was not quite conclusive, and that 
ts what has be_en srud to-day_ by the Canadian delegate and by M. Colban. Indeed, yesterday, 
w~ a?opted qmte an extraordinary means of registering the opinions of the Commission. Usually 
this iS _dc;me by means ?f '!-vote; but in this case we have adopted a resolution in which not only 
the opmtons of the ma1onty but also the opinions of the minority are mentioned. That means 
that we have come to no definite conclusion, and the Commission itself is not clear as to whether 
there was. a real majorit~ for one method or another. That being so, we are bound to be, in some 
measure! i~. agreement With what the ~etherlands delegation told us to-day. We have to consider 
the possibility of the Conference adoptmg the direct method of reduction or the combined method 
of reduction in spite of the decision of the Commission. 

Moreover, there have been a great number of abstentions. I suppose that, at the Disarmament 
Conf~;ence, t~e delegates will have more responsibility and more authority, and that to each 
question commg before the Conference they will give a direct answer. It is therefore possible 
that those States who abstained from voting here will adhere at the Conference to the direct 
or combined method. ' ' 

As f~r ~sour delega~ion is concerned, Lord Cecil stated quite truly that we are not opposed 
to the pnnciple of reducmg armaments by way of budgetary expenditure; but we are opposed 
to this principle taking the place of disarmament. We did not come here to"discuss the question 
of budgets, but of disarmament, which means the direct reduction of armaments. The Soviet 
delegation will therefore not be satisfied with any Convention which does not contain some 
clauses for the direct reduction of armaments; and, if it nevertheless takes part in the discussion 
now with regard to budgetary expenditure, it does so in the belief that the Conference will do better 
on this point than the Commission has done. 

I should like to remind the members of the Commission and the Chairman himself that, 
in addition to the amendments on budgetary expenditure from the British, French and Netherlands 
delegations, there was also an amendment brought some days ago by the Soviet delegation 
which is of quite a different nature to the other amendments, the principal difference being that, 
while the British and French and other amendments deal only with the limitation of budgetary 
expenditure, the Soviet amendment expresses quite clearly that " the total annual expen
diture . . . shall not exceed the figures approved by the various contracting States in the 
present Convention, the military budgets current at the time of the signature of the present 
Convention being reduced by an equal percentage . . . This means, not limitation, but 
reduction. 

We should take a vote on the cardinal point: Are we only going to limit expenditure
i.e., to place expenditure on the level existing now, or an even higher level, or to reduce 
expenditure ? 

The further characteristic of the Soviet amendment is the mentioning of secret funds. It 
is no secret that, in many States, there are some funds for military expenditure which are placed 
either at the disposal of General Staffs or are disguised under expenditure, not actually of War 
Ministries, but of other institutions. The Soviet amendment proposes that all these secret 
funds should be done away with, and the whole expenditure of the armed forces of each State 
shown in a single chapter in the national budget, and that thus full publicity shall be assured. 

My proposal is that, when we come to the vote, the Soviet amendment, as the most radical 
one, should be voted on first. 

The President. -I have not forgotten it. I mentioned it at the beginning of the meeting. 

· Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Every time I ha':'e to speak on ~rgume1~ts th,~t we have 
been hearing for the last five years I feel that I am·saymg, as lEneas dtd to Dido: Infandum 
regina fubes renovare dolorem." 

The discussion seems to turn on the method that will be provided for in the Convention. 
It is clear that there was not a majority of this Commission against the direct limitation of land 
material. We have before us a proposal by Mr. Gibson and another by M. Rutgers, and now 
a third is put forward. Personally, I am not expressing an~ definite pref~rence for one or other 
method but I think it is absolutely essential that we should mform the Disarmament Conference 
that th~re was not a majority against the direct limitation of land material. 

The other day I said that I considered our work, above. all, from the histori~al stand_Po,int. 
In this connection I should like to remind you of what occurred m the early days of thlS CommlSswn. 
Five years ago we convened so-called sub-~ommissi?ns of Experts--! say " so-ca~ed " bec~use 
now we are doing the opposite-whose duty it w.as .to mform us on more or less tec~mcal que~tu?ns. 
We had a Sub-Commission A and a Sub-Commission B; and these convened a Jomt CommlSSwn. 
The last-named unanimously ~dopted the following. decision: " Fo~ th.~s1e reasons, limitation 
by expenditure only would be mad:quate as .th~ baslS of a Convent!?~ . I repeat that. t~at 
was the unanimous opinion of the Jomt CommiSSiOn. I accept that opmwn, for that Commission 
is better acquainted with financial matters than I am. 

1 Note by the Secretarial. - See document C.P.D.29, Sub·Commission B, Report No. 1, page zo. 
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Budgetary limitation alone is not acceptable to me because it does not cover a tremendous 
amount of material accumulated in anticipation of a war. 

1\f. Cobian (Spain).- Yesterday, my friend_ Mr. Gibson ab:uptiy parted company wi~h ~e 
when we were marching together towards the Promised _Land. Thts IS the result. T~e Co_mmtsston 
was unwilling to vote on principles~ and n?w everyo~e mterprets ~est~rday's vote qwte differently. 
I a!!Tee ·with what M. Colban has JUSt satd concernmg the combmahon of the two methods, a.nd 
I \~ould point out that, when we were about to vote on the Italian proposal, I said that, if a 
distinction were made between the two parts of paragraph 3. the vote would be clearer, as we 
should have voted first on the combined system and then on the remainder of the Italian proposal. 

As M. Sato referred to me just now, I should like to make clear when and how I spoke of the 
alternative. It was when delegations were each giving their opinion on the systems before us
that is to say, before a vote was taken on any proposal .. But since we have adopted the British 
draft resolution, which clearly states that the majority of the Commission accepts the budgetary 
solution, I am not entitled to press for an alternative solution, which, in reality, has been rejected 
by the majority of the Commission. Only in those exceptional conditions emphasised by M. Sa to 
is it possible, after yesterday's vote, to maintain this alternative for defimte and well-defined 
exceptional cases. I ~erefore agree with M. Sa to's propos~. . . . . . . . . . 

Count Bemstorff nghtly said that there was not a maJonty agamst direct limitation, but 1t IS 
none the less true that there was not a majority for direct limitation. Only a positive vote can 
justify the assertion that a proposal was accepted. 
. We have now to consider the last proposal with an explanatory note, referring to Section I 

of Chapter II, for we are still dealing with the limitation of land armaments. I fully approve 
of that text, as it reflects yesterday's vote. I think, however, the last paragraph of the note 
ought to be modified, since it does not exactly correspond with what occurred. I could not accept 
this proposal-that is to say, the system of budgetary limitation-unless, in fixing the figures, 
account were taken of the special conditions- of the cost of manufacture of land armaments
in my country. That is the spirit in which I submit the following slight amendment to the French 
proposal: 

" CHAPTER II. - MATERIAL. 

"Addition proposed by the Spanish Delegation to Paragraph I, Sub-paragraph (c), of the 
Draft Resolution sttbmitted by the French Delegation. 

u I. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
" (c) . . . and to the special circumstances of each country with regard to 

the cost of production of war material. " -

The President. -Gentlemen, I would ask you to confine yourselves to the consideration 
of Chapter II, and endeavour to settle the object of our discussions to-day-namely, the text 
of Article TA. Lord Cecil has informed us that he is prepared to discuss the British proposal 
when we come to the discussion of Chapter III. Accordingly, I would ask M. Litvinoff to be 
goo~ enough to allow the discussion of his draft amendment to be postponed until we come to 
con~tder Chapter III. Thus, we shall confine ourselves solely to the consideration of the text of 
Arttcle TA under Chapter II: Material, Section I, Land Armaments. Thus the position will 
be clearer. · 

"CHAPTER II. - MATERIAL: ARTICLE TA. 

"Proposal by the French Delegation. 

· " Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accordance with 
the conditions laid down in Annex No .... to the present Convention. 

" (Note.- In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the 
Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have 
been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. . . . The 
Prepa~ato_ry Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle 
of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

"'The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation 
should be applied to land war material. • . 

" When this re;;olution was put to the vote there were nine votes in favour, nine against 
and seven abstentions. · 

. "~tly, it examined the p~ciple of a combination of the two methods, in favour of 
whtch nme members of the CommJsston voted, while eleven voted against.)" 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire). -May we take it, then, that .we are now discussing on the 
basiS of the French proposal which has just been handed in. 

The President. - Yes, I should have mentioned it at the end. 
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I 
Loli~dtlCecil (British Empire).- I should like to propose an amendment to the French proposal. 

am a t e afra.J.d of the rather vague character of the first phrase: 

:·. · · ·. la fabrication des materiels de guerre des armements terrestres dans Ies 
conditions definies . . . " 

.I should greatly pr_efer it if some words could be put in to make it more clear that what we are 
le~v~g to the experts 1s the consideration of the technical details; that we definitely accept the 
pnnClple and le!lv~ only the figures and so on to be settled after discussion with the experts. 

If M. Massigli would be good enough to agree to the insertion of the words " au chiffre fixe 
et ", as follows: 

" · · · la fabrication des materiels de guerre des armements terrestres au chiffre 
fixe et dans les conditions definies . . . ", 

I think it would be an improvement. I still do not like its vagueness; but, as long as it is quite 
clearly_understood th<~;t we are not postponing the decision on this question but are really taking 
a deciSIOn, I do not mmd. · 

· G~neral de .Mar!ni~ (Italy). - I have before me the proposal submitted by the French 
deleg!lhon, and •. ~ pnnciple, I should have no difficulty in accepting it, provided, of course, 
th~t It ~ere additional to the principle of direct limitation. As I said yesterday, my Government 
t?~ks . It could not accept any budgetary limitation which was not additional to direct 
limitatiOn. 
. . I ~hould be prepared to accept that part of the French proposal which relates to indirect 
bmitatw~. I must say, howev:er, that I cann_ot.ac~ept the word" annual" in the phrase: "Each 
of the High Contractmg Parties agrees to limit Its annual expenditure. " 
. I note that t~e French deleg<~;tion has abandoned its original standpoint as, in its first draft, 
It allow~d expenditure to be earned over from one budgetary year to another, whereas that is 
no longer the case. 

It was, moreover, under another chapter that the French delegation expressed its view 
concerning the possibility of carrying over from o!l.e year to another whatever it had been possible 
t~ save. Now it is definitely stated that the expenditure must be annual-that is to say, a country 
will not be able to carry over to the following year part of its budgetary credits which it has not 
really expended within the limits of its budget. 

I strongly oppose this provision, and I venture to say that I do so on humanitarian grounds. 
If, in a given year, a country is overtaken by great public calamities, such as earthquakes o~ other 
catastrophes, it is compelled to economise on certain budgets-for instance, on its armament 
budgets-in order to meet great unforeseen difficulties. It would be the height of injustice 
if such a country were to be further handicapped by being told that it could not carry over from 
one year to another expendit\lre on its military defence. 

The President. - Is there not a misunderstanding ? If I understood M. Massigli aright 
his draft text covers the point you mention. 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I am glad to agree with M. Massigli: but what I said applies 
- to the British proposal, and I desire to state quite definitely that my Government could not accept 

that. 
If M. Massigli's text is to be adopted, I would ask him to be good enough to make an addition 

to the last paragraph, where abstentions have been overlooked. 
As I said, I could not accept budgetary limitation alone as a method of limitation. As Count 

Bernstorff pointed out, we are in a curious situation. A committee of competent experts stated 
·that limitation by budgetary means alone could not be an effective method of disarmament. 
After this unanimous decision by the experts of Sub-Commission B, we are entirely disregarding 
their reply. · . 
· Is it worth while to convene experts and to set them to work for a long time and then disregard 
their reply ? . 

May I now put one consideration before you? What have we to do? We have to subrrut 
to the Conference a plan for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This plan, must, if 
it is to have any value for the guidance of the Conference, in each of its articles give an exact 
indication of the unanimous opinion of this Commission, or at least the opinion of the great 
majority of this Commission. . . . . . 

Should it happen that, on any one of these articles, we are not m a posihon to gtve the 
Conference such an indication, such guidance, then it would be better not to try to frame a text 
at all costs. . 

I think the note in the French proposal clearly reflects the situation. The same is t~e 
of the proposal submitted yesterday by the British delegation. I think that anyone reading 
the British proposal or the French. note W?uld b.e ~tru~k by the fact that, after stating that ':otes 
were equally divided on th~ question of direct limitation! and th~t !here were many abstentt?ns, 
and after recording the vanous votes that were taken, this CommiSSIOn finally adopted an article. 
That article could not represent the opinion of the great majority of the Commission. . 

We should find it very difficult to draft that article; but, even supposing we succeeded m 
doing so many reservations would certainly be stated. Moreover, even if they were not expressed, 
they wo~ld nevertheless be apparent from our discussion. Accordingly, I think we should do 
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the Conference better service by merely stating the position as regards land armaments. The 
discussion would subsequently be opened at the Conference. .-

I do not think we should be doing anything to help the Conference If we p;olonged our 
discussion in order to frame an article which would be weakened by the reservations that are 
apparent from the Minutes of recent meetings. . . 

To portray the situation as it is, I should be satisfied With t~e proposal. made yesterday 
by Lord Cecil and witll the note submitted by the French delegation. . . 

If we merely portray the situation, the discussion begun here Will be contmued at the 
Conference, but we shall at least have saved time here. 

How can we agree on a single text after all the reservations that have be~n m~de and af~er 
all fuese somewhat doubtful votes ? We could only gain for ourselves the sa~Isfacti?n of havmg 
apparently prepared a draft. But, note, it would be merely apparent; for, ~reality, as ot~er 
speakers have pointed out, the situation is so uncertain that we ought to submit a table showmg 
tlle differences of opinion that have become evident. 

M. Massigli (France). - I should like to give General de Marinis a ~ord of e~planat!on 
I used tlle expression "annual expenditure" instead of "budgetary expenditure" .with a VIew 
to covering all expenditure, whether included in budgets or not. I therefore thmk my text 
meets even M. Litvinoff's anxiety concerning secret expenditure. By ·~annual expenditure" 
I cover tlle whole of the expenditure on material in any year. . . . . · 

Moreover, in using the word " annual ", I had no intention of excluding the P?SSibihty of 
credits being carried over from one year to another. In the explanations I preyw~sly gave 
tlle Commission on this subject, I pointed out that, in this respect, there were certam differences . 
between tlle French proposal and the original British proposal. Hence, in my resolution 1 

I mentioned in paragraph (d) that credits for one financial year might be carried over to the 
following year or years under conditions to be determined. This question will have to be 
discussed later. I think Lord Cecil will propose certain amendments to this paragraph, but it 
seems to me that General de Marinis's anxiety may thus be removed. Moreover, I myself gave 
the example of a country which was overtaken by a calamity in the course of one year and which 
would tllerefore have to effect unforeseen economies in its military budgets, and I added that such 
a country would be obliged to carry certain expenditure over to the following financial period. 

There remains the question whether we sheuld adopt the text of an article. I tried to take 
account of real possibilities, and my very reason for drafting a proposal was that I thought the 
text proposed by Lord Cecil was somewhat too optimistic. I venture to state tllat I think!my 
proposal accurately reflects the situation. Yesterday, sixteen delegations supported the principle 
of limitation by budgetary means. What we ask is tllat those sixteen delegations should vote 
for this text. The notes which follow show how the other votes were divided and accurately 
describe tlle situation. I think that, under these circumstances, the text might be accepted 
witllout any supplementary reservations being necessary. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -The Committees of Experts are doing their duty, and we 
have no right to disregard their work. May I be allowed to supp1y the Commission with a new 
fact which will enable it to judge the situation better ? The report of the Committee of Experts 
on Budgetary Questions, published on July rst, I927 (document C.P.D.go), says on page g: 

""In its report, tlle Joint Commission makes the following remarks concerning the 
limitation of expenditure: · 

" Limitation by expenditure only would be inadequate as tlle basis of a convention. 
If, however, the contracting parties agreed upon specific maximum figures for effectives 
and material, it would, in the opinion of the Commission, be useful to supplement that 
metllod of limitation by limiting certain main categories as well as the total of budget 
expenditure on national defence. 

" !he ~ommissi?n a;;sumes that the pis~rmament Conference, in preparation 
for which this W?rk IS bemg u~dertaken, Will, m the first place, proceed to limit the 
number of effectives and matenal . . . " · 

I would emphasise that this is the opinion of the Joint Commission. I had the honour 
to b~ a member .of that Commission, as was Lord Cecil. We appoint commissions every year· 
bu~ if, the ~oll?wmg year, we forget what those commissions did the previous year, it is not worth 
while appomtmg them. 

M .. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Soc~alist Rel?ublics). -. I u?derstand that the proposal of 
tlle I.talian delegate really amounts to mterruptmg our discussiOn of this question altogether 
and srmply stating that the Commission cannot ~orne to an agreement on any text for the reductio~ 
of annaments a_nd, therefore, passes the question ·on to the Conference. That is a very radical 
P.roposal. I thmk that we sh?~ld n~t e~bark on a di~cussion of this particular proposal, but 
srmply t!lk~ a v?te at once. .,If It IS decided m the affirmative, then there is an end to the discussion· 
and, If. It IS reJected, the discussion will go on. ' 

With rega~d to the proposal made by the President that we should limit our discussion to Article 
T~. I shoul~, like t<;> quote an English proverb whi~h saY_s: "One should never change horses in 
mid-stream. I thmk that, as we have begun the discussion we should finish it on all the questions 

1 Note by tile Secrelanat. - See Seventh Meeting. 
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~~at are relevant. M~ content_ion is that the French proposal, although it has the heading 
. Chapter II. - Matenal; Arttcle TA ", etc., does not come within Article TA but belongs of 

nght to Ch~pter III, and 1t would be proper to include it in that Chapter. But, as I mentioned 
bef?re, .havmg begun the discussion •. it .is, perhaps, bett~r to continue it, and, that being so, I 
mamtam that ~y proposal comes W1thm the same heading. We cannot discuss two proposals 
on the same subject, one under Chapter II and the other under Chapter III. I think they should 
both be taken to&ether, and, even if my proposal be not discussed, I ask that it should be voted 
upon, together W1th the French and the British proposals. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - In its first form, the Netherlands proposal said: 

"The Commission adopts the two texts of Article TA." 

The ~rench delegation withdrew its proposal on Article TA. Consequently, I had to change 
my wording; but, as the French delegation has reversed its decision, I have had to go back to 
my first wording. 

I was !Sfea~y flattered by the compliments paid to the Netherlands proposal. It was said 
to be very mgemous, and, if that were not a compliment that is sometimes addressed to offenders 
when ll?-ey ~~pear b~fore ~eir judges, .I should be tempted to return it to the new French proposal, 
for I thmk 1t 1s very mgemous to refer m a note to the vote taken yesterday on Lord Cecil's proposal. 
For my p~rt, I believe it would be better to say nothing on that point, for I think there are many 
ways of ~sm& figures, however accurate t!].ey may be, so that they do not give an adequate impression 
of the s1tuabon. 

Wh7n we voted on Lord Cecil's proposal, several of us thought that budgetary limitation 
should, m one way or other, be alternative to, or combined with, direct limitation. Others 
said that direct limitation was the better. · Still others asserted that a convention without direct 
limitation would not be acceptable. Some speakers said that they could not wholeheartedly 
support the principle of indirect limitation, but they were voting for it in order to reach some 
conclusion. The proposal has been modified so as to prevent members of the Commission from 
voting against it. 

The first wording was that the majority prefers indirect limitation. The present wording 
is that the majority accepts the principle. That was a more innocent statement, and some 
members were caught by it. They said that they were not opposed to direct limitation being 
included, and they voted for this wording. Others voted against it. Still others abstained. 
If we merely read what is stated, w€ do not obtain a correct idea of what occurred. 

Accordingly, I think it would be better not to mention that vote. 

In regard to the Netherlands proposal, Lord Cecil told me that the United States of America 
were well able to take care of themselves, and that it was not my duty to plead their cause. 

I have not pleaded the cause of any country. What I am pleading is the cause of the 
preparation for the Disarmament Conference, and, though I recognise that I have a very agreeable 
position next to the United States delegate, I must add that the Netherlands proposal was not 
inspired by the fact that that delegate is a very pleasant colleague. 

It is not a question of the United States. It is a question of preparing for the Disarmament 
Conference and I still think that, to prepare it well, we must place both texts before it. 

M. Sato raised the question whether, if the Netherlands proposal were accepted, the figures 
to be inserted in the Convention would be fixed by the Conference or by the members of the 
Conference. I do not think that question can arise, since the decisions of the Conference must 
be unanimous. The inclusion by any country of a figure in this or that table will have to be 
decided by the Conference. The country cannot be said to have freedom of choice. As to 
the table in which the figures will be entered, the countries may truly be said to decide, since the 
decision of the Conference is identical with the decision of its members. 

M. Sa to feared that, by placing both texts before the Conference, we might cause its .failure. 
I think that nothing is gained by shutting the skeleton up in the cupboard. Danger hes, not 
in the fact that the two texts are placed before the Conference, but in the fact that there are two 
opinions. To submit both texts to the Confe~ence may, on the contrary, enab~e the Con!erence 
not to fail, or to be " torpedoed " as M. Sa to sa1d, but to get under way, and that IS a very different 
matter. M. Sato himself recognised that there might be exceptions. If the Conference had only 
a single text, the question would arise all the same. By eliminating political questions from 
our draft, we do not necessarily eliminate them from the discussions of the Conference. 

Lord Cecil feared that we might give the impression of being irresolute. The Netherlands 
delegation has however, been to some extent satisfied by the French proposal. I would merely 
like the note t~ be drafted rather differently. We should be satisfied if, for instance, it mentioned 
the fact that the Commission had before it a proposal concerning the limitation of material-·the 
text of this proposal being reproduced in the note-and added that this text was not voted up~m. 
That would satisfy us, because, in this '!a:y, the essential part of the Netherlands proposal, whtch 
I continue to recommend to the CommiSSion, would be adopted. 

The President. - I should have liked to pass to the vote on the question of procedure 
raised by M. Litvinoff. As, however, it is already 1.5 p.m., and as this question is so important, 
I propose that, as an exception, we should meet this afternoon at 5 p.m. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I hope we can avoid a five o~clock sitting by sitting a little 
longer now and getting a solution. I see no reason why we should not reach a decision on the 
French proposition almost immediately. It is a perfectly definite proposition. It merely sets 
out that this Commission recommends, as one means of limiting armaments, the limiting of expenses. 
It does not confine itself to that, of course. We are going to limit effectives, ships of war and 
aeroplanes; but we do say that, in addition to all those methods, we do think there ought to be 
the limitation of expenses. · . · 

I just want to refer to what Count Bernstorff and General de Marinis have read from document 
C.P.D.go. 1 In my view, we are going on almost exactly the recommendation of that Committee. 
That Committee said: "It is perfectly true that you cannot limit armaments merely by limiting 
eA-penses "; but they were considering, as is quite clear from the text-I have read it all-all 
armaments. They said: "Of course you will have to limit effectives; of course you will have to 
limit ships of war "; and, in addition to that, they thought you ought to limit, if possible, big guns 
and tanks. Beyond that, they did not expect you could limit in detail all the armaments. They 

· go on to say that, whatever decisions you come to in regard to direct limitation, they do think a 
limitation of expenses would be useful as a controlling agency to see that the other limitation is 
carried out. It seems to me that statement is entirely in support of what we are hoping to do, 
and I am surprised that it should have been read in the opposite sense. General de Marinis 
merely read a quotation from that document which appears in a later document. If he would be 
good enough to read the whole of the passage I think he would agree with me that the financial 
experts by no means said there was no advantage in a limitation of expenses as a controlling . 
agency. On the contrary, they said it was mainly a pQlitical question and not a question for 
experts. They explained some of the conditions which would have to be accepted in such a 
limitation. Therefore, there. is nothing in those previous documents which gives any reason 
against our deciding, here and now, that one methoO. of limiting armaments ought to be budgetary 
limitation. By deciding that, we do not decide that ·it is the only method. Indeed, it is clear 
that it cannot be the only method. · 

I very much regret that, instead of these resistances to this proposal, we have not had definite, 
precise proposals, saying: If you cannot have limitation of all material, why not (as I think the 
Swedish delegation suggested) limit some of the material directly ? I think this is a matter that 
certainly ought to be considered and is important. . 

I would ask the Commission here and now to vote on the question of whether, in addition to 
all other methods of limitation, we do accept the principle that there ought to be a limitation of 
expenses. I think we ought to arrive at a decision now on that point. · · 

. 
The President. -Since an objection has been raised to a meeting being held this afternoon, 

I am glad to see that Lord Cecil shares my original opinion that we should proceed to vote on the 
question whether the article under discussion shall remain blank and whether we shall adjourn 
the question. 

We~, therefore, proceed to vote. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -When I asked to speak, I merely intended proposing that 
we should adjourn at once and not meet this afternoon. I think that would be agreeable to every-
one. But, as a contrary decision has been taken, I shall say a few words. · 

I have ~e~er ~poken against budgetary ~!ati?n as a s.upplement, but I have spoken against 
budget_ary.limitah?n as a supplement to a.limitatlon of a1r and naval material only, whilst an 
~xception lS made m the case of land matenal. I ask myself why this exception should be made 
m favour of land material.. If the reason is expl~ined, the position will be different; but, up to the 
present, no one has explained the reason for this exception. · 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - What is happening to the Soviet 
proposal? · · 

VOTE ON WHETHER THE DRAFTING OF A TEXT OF ARTICLE TA SHOULD BE REFERRED TO THE 
CONFERENCE. 

The President.-· I propose to take a vote on the preliminary question-namely: Should 
the drafting of the text of Article TA be referred to the Conference ? 

I invite the Commission to vote. 
A vote was taken by a show of hands. 
One delegation voted for this proposal. 
The proposal was rejected. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I was going to support the Italian 
proposal, but as I see the Italian delegate did not vote for it himself, there seenlS to be nothing 
for me to support. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -I merely gave my personal opinion. I made no proposal; 
but, obviously, I maintain what I said. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - Report of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions. 
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VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL OF A TEXT FOR ARTICLE T A. 

The President. - This vote shows that the Commission desires a te::-.:t. The text before 
~s is M. Massig~'s, with !J. slight amendment. After the words " land armaments " the words 
m accor?an~e With the figures and the conditions laid down in. Annex No .... to the present 
Convention must be added. I put M. Massigli's proposal, thus amended, to the vote. 

A vote was taken by a show of hands. 

Fifteen delegations voted for this proposal and one delegation against it. 

. The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I assume this is voting on the text 
of the French proposal and not on the note, which is separate. 

!d· Westman {Sweden). - Yesterday I abstained from voting for the British proposal so 
that 1t should·not appear that I wished to increase the majority against direct limitation. To-day, 
my vote cannot admit of that interpretation, and I therefore voted for the French proposal. 

M. Litvinoff {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I cannot vote for the French proposal 
until my proposal is disposed of. 

General de Marinis {Italy). - I desire to explain my abstention so that my statement 
may be included in the Minutes. 

I am not opposed to budgetary limitation. I desire, however, that it should not be adopted 
alone, but that it should be associated with direct limitation. I think it my duty to explain my 
view on this subject, for I should not like ariy misunderstanding to remain. The present text of 
our draft gives the impression that the Commission decides solely in favour of budgetary limitation. 
That does not at all correspond with the unanimous opinion of the Commission, of which several 
delegations, I think, accept budgetary limitation on condition that it is associated with another 
form of limitation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson {United States of America). - There is one point arising out of 
General de Marinis's remarks. If any reservations are brought forward relatmg to a single text, 
the note which I suggested this morning loses its virtue. From the moment that any delegation 
feels it must offer a definite reservation, much the best course would be to drop the footnote and 
leave it to the various delegations to make such reservations as they deem essential.· 

M. Rutgers {Netherlands). -I desire to state that I did not vote, and that I shall abstain 
from. voting on the French note for the same reasons as General de Marinis. 

Count Bernstorff {Germany). - Since all the minority have done so, I wish to explain 
the reasons for my abstention. I made a general reservation and stated that a convention which 
did not cover trained reserves and land material would not be acceptable to me. Like Mr. Gibson, 
I abstained because I did not wish to cause any obstruction. I hope the majority will bring us 
to the Disarmament Conference as quickly as possible and we shall meet again there. 

· The President. - We shall now proceed to vote, and I invite delegations who desire to 
vote in favour of the inclusion of the note without reservation to raise their hands. 

The inclusion of the note without reservation was adopted by sixteen votes. 

The President. - We still have M. Litvinoff's amendment. Does M. Litvinoff desire a 
vote to be taken forthwith on his proposal, or would he like it to be postponed until we come to 
discuss Chapter Ill, for the Commission has not yet discussed this proposal ? 

M. Litvinoff {Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - If we have disposed of everything 
in Chapter III and there will be no further discussi?n, then, of course, I should wish my amend_me~t 
to be put to the vote now; but, if we are going to discuss Chapter III, then I do not mmd puttmg 1t 
off till then. · 

The President. - The discussion will be resumed when we consider Chapter III, subject 
to a reservation as to the texts adopted at the end of our session. 

At the beginning of the next meeting we shall start the discussion of the draft resolution 
submitted by the French delegation. 

The Commission rose at I-35 p.m. 
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TENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, November z7th, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

30. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section I: Land Armaments (continuation). 

Discussion on Draft Resolution submitted by the French Delegation 1 (Enquiry by the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts). . 

The President.- After agreeing by a majority vote on the P.rinciple of ~u~geta~y liniitat.ion, 
the Commission, at its meeting the day before yesterday, embodied that pnncq~le m an article, 
with which you are now familiar, followed by a note, also adopted, by two successive votes. 

To-day, therefore, the Commission will discuss the draft resolution submitted by the French 
delegation 1• 

To this resolution there is an amendment to paragraph I (c) proposed by the Spanish delegation. 
The proposal is to add to that paragraph, which J:eads as follows: 

"(c) the adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations in 
the purchasing power of different countries; 

the words: " ... and to the special circumstances of each country with regard to the cost of 
production of war material." ' 

The discussion on the French proposal is now open. 

M. Massigli (France). -After what has already been said on the subject, I shall confine 
myself to a few very brief remarks defining the resolution submitted by the French delegation. 
As I said at a previous meeting, its purpose is to enable the Governments, before the Conference, 
to determine the conditions for the application of budgetary limitation. 

The four points enumerated in paragraph I of the resolution are not limitative, and the 
experts can of course examine and point out any other questions that they consider important. 

Paragraph (a) indicates the necessity of limiting the aggregate ~xpenditure under every head. 
Paragraph (b) emphasises the importance of studying the budgets and taking into account, 

in any solution, the variety of ways in which budgets are presented in different countries. 
Paragraph (c) reverts to a point the importance of which has long been clear: the purchasing 

power of the different currencies. 
To this paragraph the Spanish delegation proposes an addition which in itself appears to me 

quite reasonable, but I wonder, since for the moment we are discussing the experts' programme 
of work, whether the question really comes within their competence; it appears to me to be rather 
a question of figures, to be raised at the General Conference, when we come to limit the expenditure 
on material; the Conference will realise that in every country the cost price has to be taken into 
consideration, so that the figures are not absolutely comparable. · 

Such being the case, unless there are any other arguments, and though I agree that the idea is 
in itself perfectly sound, I wonder whether we might not be complicating the experts' work if we 
introduced this amendment. 

Lastly, paragraph (d) concerns the ·question of carrying credits for one financial year over to 
the following year or years; as I have already said, I consider this principle essential, while readily 
admitting that it is important to prevent abuse and the disastrous consequences that might 
ensue. 

Paragraph III, I may. say at once, concerns Chapter III of the Draft Convention, though it 
can be taken separately; but if we are already agreed on the principle of studying the limitation 
of the aggregate budgetary expenditure, there is no real objection to approving it now. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -Since the Commission first met; the Spanish delegation has maintained 
the same attitude towards the grave problem of the reduction and limitation of armaments. · 

On May 3rd, 1929: I.pu~ before. the Commission ~y do~bts ~to. the wisdom of accepting the 
method of budgetary limitation, owmg to my country s special Situation as regards manufacturing 
costs. Still with the same conciliatory purpose in view, I may say, therefore, as regards budgetary 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - See Seventh Meeting, page 86. 
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limitation, approved by the majo ·'t th t th' · · 1 · . 
discussion. I realise that it w'lli/ y,h a IS pnncip e e~plam~ the small amendment now under 
that any co li ti I _urt er complicate the experts work, but we have to remember 
th . mp c~ ons not ~xammed to-day will have to be settled by the Conference and that 
ha~:~~ee~~~e~es we face m the Preparatory Commission, the fewer the General Conf~rence will 

. I understand that the chi~f I?oint is the question of figures, but if figures were the onl oint 
at t ISSd u~dththe Preparatory Commission would have nothing at all to do as it rests with the Con1eience 
o ec1 e em. ' 

_ Vfe are meeting ~ow to est'!-blish methods and agree on principles. In this amendment 
submitted by the Sparnsh delegation, what I ask for is the recognition of a principle. 

I;: not quite _agree v.-i~ M. Massigli when he says that the question exceeds the scope of his 
~m~n . ent. I thmk that If the experts are to study the question of whether the method of 
hmltatl?n agreed upon can be adapted to·the fluctuations in the purchasing power of the different 
cu~e!lyes (para9fa~h (c) of the French draft) it will be quite possible for them also to study the 
Pl!ncip e ~mbo~ed m my P!oposal. You all appreciate my conciliatory attitude. My country 
Will be satisfied if the Comm1~1on decides on that principle. I see no objection to deciding not to 
fix the .figures, but months will elapse between now and the Conference and there will be changes. 
~n 0e mterests of my country, ~erefore, I wou!d ~sk you to accept my proposal or another, framed 
m c?ff~re~t terms, but embodymg the same pnnciple. I do not think that my country can agree 
to hm1tation, as proposed, unless that principle is adopted. · 

M. We.stman (Swede~?-)· - The first poiJ?-t in the French proposal refers to an enquiry by 
the experts mto land matenal o~y. whereas pomt III proposes a similar method for the limitation 
of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval and air forces. 

I shall hav~ a ~ew words to say o~ the subject of the experts' enquiry with reference to the 
forces t? be mau~tame~ and I should hke to know if this is the moment to raise the point or if 
there wlil be a discussion later, on the instructions to be given to the experts for the questions 
mentioned in point III. 

M. Massigli (France). - I am prepared for the moment to withdraw point III. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I do not rise to make any·objection to this French proposal, 
th~ugh personally I am not quite sure that it is actually necessary. I believe that the enquiries 
wh1ch have already been made by the experts will be sufficient; but if anyone desires to have a 
further reference to them I have no objection. The only thing is, I hope they will be called 
together at the earliest possible moment. I do not know whether it will be possible for them 
to meet while we are sitting here, that would be best, but, if that be impracticable, then as soon 
as possible after that. Perhaps the President will be good enough to consider that matter and 
see what can be done if my colleagues agree that the earlier the experts meet the better. 

. . As I understand that paragraph III is for the moment withdrawn, I will reserve any criticism 
on that; I had a little doubt as to whether the wording was correct. 

As regards the Spanish proposal, I entirely agree that it would be quite wrong to make any 
comparison between one country and another as to the cost of their armaments. Take my own 
country for example-and the United States, supposing we ultimately find some means of arranging 
the matter so far as they are concerned-the cost is enormously greater in both these countries 
than in any other country owing to a variety of circumstances. Any comparison, therefore, 
between my country and other countries in which production is much cheaper would obviously 
be quite unfair and unjust, and would not help. That is not the idea of budgetary limitation 
at all. It is not to furnish a comparison between countries, but to see that one country, having 
accepted a standard of limitation, is not exceeding that standard in some manner-without 
any intention but in f2-ct. 

It is really as a check on that very useful report to which Count Bernstorff called attention 
on Saturday. It is not useful as a primary method of limitation, but it is very useful as 
a check. That being so, it seems to me that all that ought to be pointed out in our report; 
it ought to be made quite clear that there is a great difference in the cost of production in different 
countries, and that, therefore, there can be no comparison as between one country and another 
but only as between one year in each country and the next year-or the previous year. I do not 
know whether an insertion of that kind in the report would meet M. Cobian's apprehension, 
so as to make it quite clear that the question of the cost of production must be considered. 

As far as I am concerned, if it would add toM. Cobian's satisfaction-! do not know what 
M. Massigli thinks-! should see no '?bj~tion to ~dding at the end of par~aph (c),_" _esp~cially 
with regard to the cost of war matenal . That 15 to s~y. that any <_IUestion of yanatl?n m the 
cost is particularly important when you come to deal Wlth war matenal. It obv10usly 15. 

I fully understand from ~I. Massigli that it. is no_t inte_nded t~ ask the experts _to report on 
the principle of disarmament m any w~y. Therr busmess 15 .to p~mt ou~ th~ techrucal methods 
in which this disarmament can be earned out, and the technical difficulties, 1f any, and the way 
in which these technical difficulties can be overcome. As long as that is quite clear I have no 
objection. 
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I mention that because I am not quite satisfied, with the wording of para~~ph (d), w~ether 
that is quite clear. But I do not want to propose any amendment so long as 1t 1senter~d m the 
proces verbal that it is quite clear that the experts are not advisers as to whether 1t should 
or should not be done, but only as to the way in which it should be done if it be decided to do it. 

1\1. Cobian (Spain). - I am very grateful to Lord Cecil for his proposal. If the cost of 
manufacture of material is taken into account, I have no observation to offer: the proposed 
addition entirely meets my requirements. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The words are "especially with regard to the cost of war 
material". 

The President. - M. Massigli accepts the proposal to add to paragraph (c) the words 
" especially with regard to the cost of war material ". 

M. Politis (Greece). -I wish to make one remark in connection with the Spanish amendment, 
though not by way of objection to it. I am not quite clear whether this is the proper place 
for the amendment. I agree with M. Massigli's remarks, but I should not object to the French 
proposal being amended as the Spanish delegation suggests. I simply wish to point out that 
budgetary limitation must be individual, for every country. The special conditions in the 
different countries would have to be taken into account, not only the cost of the goods, the cost 
of raw materials and labour, but all the other economic and military conditions. The general 
economic conditions of the country and the state of its armaments would have to be considered; 
A country may at present have reserves of armament that are incomplete or unfit for use. It 
would not be fair to put it on the same footing as the others, and to have one rule for all of 
them. The Spanish delegation's suggestion, therefore, even if it were embodied in the French 
proposal, does not exhaust the question, and I should like the report to note, either in this 
connection or in connection with the general discussion on the indirect limitation of armaments, 
that budgetary limitation implies individual limitation, and that it would be fixed for each 
country with due reference to the particular conditions of that country. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I wish to direct the President's attention to the somewhat peculiar 
position of the Committee of Experts. This Committee has been to all intents and purposes 
non-existentfor the last three and a half years. I do not know if the members would be prepared 
to meet again. I should like it to be understood, therefore, that the Bureau has the right to 
reorganise the Committee. Since it was originally constituted by the Bureau, it would be iii. 
conformity with a principle adopted by the Commission to leave the Bureau absolute discretion 
as regards its composition. 

Moreover, it is quite clear from M. Massigli's proposal that the Committee is not intended 
to give an opinion on the expediency of budgetary limitation, but only on the means of applying 
a principle already adopted by the majority of the Commission. I should like this point to 
be made quite clearly. Members of the Committee will not have to discuss the arguments for 
or against budgetary limitation. Budgetary limitation, it must be remembered, is simply one 
of the methods of limitation under the Draft Convention, which.will also provide for the limitation 
of effectives, publicity, etc. The experts will not have to give an opinion on the value of bud
getary limitation, for they will not have before them all the factors which the Commission alone 
can appreciate. I wish to point this out, to emphasise the great importance of Lord Cecil's 
observations on the subject. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). - The Roumanian delegation accepts the French delegation's 
proposal and entirely agrees with M. Politis' judicious observations. We feel, as he does, that 
any budgetary limitation accepted by the States will have to be peculiar to each country, taking 
into account all the economic, financial and other factors, and we wish this to be definitely 
stated in the report which will be submitted by the Commission to the Conference.· 

• 
Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I entirely agree with M. Politis' suggestions, which should, 

in my opinion, figure in the report not as the personal suggestions of the delegate of Greece but 
as illustrating our resolution concerning the method for the limitation of land material, that 
is, as a decision of the whole Commission. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). -The Turkish delegation entirely agrees with M. Politis' observations. 

Adoption of the Draft Resolution submitted by the French delegation, with an amendment to 
paragraph (c) and the holding over of Paragraph III for further discussion. 

The President.- Due mention will be made in the report of the observations which have 
just ~ ~ubmitted, and the Commission will, I th~k. appro~e M. Markovitch's proposal that 
?.1. Politis proposal should be regarded as representmg the v1ews of the whole Commission. 

As regards the Committee of Experts, I can reassure M. Colban. The Bureau realising 
the importance of its task, will do its best to reconstitute that Committee. I do ndt know if 
we can still call upon the different members, as I cannot say what the present position is but 
I will certainly go thoroughly into the question. ' 
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In re~ly to_ Lord. Cecil, I may say that his proposals will also receive full consideration. 
The discu~10n bemg closed, I think I may consider the draft resolution submitted by the 

French delegation as adopt~d by the Commission, with the proposed amendment to paragraph (c), 
and that paragraph III will be held over for further discussion. 

Agreed. 

Convening of, and Constitution of, the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

The President. - I may add, in order to avoid any possible confusion, that Lord Cecil's 
proposal was that we shoul<l; try t~ con~e~e the Committee of Experts as soon as possible, perhaps 
even before the close of this sessiOn, if 1t goes on for a few days longer. · 

· C?unt Bernstorff (~rrnany). - It is, of course, understood that this question of the 
Co~nnuttee of Expert:> will not mean any delay in the convening of the Conference. I should 
object to any delay m the convening of the Conference, which is for us the essential matter. 

May I ask if it is the last point of the chapter on Land Material that we are discussing at 
present ? · 

The President.- Yes. 

Proposal by the German delegation regarding prohibition of the more offensive engines of land 
. · warfare. Discussion deferred to Chapter IV. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - In order to conclude the discussion on this point, I may 
say that I have drawn up a proposal which will be circulated in a few minutes. In this proposal 
I have endeavoured to make up for the decision passed the other day by the Commission in the 
matter of land material, by demanding the prohibition of the more offensive engines of land 
warfare. We have included it under Chapter IV, relating to chemical warfare. 

The reason that I am submitting my proposal now is to avoid all difficulty later as regards 
procedure, and so that the question may be discussed in connection with Chaf.ter IV. If you 
think that the proposal should be discussed under the chapter on land materia , may I ask you 
to decide the question now ? Personally I should be quite prepared to discuss it when Chapter IV 
is . being examined. 

The President. - In reply to Count Bernstorff, I may say that as the proposal has not 
yet been circulated it cannot be discussed now. · 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - That is so. 

The President. - I think, as Count Bernstorff suggests that the proposal might be held 
over for Chapter·IV. According to the rule that we have adopted, it should only be discussed 
at the last reading. 

Munir Bey (Turkey).- The Turkish delegation is of opinion that the Committee of Budgetary 
Experts should also include experts of States which have. since taken. part in the work of. the 
Commission. Turkey was not represented _on the Comm1t~ee of Experts and would certamly 
feel entitled to ask that her expert should s1t on the Committee. 

Lord Cecil (British Emp~e). -With regard to ~unir Bey's re~arks! I ~ope that we are 
not going to introduce the ~ational :u'pect of ~he q_uestlon. The essential thmg 1S to get together 
the most qualified people, rrrespectlve of nationality. 

The President. - I quite agree with Lord Cecil, especially as you have asked the Bureau 
to see to the constitution or reconstitution of the Committee of Experts. The Bureau, I can 
assure you, will do its best to find the most competent experts to sit on that Committee, but it 
is impossible for every State to be represented. 

Count Bernstorff (G.ermany). -I shall be very willing to accept the President's suggestion 
(for:the discussion of the German proposal under Chapter IV). 

Our proposal will be circulated in a few minutes. We. were unable, owi~g to the Sun_day 
interval, to have it ready earlier. I may add that I do not mmd when the vote IS taken, proVIded 
that it is voted upon. . 

All that matters so far as I am concerned, is that the proposal should be submitted to the 
Commission, and tha't the latter may consider it. 

The President. - I think that th~ Commission agrees with Count Bernstorff. 
Is it understood that the draft resolution submitted by the French delegation is adopted ? 

M Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I would remark that I abstain on 
this qu~stion. I declared on Saturday that as long as the Soviet ?e_legation's amendment has not 
been discussed and voted upon, I am unable to express any op1mons on other amendments on 
the same question. 
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General de Marinis (Italy). -May I ask the President to say exactly what the Bu~eau 
is required to do as regards the composition of the Committe~ of Experts ? The Comnuttee 
consists of deleg-ates from certain countries, of which I have a list. You agreed to the proposal 
to constitute the Committee; but it already exists. You said that the Bureau ":ould proceed to 
constitute the Committee and would call upon first class experts; but I do not qmte grasp exactly 
what the Bureau proposes to do. 

The President. - In reply to General de Marinis, I have before me a list of the experts 
who sat on the Committee. . . · 

It is clear, referring to what M. Colban said, that w_e mus! try to reconstitute t~e Co~nnttee 
as it was but I do not know if all the members are still available. The Bureau will do Its best 
to conve~e the former members, but we would ask to be allowed a certain latit_u~e, i~ n~cessary, 
that we may call upon other experts to sit on the Committee. ~eneral de. Manms said JUSt now 
that certain countries had been appointed to serve on the Comr~uttee; but If an expert of any one 
of those countries were prevented for some reason from attendmg, he would have to be replaced 
by another expert from the same country. This seems the best solution! but _I would ask t~e 
Commission to allow me a certain discretion in the matter. The Bureau Will do Its best, but will 
naturally have regard to the original constitution of the Committee, 

General de Marinis (Italy). - It is understood that the composition of ~he Committee 
of Experts will be the same as it was originally. Delegates will simply be appomted to repl<~;ce 
those who cannot attend; but it is clearly understood that no country can be added to the list 
or left out. 

The President. - No country will be omitted, but I would ask you to allow me some 
latitude as regards adding other countries. I hope you will trust to the discretion of the Bureau. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). -The Committee of Experts will have a very important duty. 
May I ask the President to inform us as soon as possible of the composition of that Committee, 
so that we may know how matters stand and say if we are in agreement ?_ 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - The Turkish delegation has perfect confidence in the Bureau, but 
as there was some question of replacing absent members of the former Committee who could not 
attend, by representatives of the same countries, we wish to direct the Commission's attention 
to this small point. 

The President. - I propose that the Commission should leave the matter to the Bureau, 
which will do its best t.o reconstitute the Committee as it was originally. If any changes are found 
necessary, I will inform the Commission. 

Agreed. 

31. Statements by the delegates of Greece and Turkey regarding the Treaty of 
Friendship and the Agreement between the Greek and Turkish Govern
ments for the Limitation of Their Naval Armaments, signed at Ankara on 
October 30th, 1930. 

The President.- I call upon the representatives of Turkey and Greece, who have statements 
to make. 

Tevfik Rlistii Bey (Turkey). - I have the honour to inform the Commission that we 
have concluded an agreement with the Greek Government. This agreement, which was signed 
at the same time as the Treaty of Friendship between Turkey and Greece, is designed to put 
a sto:p to the competition in naval armaments and the unnecessary expenditure which that involves. 
It will undoubtedly have the effect of consolidating peace in the Eastern Mediterranean. We 
congra~ulate ourselves on being among the first nations in Europe to contribute by means of 
special agreements towards the creation of an atmosphere favourable to the work of the Disarma-
ment Commission. · 

M. Politis (Greece). - My distinguished friend the Turkish Minister for Foreign Affairs 
and I both thought that the Commission might be interested, when it is about to begin its 
study of the limitation of naval armaments, to receive from the delegations concerned official 
confinnation of the signing at Ankara, on October 30th last, of an agreement between the Greek 
and Turkish Governments for the limitation of their naval armaments. 

This agreement provides as follows: "The High ·contracting Parties, desirous of preventing 
any_ u~ece~ incr~ase in the e~penditure on naval armaments and of proceeding simultaneously 
to limit therr respective forces with due reference to the particular conditions of their respective 
S~ates, unde~ake n?t to p!ace orders for, or to purchase or construct any warship or armaments 
Without preVIously mfonrung the other Contracting Party, six months in advance, in order that 
the two Governments may _thus have an opportunity of preventing any competition in naval 
armaments, by means of a fnendly exchange of views and of explanations between the two Parties 
in a spirit of perfect sincerity." 

The agree~ent is embodied ~n a Protocol annexed to the Treaty of Friendship, signed tile 
~e day, ~nd tt marks the operung of a new era of collaboration, understanding and friendship 
m the relations between the two countries. 

Vv?ten you ~hink,. gent_lemen, what struggles and rivalry those countries· have known for 
centunes, you will realise wtth what joy the two nations received t~e news of their reconciliation. 
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The. real va~ue of th_is agreemen! lies in the f~ct that it was concluded only after the two nations, 
haVIng realised th~Ir co~on. mterests, decided to accept their territorial status as definitive. 
Henceforth, '?n neith~r SI~e wlll there be any question of mental reservations, ulterior motives 
or f~_her claimS. This bemg the case, both countries have realised that since there is now nothing 
to diVIde them, _they can cease to arm against one another and proceed with full confidence to 
co-ope~ate, looking as they do to such co-operation to increase their prosperity and consolidate 
peace m the Near East. 

· I am hap~y and _Proud,_ gentlemen, that my country should have given so signal an example 
and pledge of Its pa~ific attitude. I trust most sincerely that the consecration of this friendship 
between the Republics of Greece and of Turkey will constitute a powerful factor for peace in the 
Balkans and in Europe as a whole. 

. The ~resident. - ~ sh~ •. I am sure, be interpreting the feelings of the whole Commission 
m exp~e;;smg to t_he T~rkish Mm1ster for Foreign Affairs and to our colleague and Vice-President 
M. Politis our sa!1sfactlo~ at the news which they have just announced. 

The conclusiOn of thiS Treaty between two peoples who for centuries were enemies is a matter 
for general rejoicing. 

The Protoc?l which M. Politis has just read and which was appended to that Treaty, constitutes 
an example which we can and ought to follow. I congratulate those two countries and their 
eminent rep~esentativ~ in particular. I feel that the agreements were concluded-and you, 
I am sure, will agree With me-as the result of the efforts of two statesmen of outstanding capacity 
vision and nobility of character. ' 

32. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section II: Naval Armaments. 

The President. - Our draft Convention provided for a series of articles relating to 
naval armaments. The results obtained at the London Naval Conference-results which, as 
Mr. MacDonald himself noted in his letter to the Secretary-General, indicate a real advance 
in the matter of the reduction and limitation of armaments-necessitate some adaptation 
of our text adopted at first reading. This work could not be done better than by the 
representatives of the countries which took so active a part in the London Naval Conference. 

Those delegates forwarded to us the results of their combined effort over a week ago, and 
these results, as document C.P.D.230 1 indicates, are intended as a basis of discussion. To 
the draft submitted by the seven delegations we already have amendments, presented by the 
Soviet, Spanish and Swedish delegations. The Soviet and Spanish delegations have also submitted 
amendments to the text of our draft adopted at first reading. 2 

The position is therefore as follows: we have before us our text adopted at first reading, and 
to this is now appended the draft submitted by the seven delegations. This last-named draft 
constitutes an amendment to the draft adopted at first reading and in its tum is the subject of 
further amendments. · 

The Commission is free to choose between these texts. Should it decide to take the draft 
. framed by the seven delegations as a basis of discussion there would be nothing to prevent it later, 
in connection with the examination of the relevant articles, from considering not only the amend
ments to that text but also, if necessary, the amendments to our text adopted at first reading. 

If the Commission agree on this procedure, I shall propose that the draft of the seven delegations 
be taken as a basis of discussion. 

Agreed. 

General reservation by the Italian delegation. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -In document C.P.D.230, dated November 10th, 1930, which 
has been circulated, you will find a footnote on the first page concemin~ the gene~al reservat~on 
made by the Italian delegation at the London Naval Conference; thiS reservation, regardmg 
methods of naval limitation, I now desire to repeat. 

I have the honour to state, therefore, that the Italian Government is unable to accept any 
specific method for the limitation of naval armaments until ratios of strength and maximum 
levels of tonnage have been fixe~ by the different Powers. . . . . . 

This reservation, of course, will not prevent us fro~_collaboratmg m the techmcal exammatlon 
of the provisions of the draft which we are now exammmg. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) .. -. I want to say a few words in favour 
of the Soviet delegation's Amendment, but perhaps as It lS based upon the text of the proposal 
of the seven States, the latter's representatives may like to say a few words first, and in that case 
I am prepared to wait. 

' N ole by the Set1'elarial. - See Annex 3· . . . . 
• Note by the See1'elarial.- These amendments are given m the text, where they are taken mto dlSCUSSlon. 



33. Setting-up of a Navai Sub-Committee. 

M. Politis (Greece). - The Commissio~ has bef?re. it various amendments to the text, 
submitted by a number of delegations representmg the pnncipal naval Powers, and I would venture 
at this juncture to submit a proposal in regard to procedure. 

1 think it would facilitate our work if we decided now to set up a Sub-Committee on whic_h 
any delegations which so desire might be represented by their nava~ experts, the ~uty of t~Is 
Sub-Committee being to examine the various amenc:Iments, to see which can be retamed, which 
should be rejected, and which should be further amended. 

Once agreement has been arrived ~t i~ the Sub-Committee the discu~sions i~ the plenary 
Commission will be much shorter, and this will mean added clearness and savmg of time. 

My proposal, therefore, is that we should decide to .set up a Sub-Committee on which. any 
delegations that so desire might ~e .rep~esented. by their naval experts. The Sub-Committee 
would sit when the plenary CommiSsion IS not sittmg. 

The President. - May I express my personal view ? I propose that. we should first. hold 
a very brief general discussion. We might then proceed, if necessary, to appomt a Sub-Committee. 

Lord Cecil (Britis~ Empire). - I am far from opposing the id~a of a Sub-~ommi~tee; I 
think that very likely It would be a good plan, and the Sub-Committee could discus~ m the 
afternoons when this Commission is not sitting. But I do hope that no naval expert will misunder
stand me if I say that I trust the representatives of the delegations will be those who have the 
responsibility for decisions in these matters, and that delegates will not try and shift the burden 

·on to the shoulders of their naval experts. I feel very strongly that that wo1,1ld be a mistake 
and put the naval and other experts into a wrong position. Of course they must be consulted, 
and continually consulted, on the technical aspects, but the political delegates of the various 
countries must take the decisions, and therefore I trust M. Politis will be kind enough to move his 
motion allowing for that to be done, and I should then be in full accord with his suggestion. 

I am afraid I do not like the idea of another general discussion. I do not see what we are 
to discuss in general terms. We have to put something in about naval limitation-that was 
decided three years and more ago-and it was decided that it! should be based on these proposals 
before us. What more is there to discuss generally ? I cannot conceive such a discussion being 
useful or saving time, if we have to proceed through a Sub-Committee. M. Litvinoff courteously 
suggested that some of those responsible for the proposal of the seven delegations should explain 
it in general. I am very much obliged to him for his suggestion, but I do not think there is anything 
to explain in general. The proposals seemed quite clear to me, and if there is any doubt or 

·difficulty when we come to it some of those responsible can explain. A general discussion would 
mean long explanations in detail of each paragraph, or it would have to be a mere statement 
of platitudes which would not help us, and I hope Mr. Litvinoff will forgive me if I do not respond. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -The American delegation would 
like warruly to support the proposal of M. Politis for a Naval Sub-Committee to sit concurrently 
~th this Commission. The great advantage o_f that procedure is that, while we are going ahead 
With such matters on our agenda as we have decided to take up, the Naval Sub-Committee can take 
the various amendments to the text submitted by the seven delegations, and deal with them, 
a~d so .bring us the problem reduced to its simplest form with the minimum of problems left for 
discussiOn. Otherwise we may follow a large number of red herrings. 

If we leave to the Naval Sub-Committee the reduction of the problem to its simplest form, 
we may find that the discussion in this Commission will be limited, to the benefit of all concerned. 

. ~s to ~he composition of that Sub-Committee, I feel that Lord Cecil has the most practical 
Idea m ~aymg we should be represented by members of our delegations who are competent to 
take decisiOns, bec_ause the whole I?urpose of !his Sub-Committee is to do some preliminary work 
and to do away With problems which otherWise will take up the time of this Commission. 

The America~ delegation would like to be represented by a political member, and other 
delegations may wiSh the same; perhaps the President would say that each delegation is at liberty 
to choose its representatives as it deems best. 

Now, ~fr. Preside~t, there i.s one step w~ might t~k~ before referring this question to a Naval 
S.ub-Committee-t~at Is, to decide one question of prmciple at any rate. One thing that makes it 
simpler to refer thiS problem to the Naval Sub-Committee is that so far no amendments to our 
draft have been brought forward regarding its form. 

There a~e briefly thr~e types of amenffi?ents now before us: the first class provides for drafting 
chan~es which. can obvwusly be ?ealt With by the Naval Sub-Committee. The second class 
prov!des for adjustments. It remams to be seen whether or not those can be dealt with. They are 
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proper amendm~nts. There is the third category which, to my mind, involves quantitative 
proposals. It ~ be observ~d that in our draft there are a number of figures, and it is explained 
that these are mse~ed as bemg the figures of the existing Treaties-Washington and London
~d ~~t they are giVen for purpos~ ?f illustration and in some cases in order to make the text 
mtelligible. We, the Powers submitting the.draft, have no intention of seeking to impose the 
acceptance _of those figiiTes. They are there for clarity and simplicity. It seems, therefore, 
th~t _there IS ~o reason to substitute other figiiTes, and that the substitution of figures not in 
ex1~tmg Treaties would mean exactly nothing so far as this body is concerned because we have 
decided that we cannot entertain quantitative proposals. ' 

. ~ think it is with~ the power of the Chairman to instruct the Naval Sub-Committee of the 
decision we have taken m the past-namely, that proposals involving quantitative suggestions are 
out of order. 

M. Lin:inoff (Uniori of Sovie~ Socialist Republics).- I am in full agreement with the remarks 
of L~rd Ce~il as to ~he pre~atunty of forming a Sub-Committee at the present time. It would 
cert~mly. give th~ rmpress10n that. the delegat~ are shifting their responsibilities and trying 
to hi~e the q~~t10n from the public. The question of naval armaments has held the attention 
of. th1s Comrrussi?n• ~nd of the whole world, for over three years. We have been wandering in the 
wilderness all t_his time and have. been told that the naval negotiations going on somewhere or 
other would br!ng us to the Promised Land. Now that this promised land has been reached it is 
proposed that It should be shown only to a Sub-Committee. As to Lord Cecil's proposal I think 
It must be left to everyone to explain his point of view in the form he thinks best. Each of the 
proposals before us is inspired by definite ideas, and the authors should be allowed to explain 
t~e ide~s which are the basis of their proposals. ~ would therefore like to insist that some general 
discussion should take place here before the settmg up of a Sub-Committee of experts. 

M. Westman (Sweden}. -Before making up our minds about this question of procedure, 
we ought to know whether the meetings of the Sub-Committee are to be public or not, and whether 
Minutes will be kept. 

M. Cobian (Spain}. -I understand that the representatives of the principal naval Powers, 
which discussed the questions at such length in London, regard it as quite superfluous to have 
a discussion before we set up this Sub-Committee as M. Politis suggests. Nor do I myself wish 
for a discussion if that means loss of time, but I think all the same that we might formulate certain 
principles; the Sub-Committee would give an opinion on them, and would then submit to the 
Commission a text on which we can take a decision. M. Westman has just made a most useful 
observation. If the constitution of this Sub-Committee and the machinery at its disposal make 
it, to all intents and purposes, the same as the Commission itself, we can proceed at once to appoint 
it. But if it is to work on the usual lines, then we ought to consider whether it would not be 
better to formulate certain observations before appointing it. I personally should have no 
observation to offer if, in connection with Article A, and in conformity with the procedure proposed 
by Lord Cecil, which I support, each delegate could bring up any questions of principle which 
interest him. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America}.- I am in entire accord with M. Cobhin's 
views, which seem reasonable. In accepting the proposal of M. Politis, nothing was further from 
my mind than that we should have s~cret meetings or should d? ~nything to suppress discussion. 
Our sole object is to press forwa~d w1th the ':l'ork of the Comrru.ss10n, and we welcom~ the fullest 
discussion. It would be helpful if we had Mmutes of our meetmgs, and my support IS based on 
that understanding. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -The Canadian dele~ation ~ully_ approves. the s~ting-up of a S~b
Committee which it believes should be helpful m cons1denng the difficulties that may anse 
when we e~amine, article by article, the texts which we have taken as a basis for discussion. 
Some of the articles we shall have no difficulty in agreeing upon, but when we find that we have 
difficulties with certain articles or the amendments to them, these might be referred to the Sub
Committee; I cannot see any reason for the Sub-Commi~tee t<~;king .over any other work. from 
the Commission. The problems which do pot offer great difficulties m1ght better be settled m the 
full Commission. 

M. Massigli (France).- I am quite prepared to accept any ~roposal t~t secures the sup.po~ 
of the majority of the Commission. I think, as the ~r. G1bson pomted out, that 1t IS 

essential, if the naval question is referred to <~; Sub;-Comrruttee, that the latter should have full 
publicity. We are of course all agreed on this pomt. 

In practice, moreover, the Sub-Commi~tee will be th_e sam~ as the Com~ission itself, except 
that certain members not being interested m naval quest10~ will not attend 1t. If the p~oposal 
be adopted, the position will be as follows: In. the mornmg we shall hoi~ plenary meetm&s to 
examine the other questions on the agenda, and ~n the afternoon we shall s1t as a Sub-Com~mttee 
to discuss naval questions. Very good; .there ~s. however, one drawback. As Lord ~e~il very 
rightly pointed out, either the Su~ommittee. will be a body of experts and the C?mmlSS.IO~ will 
have to take a decision on the vanous questions afterwards, else the Sub-Comrruttee will Itself 
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tal""t' what are ractically final decisions, which the Commission will simpl.r have to ratify. If 
that be the ca: the responsible representatives of the delegations must contmu!lllY be _Pres!'nt. at 
the proceedinoos ~f the Sub-Committee, and one objection o7cu:s to me. If we dec1de to s1t mornmg 
and afternoon to discuss the naval question, I see no ob]e~hon to the procedure that. has been 

sed but if in the morning we discuss non-naval queshons-aJ?-d th~re are very 1mpor~ant . 
pro~t· ' t t ttled which will require also a good deal of discussion between delegations 
ques 1ons no ye se ' . al · I f 'd th t e outside meetinoas-and if in the afternoon we deal With nav questions, am a ra1 a w 
shall soon have more than we can cope with. . 

The naval question has, however, been prepared to some extent, and_ the _various problems 
clearly defined, while the amendments are specific in character, so. that 1t m1gh~ be bette; to 

di th naval clauses both morning and afternoon. If we examme all the vanous questions 
scuss e diffi ult' at the same time, I am afraid that we might enconnter c 1es. 

Dr. woo Kaiseng (China).- I support M. Massigli's proP?sals and Dr. Riddell's observations. 
Serious difficulties will obviously ensue if we sit both mox:rung and. afte~oon, and even f;om 
the standpoint of the public and of the journalists folloWing our d!S?usslons, our proceedmgs 
might appear somewhat obscure and less easy ·to comprehend. I desrre, therefore, to support 
Dr. Riddell's proposal that we should discuss the articles one by one, and only refer to a Sub
Committee those on which we fail to agree. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I support M. Massigli's proposal, provi~ed that the Sub-Com
mittee's meetings are public, that Minutes are kept and that the delegatiOns can be represented 
by their political members. 

The President. - I feel that M. Massigli's proposal i~ really very _sonnd. It ~ im~ossible 
to discuss certain questions-very important questions-!Il the m<;>rmn~. a!ld qmte dn:te~ent 
questions in the afternoon. It would be much better to contm~e the d!scuss10n_m the CommiSSion. 
My suggestion is that we should meet to discuss n~val q_ueshons both mornmg and afternoon. 
It is nnderstood that there would be no general discussion. 

M. Massigli (France). -I did not intend to propose that. the Commission should meet 
morning and afternoon, but that the Sub-Committee should do so. 

The _President. - This Sub-Committee would then be exactly on the lines of the plenary 
Commission, and Minutes of its proceedings would be kept. 

M. Massigli (France). -The technical delegateS would simply be present. 

The.President.- We must be quite clear. Does the Commission desire to continue the 
discussions nnder the conditions which have governed the general discussion, or does it wish a 
Sub-Committee to deal with the matter ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I hope the Commission will not think me terribly pedantic, 
but I have a great fondness for seeing any proposition that is submitted to the Commission decided 
by the Commission before we proceed to any other proposition. 

I nnderstood M. Politis had moved a definite motion that this matter should be referred 
to a Sub-Committee. I hope that we shall decide that question now. Then we can decide 
when that Sub-Committee is, or is not, to sit, whether mornings or afternoons, or only in the 
afternoons. That is a separate matter. I hope we shall now decide whether we agree with M. Politis 
or do ~ot agree with him, that this being a matter of great detail is more suitable ·to a Sub
Committee than to the whole Commission. I personally hope we shall accept M. Politis' motion 
In any case, I hope the President will be good enough to put it to the Commission. 

M. Colban (Norway). -Before we can decide on M. Politis' proposal, the Commission ought 
to know whether the Sub-Committee is to sit simultaneously with the Commission. If it is not 
to do so, I shall vote in favour of the proposal, but I cannot do so otherwise. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I feel that the question raised by M. Colban is quite a subsidiary 
one. The real point is the question of method. The· idea in suggesting a Sub-Committee was 
that for a large number of delegations-unless I am mistaken-these questions are of no interest 
at. all~ or only_ of secondary interest. I felt, therefore, that the Commission could get on better 
With Its exammation of this question if its numbers were limited, as it would be able to arrive 
more quickly at results. 

Should you endorse this view, you will decide first to set up a Sub-Committee. Then will 
rome the question of when it is to sit, and whether it is to sit at a different time from the 
Commission or simultaneously. 

_M. Massigli's o~jection would have the result that the plenary Commission would not sit 
until the Su~mtttee has conc~uded ~ts work, but I repeat-and I think I am no more pedantic 
tha!ll.ord Cecil-that the. q~estlons will have to be thoroughly dealt with. You will have to 
&clde •. first of all, on the PfiJ?ctple of setting up a Sub-Committee. If you decide in the affirmative, 
Y= ~11. next have to dec1de whether the Sub-Committee is to sit simultaneously with the 
CommlSSwn or not, · 
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Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I agree entirely with M. Colban's view, and my vote will 
depen~ ?n whether the ~ub-Col!lmittee is or is not to sit simultaneously with the plenary 
Com~ISS!On. Our ~elegabon desires, for very special reasons, that all its members should take 
part m the proceedmgs both of the Sub-Committee and of the Commission. 

T~e. President. - I can a~swer M. Markovitch at once: it is impossible for the Plenary 
Comm1ss~on: and the Sub-Committee to sit simult;meously, since we adopted the principle
Lord Cecil, If I remember rightly, brought it up at the begirming-that the responsible delegates 
should themselves sit on the Sub-Committee. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I am in favour of the proposal of 
M. Politis as to the procedure of voting on this question. I understand this proposal is that 
we are going to vote, whether there should be a Sub-Committee or not, and that if we vote against 
it, it does not mean that we may not decide to form a Sub-Committee at a later date. We are 
voting only on the question: Is the sub-committee to be formed immediately or not ? 

The President. - I put to the vote M. Politis' proposal for the immediate setting up of a 
Sub-Committee. It is understood that it would be on the lines just suggested by the Mr. Gibson 
-that is, Minutes would be kept and there would be the necessary publicity. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The President. - The principle of the constitution of this Sub-Committee having been 
adopted, we now have to decide when it will sit, and it is understood that it will not be at the 
same time as the plenary Commission. I propose that we should adjourn the plenary Session 
and meet morning and afternoon, but not before 4.30 in the afternoon. The meeting would be 
adjourned at 6.30. We want two hours, but not a minute longer. 

It is understood, then, that we are to set up a Sub-Committee for naval questions and that 
that Sub-Committee will meet morning and afternoon until the subject has been thoroughly 
discussed. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -Now that we have agreed to set up this Sub-Co~itt~e we 
might decide, as it is understood that ?-II the delegates can take pa~t ~ i~s proc~e~mg~, simply 
to do away with the word "Sub-Committee". Actually, the CommissiOn IS contmumg 1ts work. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I have no objection in principle to this suggestion. S.till. there is a 
difference. The Commission has decided to resolve itself into a smaller Comm1ttee, but the 
work of this Committee will have to be approved by the plenary Commission. Delegations 
which do not desire to take part in the work of this smaller Committee will have to vote on the 
final decision to be taken on the conclusions of this body. 

The President. - In that case I adjourn the meeting of the .Commission, but we. continue 
to sit as a Sub-Committee, and any delegates who do not wish to s1t on the Sub-Comm1ttee may 
retire if they so desire. 

The meeting was adjourned at zz.zo p.m. 
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FIRST MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Monday, November I7th, I9JO, at I2.25 p.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

34- Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section II: Naval Armaments (document 
C.P .D.zu, Annex r). 

(Basis of discussion: Document C.P.D.230 (Annex 3 to the Minutes). 

DISCUSSION ON ARTICLES A, B, C. 

Arlicle A. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war, 

other than exempt vessels (as specified in Annex I) and Special Vessels mentioned in Annex II, 
to the figures laid down in Table I. 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the present 
treaty. 

Higi Cmrlradiag Pany. 

Arlicle B. 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

Table I. 

Total (Global) TDr~nage 

Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting Party 
intends to distnl>ute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total (global) tonnage 
which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

The maximum displacement and gun calibre limits of the several categories shall be as laid 
down in this Treaty.1 

Table II. 

Categories 
High Contracting Parties 

(defined in Annex III) 

I I I I I I A. B. c. D. E. F. G. 

(a) Capital Ships . . . . . . . 
--~ -- ----

(b) Aircraft Carriers . . . . . 
------------

(c) Cruisers . . . . . . . . 
Light(~ (i) Guns of more than 6.r" 

(ii) Guns of 6.r" and Jess. 
Vtssels ------ ----. 

(d) Destroyers . . . . . . . . 
------------. 

(e) Submarines. . . . . . . . 

t.,' a ;: ~~kw A atld B, tbe Italian Delegation expreased the opinion that they should be replaced 

* Tbe I.imitatiuD of aaval armament accepted by each of the High Contraeting Parties iR indicated in the 
~ 'Table '', , 
.~ * Wbiclt ~be the Table II attached to tbia document. r~ .. nuently the Italian Delegation is in favour 
on~ Table I.'' -....,.. 
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Article C. 

· Within t~e limits of the total (glo_bal) ton_n~ge shown_ for each Hi~h Contracting Party in 
!a_ble I, and m the absence of more stnct cond1tlons resultmg from spec1al conventions to which 
1t 1s or ~ay_ become a pa~y, each_ of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfe.r of the 
tonn~&e mdicated for 1t m the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
cond1tlons: 

(!) The tonnages b~ categ?ry shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall m no case be the O~Ject of mcrease beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

(2) Before the laYing-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferr~d tonn~ge has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contra~tmg Part1es of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that la1d down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Table III: Rules for Transfer. 

AMENDMENTS BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION TO ARTICLES A, B AND C. 

The President. - There are amendments to Articles A B and C by the Soviet delegation 
which are as follows: ' ' 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to reduce the existing tonnage by . . . % by limiting 
to the figures fixed in Table I the total (global) tonnage of their ·vessels of war other than exempt 
vessels (as specified in Annex I). 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the present 
Treaty. 

Article B. 

The High Contracting Parties whose navy exceeds 2oo,ooo tons agree to limit their total 
tonnage in conformity with the classes and figures fixed in Table II. 

Article C to be deleted. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- I shall have some difficulty in limiting 
myself only to Article A, as Articles A, B and C together, in my opinion, form one method of 
restricting naval armaments. You cannot treat of one article in our proposal without dealing 
with the other two also, so I must speak on the three Articles together. Together they constitute 
the idea which pervades the Soviet pr-oposal. 

In this connection I would like to remind the Commission that the discussion on Naval 
Armaments has been delayed for over three years in the expectation that the naval negotiations 
going on in certain States would help us to overcome the difficulties that have been met with 
in this Commission. We have now got the outcome of those naval negotiations and we are, 
of course, entitled to ask ourselves whether the proposals put forward in document C.P.D.230 
really afford a solution and remove the difficulties which have prevented the Commission so far 
from coming to an agreement on Naval Armaments. I can see no solution in the proposals which 
are put forward by the seven States, because, after all, the point at issue was whether to choose 
the global method for the limitation of tonnage or the method of limitation by categories. And 
what is the situation now ? Article A proposes global limitation compulsory for all the contracting 
parties. Article B merely stipulates that each country should itself classify, according to category, 
the tonnage allowed to it. It is obvious that it is publicity, and not the limitation of categories, 
that is meant here. Article C allows any country to make transfers, with supplementary publicity 
throughout the term of the Convention. This alteration, however, is subject to certain limits 
which ·cannot be exceeded. 

The percentage allowed for transfers from one category to another will depend upon whether 
we adopt the global or the category method. Should, for instance, a roo% transfer be allowed, 
there will be no limitation except global limitation, whereas with strict tonnage figures and only 
a trifling percentage' of transfer we shall have limitation by categories. A scheme which places 
no limits on transfers practically shifts from the Commission to the Conference the problem of 
choosing the method itself as well as set~ling on the figures. The bl~nk space in Table III shows 
that no practical agreement as to· a uniform method has been arnved at by the Seven States 
themselves. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the partial reduction of armaments cannot be based 
on the individual method of establishing rates acceptable for all. That method is bound to 
come up against enormous, if not in~urmountable, difficulties. ~t there!ore propos~ propo~ion~l 
reduction with certain exceptions m favour of weaker countnes. Th1s proposal 1s embodied m 
the Soviet draft of Article A and Table I. At the same time they consider it would be fair for 
big sea Powers, with unifonnly organis~d na~es, to limit them by categories in accordance with 
Table II, while States with smaller nav1es, Wlth, let us say, a total tonnage of less than 2oo,ooo, 
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w1.>uld be subj~t to global limitation only. This principle wi~ be found in Arti~le B, and in the 
pn>po~d removal of Article C. That is the essence of the Sovtet proposal on Articles A, B and C. 

I \\ish to repeat that one cannot accept one Article of the proposal without acceptin!? at 
the same time the other Articles. I would therefore propose that members of the dele&atlons 
who speak after me should give their opinions on the_proP?sal as a whole-not only Arttcle A, 
but all three Articles-as on a single method of dealmg Wlth ~aval Armame!lts. We propose 
that the big sea Powers should accept the method of_ reduction by categones, and that the 
smaller countries should accept the method of reduction by global ton~age. We shall then 
ha'-e to draw a line bet\\-een the big sea Powers and the smaller countnes.. ~or t~e smaller 
countries \\-e suggest a fi.,aure not exceeding 200 ooo tons. Perhaps the Commtss10n will propose 
another fi.,aure, and the Conference yet another 'figure. We suggest not only limitation but also 
a proportional reduction of the existing navies. I can foresee that some delegates wh? do not 
a.,oree with the principle of proportional reduction mayproposesomeothermethods-for mstance, 
some progressive proportional reduction-the bigger the · sea Power the greater the decrease 
in its armaments, to which I should have no objection to offer . 

.Yay I add a few words more? I wish only to say tha_t Articie A in the proposal ~f t~e 
se'-en delegations (Document C.P.D. 230) differs in another pomt from the correspondmg ~bcle m 
the So'iet amendment. That is where mention is made that "the High Contracting Parttes agree 
to limit the total (global) tonnage of their· vessels of war, other than exempt vessels (as specified 
in Annex I) . . . u. These exemptions do not exist in our proposal. We do not know exactly what 
>essels will be included in the list of exemptions, but some idea may be found if we refer to the 
London Naval Treaty. Therein is a list already drawn up, and if you look at it you will ~e 
struck bv the dimensions of the exempted vessels. For instance, the total tonnage of the spectal 
YeSSeis of the five Powers exempted by the Treaty of London was equivalent to 87% of the 
Italian Navy. We regard it in this way: If States build such ships or want to maintain them, 
they should be included in the global tonnage at their disposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I will do my best to say a few words in answer toM. Litvinoff. 
It is rather difficult to deal with the number of proposals in the Soviet amendment, Articles A 
and B. I will take them one by one. 

The first change is that instead of limiting the total tonnage of the vessels of war as stated 
in the Table, M. Litvinoff proposes to reduce that tonnage by percentage. Well, I do not 
think that would do at this stage, because you do not know the existiJ?.g tonnages, and, apart 
from that, it would mean the existing proportional strengths of navies would continue as it is 
at present, and that, for many reasons, is not a practical solution. 

I want to guard myself by saying that once you have a General Treaty on Disarmament 
yon have the levels of every one's armament fixed, and then the system of reducing by percentage 
might be nsefnlly employed, and perhaps you will have to reduce in that way. But first you 
have to fix the armaments at a figure the various. States agree to accept at the present time. 

The second proposal in Article A is to get rid of the special vessels, and I think there is a 
rob-understanding here. As I understand it, what was proposed in London-and indicated in 
this Article- was that there should be a list of certain vessels difficult to classify in any existing 
or proposed category, and that they should be allowed to go on until they came to a natural 
termination by age, and after that tonnage which replaces them should be included in the total 
tonnage of the vessels limited by the Treaty. So that special vessels are only a temporary 
exception to the general principle of limiting the tonnage of the various fleets. I think that 
is not an unreasonable proposal in order to bring the Treaty into force. 

The next proposal is to get rid of the system of limitation by categories, modified by a 
p<JWer of transfer from one category to another, to forbid all transfers under all circumstances, 
and to draw a sharp line at 200,000 tons and say that all fleets above that line should be limited 
!:'Y categ~ and all fleets below it should be limited by total tonnage. I do not think that 
JS a practiCal proposal, and I can say so the more freely because I remember that, in 1927, I 
ventured to make ~ yr?J>05al on these lines, and it was rejected and has never been revived by 
tbr.ISf:: ~-ho are consule1ing these problems. There are a number of other objections which I will 
not elab<Jl"ate.. One seems fata!. If you fix a hard and fast level like 2oo,ooo tons, you will 
have a flret Wl~ Z?OfJOI i?DS hmited in one way, and a fleet of 199.999 tons limited in another 
~ay, and that JS Jmprac_tJCable. "You need something more elastic and supple, and in the 
arrnrnstanct:5 I ask the Sub-Committee to reject the amendment of the Soviet delegation. 

M. We.tman {Sweden).- I should like to commence with a quotation. During the discussions 
in r.Mr V.Jmmi<o!!ion IIIIIJ29 Mr. GitNm, the representative of the United States, made a declaration 
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from whic~ I would venture to quote. The passage is a short but highly significant one. 
Mr. _Gtbson's-w<?rds.were: "Aside from the signatories of the Washington Treaty there is 

no concetvable combmahon of naval power which could threaten ~he safety of any of the principal 
naval Powers." 1 

To !BY mind, this declaration puts the question which we are discussing on -its proper plane. 
I _wp.l make a few preliminary observations in order to clear up the situation, before expressing 

an opmton on the vanous proposals before us. · 
Under the terms of Article A of the proposals of the seven Powers, fleets would be limited 

globally-the method consistently advocated by the Swedish delegation. Under Article B, 
however, .t~e category method is advanced as a second principle and we are invited to maintain 
the defimhons of the various categories of vessels as laid down at Washington and London. 
Nat~r3:lly, t~ese .categories are conceived from the standpoint of the requirements oflarge navies, 
and 1t ts obv10us that the unmodified application of such categories to small navies will not be an 
easy matter. 

As a concrete instance of the difficulties afforded by such application, I should like to put 
some figures relating to one of the great navies, say with a tonnage of r,ooo,ooo tons, alongside 
those of a small navy of about roo,ooo tons . 

. · If we take the classification given in document C.P.D.230, (Annex 2) we shall have five 
dtfferent categories. When we come to distribute the total (global) tonnage of one of the great 
navies over these five categories, very large tonnage figures (frequently several hundred thousand 
tons) have to be inserted in each category. In other words, you will have in each category a 
tonnage figure equal to the total (global) tonnage of three or four small fleets. . . 

On the other hand, to show you what would be the effect of applying the five-category 
system to a smaller navy the manner in which the tonnage would be split up by such an operation 
-some ro,ooo tons per category-! would point out that, if navies of a great Power like Great 
Britain or the United States of America had their tonnage similarly distributed, we should have 
to provide, not five but fifty or sixty categories. 

My sole object in making these remarks is to stress the tremendous difference between large 
navies and the small navies for which we are at present trying to find the best and most equitable 
methods of limitation. . 

The proposals before us clearly prove also that their advocates realise the impossibility of 
imposing the London category system unchanged on small navies and the need of modifying 
that system so as to give it the flexibility necessary for the needs of such navies. 

Table III of Article C, showing within what limits transfers may be made, has been left 
blank, so that it is at present impossible to give an opinion on the real effect of the proposals. 

It will clearly be our duty to discuss this problem; but I would like to say, here and now, 
that it is very difficult to commit oneself to a course, or to adopt a principle or a solution without 
knowing whither they lead. . · 

. To ensure the necessary flexibility in the navies referred to, other methods than tho~e 
contemplated in the document might certainly be conceived. For example, navies below a certam 

. limit should not be entirely exempt from regulation (except, of course, publicity). A provision 
might be made determining the categories specially adapted to the types of ships and to the 
requirements of small navies. I will not at the moment go into further details of the various 
possibilities which offer themselves. The Swedish delegation has just handed to the Bureau a 
concrete proposal which we shall have to discuss. . 

. To know which solution to choose, it would clearly be very helpful to have some explanations 
of the intentions of the authors of the proposal in document C.P.D.230. For this purpose, I 
would like to put two questions. 

I. Article A lays down the so-called total (global) tonnage principle, and .AJ:ticleB refers. to 
a Table which will show the tonnage per category and the way in which each H1gh Contractmg 
Party intends to distribute the total (global) tonnage. . 

Will this distribution by category be made by the Disarmament Conference; or simply at 
the Conference by each State, after any necessary discussion, with the countries specially 
interested ? 

II. Article C provides that States may effect a transfer of !onnage in the diffe~ent cat~gories; 
but it states at the same time that the tonnage by category shall m no case be the obJect of mcre~e 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table Ill. As Table III does not exist for the moment th1s 
is tantamount to saying that the document in question provides for the right of transfer _but 
makes no regulations on the subject. Do the authors of the proposals intend that these regulations 
should be made by the Preparatory Commission or only by the Disarmament Conference ? 

The President. - I did not want to interrupt M. Westman but I would remind him that 
we are at present discussing Article A, and not Article C. I would therefore suggest that 
M. Westman should continue his speech later. We must now vote on the Soviet "amendment. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- Unless I am _mistaken, ~- L!tvinoff urg~d th:tt _the Art!cles could 
not be dealt with separately. As no one ratsed any obJection, I take 1t this IS the view of the 
Commission. 

• Note by the Secr•tariat. - See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), page 58. 
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.\s f..\r as I am concerned, I cannot vote before receiving a reply to the questions I have 
r.t~- If the Soviet amendment is put to the vote now, I shall have to abstain. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Other delegates and I myself are anxious t_o satisfy 
:U. Westman. but it was impossible to prevent M. Litvinoff presenting his case on Arhcles A, B 
and C.. Article .\ is St>parate from Articles B and C, and we can vote on Article A witho,ut inter
fering "ith .\rticle C. The amendments on that point will have to be carefully considered, b~cause 
it is one of the most contentious articles in. the Draft. I hope we shall vote now on Arhcle A, 
reserving the discussion for Article C. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I can only say that I regard these three articles as closely 
connected. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I wish to answer the criticisms made 
bv Lord Cecil, in the first place as regards special vessels· outside of existing categories. Lord 
c.eoi.·s arguments are not convincing, and I cannot see why such vessels should not be limited 
under the general category of light vessels. We have, for instance, in the list of special vessels 
attached to the London Naval Treaty vessels built as recently as 1924-surely these should be 
limited in one way or another. Then I understood Lord Cecil to say that it was impossible to draw 
any qistinction between the naval Powers because it was difficult to agree as to figures. And that, 
if we take the figure of the Soviet proposal of 20o,ooo tons, States with 200,001 tons would have 
to be treated differently from States which have 199,999 tons. 

This seems to me almost as metaphysical as the problem of when baldness may be said to 
begin: after the loss of the two-thousandth or of the two-thousand-and-first hair. Naturally if 
we want to dra:w a distinction between naval Powers, we must insert some figure as to their 
tonnage. The Swedish delegation also gives figures 1, namely, Ioo,ooo tons; so Lord Cecil's 
objection ought to apply to their proposal too, and to the Spanish amendment which put an 
~ :& D. to be replaced by a definite figure. If we follow up the argument of Lord Cecil we shall 
have to treat small and great Powers alike, which is exactly what the Soviet delegation is 
opposed to. 

Lord Cecil has said we cannot reduce armaments until we know what existing armaments 
amount to. But surely we can get more or less precise fuformation as to existing armaments 
from the figures given in the Armaments Year Book of the League of Nations. 

~twill be the position if the Soviet proposal for the reduction of naval armaments is rejected 
and we keep strictly to the limitation of armaments ? What would be the tonnage of the various 
naries? Some idea may be formed from a study of the London Naval Treaty, which is offered 
to us as the prototype of any future Convention on naval armaments, and has been commended 
to us in the letter referred to by the President and by the· President himself. The outstanding 
fact is that the total figures for the displacement of the navies of the three Parties to the Agreement 
came, on llarch Ist, 1930, to 2,979,000 tons, and by 1936 these figures for the same three Powers 
are to be 2,g/)9,ooo tons. Thus the Treaty gives no reduction in naval armaments for the next 
six years, but at the best stabilisation at the preSt>nt level of naval forces. If this Treaty is to 
become a prototype of a common agreement with regard to general, and not merely naval, 
disarmament, then, indeed, not merely disarmament, but the very reduction of armaments is 
decided in advance in the negative. 

If we consider that the total displacement for crniSt>rs and aircraft carriers (newer than twenty 
years) built by March Ist, 1930, comes to 814,8oo tons, and that for the same categories the London 
Xaval Treaty allows for a total tonnage of I,222,ooo--i.e. an increase of 407,200 tons, or so per 
cent-with the disposal by the three Powers of only nine battleships, and precisely those which 
are oldest, weakest, and perhaps obsolete, we shall have an actual increase in the destructive 
powers of those navies. 

That gives an idea of the result of a disarmament conference conducted only on the method 
p£Oposed by the seven States. It is for that reason the Soviet delegation must earnestly insist 
that something be done for reduction and not only for limitation. 

The figures given by me are taken from official American documents which can be put at the 
disposal of the Commission if desired. 

The President.- It is past one o'clock and there are still two delegates to speak. I would 
ask them to be good enough to refrain. 

The meeting rose at I.5 p.m. 

' ]o"'Jie "Y tlu Sea-ettwiat. -See page 157 of the minutes. 
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Held on Monday, November I7th, at 4.30 p.m. 

President: 1\I. LouDON (Netherlands). 

35- D~scuss~on on Chapter II: Material. - Section II: Naval Armaments (continuation). 
-Discussion on Article A (Document C.P.D.230) Annex 3 of the minutes (continuation). 

AMENDMENTS BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION (continuation). 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I assume we are dealing with 
the amendment to Article A, submitted by the Soviet Delegation (document C.P.D.239).1 

The President. -Yes. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - In connection with that I would 
like to ~aw th~ attention of the _Commissio~ to something which happened in the first part 
of the s1xth sess1on. At the meetmg on Apnl 19th, 1929, reported on page 37 of the Minutes 
of the Sixth Session (document C.195.l\L74·1929.IX), the President began by reading a document 
prepared by the Bureau, of which paragraph 2 reads as follows: 

" The ·commission has not seen its way to adhere to the method of reduction based 
on the proportional principle. At the same time, there is nothing to prevent the Government 
representatives assembled at the Conference, when they finally come to draw up the 
Disarmament Convention, from taking account of this principle or of any other similar 
objective criterion in addition to those indicated in Article 8 of the Covenant." 

This document was adopted by the Commission, as shown on page 41 of the same Minutes. 
It seems clear that, unless the Commission decides to re-examine the question of principle 

and 'to reverse its former finding, the Soviet amendment is out of order, in that it clearly provides 
a method of reduction based on the proportional principle. 

M. Massigli (France). - I asked to speak this morning in order to dispel' what seemed 
to me to be a misunderstanding between the Swedish and British delegation. 

l\1. Westman pointed out, perfectly justly, that Articles A, B and C were inter-connected: 
my own opinion is that we cannot take these articles separately, as they form an indivisible 
whole. 

The question at present under discussion does not, in my opinion, refer to Article A, 
together with Articles B and C; it is rather whether we shall take into consideration the principle 
of proportional reduction embodied in the Soviet amendment : when that is disposed of, we 
shall have to decide on Articles A, B, and C in conjunction as M. Westman has pointed out. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- M. Litvinoff seems to think my attitude is against reduction. 
' My attitude is that you must begin by finding some means of settling the amount of tonnage 

each country is going to have and then you can proceed with reduction. Personally, I very 
much hope that when we come to the actual Conference we shall be able to agree to a considerable 
reduction. • 

M. Cobian (Spain). - I want to explain why I cannot support the amendment defended 
this morning by M. Litvinoff. The Soviet delegation has always demanded the reduction, as 
well as the limitation, of armaments. In the case of land armaments, I had no objection to 
this criterion of M. Litvinoff's, from my own country's standpoint; but as regards the limitation 
of naval armaments our situation is quite different, and that is why I shall be quite unable to 
support this proposal, which provides for proportional reduction, and only contemplates limitation 
on the basis of an all-round reduction of navies. 

Spain occupies quite a special situation in this respect, as we have at present a very small 
navy .. In all our proceedin~s, however, at the Con~erence or at th~ Prepara!ory ~ommi~sion, 
there is one common denommator--namely, the attamment of the obJect mentioned m Art1cle 8 
of the Covenant. According to this article, the reduction and limitation of armaments should 
be carried out to the lowest point consistent with each country's safety and national defence. 

As regards the problem of naval armaments, from the Spanish point of view, the question 
is absolutely vital to us. We have, as you know, a very ex_tensive coas_t line, as w~ll as islands, 
which compel us to keep a navy sufficient, from an exclusively defensive standpomt, to enable 
us in the event of a conflict, to defend our neutrality and contribute to the maintenance of 
w~rld peace. That is why we cannot give unqualified support to the principle of naval reduction. 
Now, M. Litvinoff's proposal does not provide for any exception and we cannot therefore adopt 

1 Note by the Secrela•iat. - See Annex 4· 
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it for the ~a:Solls I have just given, and for th()se already expressed by the United States 
re~utath-e. 

1 have some remark-s to make on Article A, but I leave it to the President whether I do 
so immediately or later. 

The President. - Preferably later. Mr. Gibson has pointed out that ther~ is a CJ.Uesti?n 
of procedure involved. The Soviet delegation's amendment reopens ~he question decided m 
the first part of our session regarding the principle of proportional reduction.. We must the~ef?re 
decide whether we want to reopen this question, which has already been decided; the Commission 
is free to do so. but I am bound to point out that the question was decided in the first part.of 
the session. In such circumstances the simplest way is to put· the principle of the Soviet 
amendment to the vote. 

l\1. Westman {Sweden). - As M. Massigli maintains that the three articles A,. B and C 
form an indivisible whole, I agree with the procedure proposed. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I am glad to hear from Lord Cecil 
that he is not a.,aainst reduction, and that he admits that the Disarmament Conference should 
tal-e some decisions favouring reduction. That being so, it is for this Commission, which is to 
prepare the work of the Disarmament Conference, to propose some definite scheme .. What 
Commission, if not this, will have to prepare what the Conference V~-ill have to deal With ? 

With regard to the remarks of the Spanish delegate that he cannot vote for proportional 
reduction because he is in favour of certain exceptions on behalf of small countries, I should 
like to remind him that on every occasion when I have advocated proportional reduction, I 
always made a proviso for exceptions for smaller countries, and that holds good for naval 
armaments too. I am not against the Spanish or any other delegate introducing an amendment 
to this effect, and_ if such an amendment is submitted I shall support it. 

Now a few words on the question of procedure. The delegate who spoke against the Soviet 
amendment to Article A pointed out that this amendment was out of order because the Commission 
had taken a decision against proportional reduction. That is quite true, but at the beginning 
of this ~on it was decided that the Commission could go back on certain decisions which 
had been taken previously, and the Commission must decide whether the present question is 
sufficiently important to allow of reversing the previous decision. We have had no discussion 
so far on second reading in regard to naval disarmament, so the question should be discussed 
now, and not at the third reading, and if fue Sub-Committee is against proportional reduction, even: 
in respect of naval armaments, they can vote on it. 

I would only say a few words more. It is precisely on the question of naval armaments 
that certain Powers have tried to come to an agreement with regard both to methods and 
figures. and fuey failed in those negotiations. They failed in all fueir efforts. I had hoped 
this would have been a lesson to them and that they would have drawn the conclusion that 
fue only way to obtain reduction is not to prejudice the interests of any country, but by adopting 
a universal mefuod. 

If iliey have not learned this lesson, ilien fue case is hopeless. Eighteen months have 
passed since the resolution was adopted and I thought perhaps views might have changed in 
that time. We have seen many instances of opinions changing, but if the Commission decides 
against proportional reduction, that does not necessarily mean the rejection of the Soviet 
amendment, because this amendment contains the principle, not only of proportional reduction, 
but of reduction as such. 

Anoilier characteristic of ilie amendment .is in regard to the list of special vessels, and I 
think this should be taken separately; I would ask the Sub-Committee to vote on these three 
points separately. • 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I think it my duty to explain the Italian delegation's attitude 
to the amendment submitted by fue Soviet delegation. In doing so I shall, perhaps, have to 
go beyond the limits of Article A. This is inevitable, however, because in discussing Article A 
we must also necessarily refer to Articles B and C, since they all deal with the same problem. 
lL Westman made the same reniark this morning, quite justifiably, as I think. 

I shall first explain, as shortly and clearly as possible, the Italian delegation's attitude on 
the method of naval limitation. This attitude is based on the reservation appearing on the 
fi~-t page of the draft (document C.P.D.230), and it signifies that we cannot-and I believe 
rvme of ns can-decide on the fairness or the practicability of any method of limitation from a 
r~ely tlu:•'.Jretical standpoint. 

Such a method must be considered with regard to the basic factor of limitation. This basic 
factrx is repr(:S(.-nted by the proportions and maximum levels of tonnage fixed for each navy. 
YrM may r<:ply: "But even if these proportions and maximum levels are only to be fixed at the 
VK,kfenr..e, is that a reason why we should abstain from discussing questions of method here ? " 
I dr~ rvA giJ sr~ far as that.. Just a<> we co-operated in the Technical Committees in the London 
~aval VK•ference, so we ~nten~ to co-operate in this Sub~mm.ittee, provided it is understood 
tiu.t oor general re!ieJ'Vatvm wdl none the less be fully mamtamed. 

n.~ tll:tJ~ratirm i.:o perhaps sup<<rfiuous, but it explains the Italian delegation's attitude 
tF.I'Ir<orth lsi .. Litvir11Aft amendrm.-nt. 

• 
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The central idea o~ M. ~itvinoff's proposal seems to me to be a reduction of existing tonnage; 
and there we agree With hun, for we, too, advocate not merely limitation, but reduction. 

Where we cannot follow: the Soviet delegation is when it asks for existing tonnage to be 
~ed?ce~ ~y a percentage that 1~ to be fixed; this, I understand, is a reduction percentage applicable 
mdi~cnmmately and automatically to all navies. On this point we cannot agree, because the 
Sovtet proposal overlo<;>ks what we believe should be the prerequisite condition, the basis, so 
to speak, of all reduction-namely, agreement on the levels of the various navies. 

. In this connection let me. make a short digression, which must come at this point because 
tt refers to a statement M. Litvinoff made this morning. 

~pe?-king of t~e large tonnage o~ th~ special vessels specified by the London Naval Treaty, 
M. Lttvmoff mentioned a figure whtch tmpressed the Sub-Commttee as well as the public the 
more so as it appeared that the figure referred to Italy only. ' 

M. Litvinoff has kindly explained to me that the figure of 87 per cent which he gave should 
~e understood to mean that the total tonnage of the special vessels of the five Powers which 
stgned the London Naval Treaty amounted to 87 per cent of the Italian navy. 

On that point, I would observe that, at the London Naval Conference, the Italian delegation 
tried to limit the exempted tonnage as far as possible. 

I now come to another aspect of the question, one which has already been ·presented in the 
discussion in theform of a dilemma: global tonnage, or limitation by categories ? 

You have read our note at the foot of the draft (document C.P.D.230), worded as follows: 

" With reference to Articles A and B the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that 
they should be replaced by a single article stating: 

"' The limitation of naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting 
Parties is indicated in the annexed Table . . . ' which might be the Table II 

. attached to this document. 

"Consequently, the Italian delegation is in favour of suppressing Table 1." 

This note has been taken to mean that the Italian delegation, which had formerly maintained 
the principle of global tonnage has now gone over, bag and baggage, to the opposite party which 
advocates strict limitation of all navies by the system of categories. Such an interpretation is far 
too ingenuous to be exact. It is quite incorrect that we have changed our views, or that we now 
propose to combat what we yesterday advocated. It is still our conviction that the global tonnage 
method is more equitable for all countries who do not wish to spend too much money on building 
up a navy, and that this method is therefore more suitable than that of reduction by categories. 

We supported this principle. for years without convincing its opponents, until we were begged 
to leave principles on one side and work for a solution on practical grounds. 

In compliance with this request we went to London and there endeavoured; with the other 
Powers, to find a solution. The solution has not yet been found so far as we are concerned, and 
that is why we maintain our reservation. 

But Articles A and B of the draft (document C.P.D.23~) raise quite a different ques
tion. They refer to a Table No. I and a Table No. II, .the first being a table of global tonnage 
and the second showing how this global tonnage will be allocated. If I am not mistaken, Table 
No. II is not optional but obligatory, and I believe I am also right in thinking that the phrase 
"the way in which each High Contracting Party intends to distribute", etc., means that such 
distribution will not be left to the option (ad libitum) of each Power; that, I think, implies that 
the system proposed in the draft is the system of limitation by categories. 

What is the use, then, of Table No. I ? 

It seems to me that this Table has no significance, serves no purpose and may more likely 
lead to difficulty and confusion. In the first place, it would contain figures which would not be 
comparable as between the various navies, since they would be merely the result of totalling the 
figures in Table No. II, which may not have the same significance in every country. Secondly, 
the table seems to exclude the possibility of any special agreement, between two or more Powers 
who might succeed in making a preliminary arrangement based on a different method of limitation. 

On the other hand, I do not ignore the argument which has been used this morning and will 
no doubt be frequently repeated in this Sub-Committee, that, as regards the method of limitation, 
the situation of a country with a large navy differs from that of a country with a very small navy. 
I fully realise the force of this argumen~. and it is precisely on that account that we have admitted, 
in principle, the possibility of transfemng naval vessels from one category to another. Naturally, 
we shall have to discuss- more particularly, I think, at the future Conference-how this system 
of transfers is to be applied to the various naval Powers. I can even imagine that the percentage 
of transfer may be very high, as much as 100 per cent, which w?uld allow: a given Power, where it 
appears justified, complete freedom of transfer between certam categones. 
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That question, as I said, will have to be discussed in the light of particular circumstance~ and 
s~'<'<.-ial nt"t"ds; but I think that our draft would gain considerably in clearness and frankness 1f we 
dd~red Table No. I. 

The President. - M. Litvinoff proposes to re-word his amendment as follows: 

" The High C.ontracting Parties agree to limit and to reduce the existing tonnage by . 
per cent by limiting to the figures fixed in Table I . . • " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - May I venture to ask that we take the amendm~nt as it 
bas been distributed. Afterwards, if M. Litvinoff, or some other member, wishes to brmg some 
further amendment, I shall not raise any objection. If be says this does not cover everything 
he wanted it to cover, I shall raise no objection. If we ba':e amendments which a~e read out 
from the Chair and which none of us have seen-! am not qmte sure whether the Cha1r can fully 

. understand what they mean-it inakes it impossible for us to follow what is going on. We must 
have some regularity in our proceedings. 

The President. - I was reading what we have to put before the Sub-Committee. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I raised a point of order as to whether 
we could entertain a proposal which was in violation of a. decision already take~ by this 
Commi.'<Sion. That point of order takes precedence of everything else, and I should like to ask 
that it be decided. Whichever way it is decided, we shall at least know what we want to talk 
about. 

The President. - \Ve agreed to proceed thus, even before the last proposal was submitted, 
and before M. Litvinoff's amendment was read. 

Mr. Gibson is perfectly right. We agreed to vote on the proportional principle, as embodied 
in ll. Litvinoff's amendment, and I shall ask the Sub-Committee to vote on this principle. 

Lord Cecil (Brr..ish Empire). -If I might say so very respectfully, that is exactly what 
I object to. Here is a definite proposition that we should insert in the draft Convention here 
and now this principle of proportional reduction. I am against that, because I think this is not 
t:he right place. I think it is for the Conference to consider it. But I cannot vote against the 
principle of proportional reduction. On the contrary, I think it is extremely likely that ultimately 
that would be a very useful principle to adopt in the reduction of. armaments, and when the 
Conference comes we shall very likely, all of us, wish to adopt some such principle. Personally 
I hope ll. Litvinoff, or someone else, will press that upon the Conference. Now I vote against 
it, because it is not the right place to put it in. We have expressly declared, over and over again, 
that we have nothing to do with questions of quantity, and that all these kinds of questions are 
to be left to the Conference. I do not see how you can settle the principle of proportional 
reduction until you have a datum line from which to make your reduction. All I ask is that 
this amendment be put in its original form. If there is a slight verbal change, that is a different 
matter, but it should be put substantially as it is now; then we can vote on it. If it be rejected, 
if M.. litvinoff thinks there are still some points that have not been covered, let him bring in a 
fresh amendment and we can vote on that. 

The President.- We can, of course, vote on the principle, but we can also vote on the 
amendment, since it embodies the principle. I even believe that is what the Sub-Committee 
prefers and that Mr. Gibson will probably not object. 

I therefore propose that we vote on Article A of M. Litvinoff's amendment. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - It has been decided that we should 
take as the basis of our discussion the proposals made by seven.Powers (document C.P.D.230). 
The Commission agreed that the Soviet proposals and all other proposals should be regarded as 
amendments to the proposals of the seven Powers. I think I am entitled to ask that the 
principles embodied in our propOsal should be voted on separately. One can be in favour of one 
principle and not in favour of another, and I ask that all the principles be voted on separately, as 
they are of a different nature. 

In the text of Article A in the proposal of the seven Powers, the words are " The High 
Contracting Parties agree to limit . . . " I did not mention in my proposal the word " pro
Jl"A"tion" at all I said: "The High Contracting Parties agree to reduce the existing tonnage", 
by a certain percentage, leaving it for the Commission to say, in due time, what the proportion 
was to be. Whatever the reduction is, it would be a percentage of the tonnage that exists at the 
present time. 

The second suggestion is to strike out in the proposal of the seven States the words in 
the first paragraph " and special vessels mentioned in Annex II ", That is quite a different 
principle; it has nothing to do with the proposal for reduction, and you cannot vote at the same 
time on two different principles. I hope Lord Cecil will withdraw his objection to our voting 
~rarely on t:aeh of these two principles. · 

Lord Cecil (Briti<;h Empire).- I do not object at all. It is not for me to direct the proceedings 
of the Sub-VJJJlmittee. All I want is to have it perfectly clear what I am voting for, and not 
tr~ te a:;lu-_.d tt> vote for or against a principle which may be quite right in one case and .quite 
wrrK.g in awAb.er. I am quite prepared to vote on any definite amendment that the Soviet· 
~~;,tion rmt~ frJI'Ward, and tlu.'ll to vote on their next amendment. Let us dispose of the first 
arrnllirt~M"ot fir;.t and tlJf:n go (Jn tt> the next one. 
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M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - That is what I am suggesti.ng. 

~· Massi~li (France). - We cannot keep on interminably discussing this question. As 
I see 1~, there are really only two points to bear in mind: 

~1rst, the S?v~et '!-mendment re-introduces into this discussion in one form or another the 
question of the hm1tat1on figures, and that, as we have already said, is anticipating the decisions 
of the Conference. 

Secondly, it is, of cou~se, quite impossible to settle now the question of special vessel~ which 
were, so ~o speak, created m ~ond~ by the five Powers, the .latter having realised that they each 
had certam types of vessels wh1ch did not come under any defimte category. They therefore decided 
to classify them separately. · 

Clearly, when the ques~ion .comes up before the Conference, not merely for five navies, but 
for . ten, twelve or fifte.en, 1t Will perhaps be formed either that new categories can be created, 
or, 1t may be, that ~~rta~ vessels of some other navy, or of all navies, will also have to be classified 
separately among special vessels ". · 

I th~refore believe that it.would be wasting time to try and settle the question to-day; and 
I accor?mgly .ask ~or the Sov1et delegation's second amendment to be rejected as prejudging 
a quest10n wh1ch, like the first one, can only be dealt with at the Conference. 

The President. - There are thus two questions which we have to vote upon, the first, 
~hat of figures, and the second, that of the special vessels mentioned in Annex II. 

M: Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- I am not proposing any figures. I am 
proposmg that we should add the words " and reduce". 

The President. - Figures are not mentioned, but you are raising the question of the 
proportional principle. Does the Sub-Committee agree to add the two words " and reduce " 
to M. Litvinoff's amendment? 

M. Colban (Norway).- I do not understand how we can vote on the addition of two words 
to a text which has not yet been adopted. If I am correct, the Soviet amendment to Article A 
should be put to the vote. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -It is my amendment to the proposal 
of the seven Powers. · 

M. Massi~li (France). - I don't think we can proceed thus. We have two amendments 
before us, the Soviet text (document C.P.D.239) 1, and the seven delegations' proposal. I think 
we should first vote on the amendment to the proposed text, that is, on the Soviet amendment. 
If this amendment be rejected, we shall have to vote on the text in document C.P.D.230. 

M. Sato (Japan). - I entirely agree with M. Massigli's proposal. So far, we have been 
discussing the Soviet amendment, and now we are suddenly asked to vote on the original 
amendment. I think the procedure is wrong. We should stick to the amendment and see 
what the result of the voting will be. I would like to make it clear that I am referring to the 
original Soviet amendment. I propose that the article should be voted on as an indivisible whole, 
because the question is so clear that it is not worth while to divide it into two or three paragraphs. 

The President. -May I ask M. Litvinoff if he wishes to keep his Article A as it originally 
stood ? 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republic:;). -There is no original. S~viet proposal, 
nor a second or third proposal; there is only one .soviet proposal. If M. M'!-ss1gh and M: Sato 
will take the document of the seven Powers they will see that our amendment 1s, as the Chairman 
has just explained, an amendment to add the words " and reduce " in Article A of document 
C.P.D.230 and to strike out the words "special vessels". They are two separate amendments, 
and I maintain that they should be voted on separately. You can accept one and rej.ect the 
other, and I think it is my right to ask that they be voted on separately. Ma~ ! remmd ~he 
members of the Sub-Committee that only the other day we had a proposal by the Bntlsh delegat10n 
consisting of three clauses, and we agreed to vote on each clays~ separately? I ask that t~e 
same procedure be adopted in regard to the Soviet de_le_gatlon s amendments. here. For 1t 
seems to me that what was right a few days ago for a Bntlsh proposal must be nght to-day for 
a Soviet proposal. 

M. Sa to (Japan). - May I have an: explanation ?· What has h.appened in. th~ docum~nt 
C.P.D.239 of the Soviet delegation to Article A ? I have n~ recollection o~ M: L1t~moff havmg 
withdrawn the amendment embodied in this document, wh1ch must be still m ex1sten~e. We 
should therefore vote on what I call the " original " amendment, because we have had 1t before 
us for ~orne time past. I do not understand why M. Litvinoff contends that there was no original 
amendment. 

VOTE ON THE SoVIET AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE A. 

The President. -The normal procedure is to vote on Article A of the Soviet delegation's 
proposal as originally submitted. 

' N ot• by til• Secretarial. - See Annex 4• 
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h S · t amendment to Article A as submitted in the original (.\ vote was taken on t e ov1e 
document (C.P.D.).) 

The SOt>ieJ amendni<mJ was rejected. 

M. Lit\inoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I did not vote myself, because that 
is not what I proposed. 

DISCUSSION ON ARTICLE A (document C.P.D.230, Annex 3 of the Minutes). 

The President. - We now come to the discussion of Article A as submitted by seven 
delegations (document C.P.D.230, Annex 2). 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -I should like to give my views on t~e principle of the 
limitation of naval armaments as set forth in document C.P.D.230, more particularly as regards 
the method of its application. 

M. Politis has very clearly and very forcibly laid rl:own the princip~e ~.f ~pecial situations, 
which mnst be taken into account when applying the vanous methods of linntatron of armaments. 

The Sub-Committee made no objection this morning to M. Markovitch's request for an 
acceptance of this principle. It is clear that it applies to all categories of armaments, both 
land and naval M. Cobian pointed that out this afternoon. 

The special situation of Poland is clearly shown in the sphere of naval 3:rmaments also. 
The free access to the sea restored to Poland is a vital factor in my country's existence. Poland 
has no heritage of naval armaments and must organise the defence of its maritime interests 
from the beginning. It is her duty to do so, and she will do it. 

I want to stress this fact, as it will explain our attitude at the Disarmament Conference, 
just as it does our extreme interest in the present discussion. 

I come now to Article A of the proposal made by the seven delegations. Generally speaking, 
I endorse the remarks made by the Swedish representative. Unless I am mistaken, the same 
idea is expressed in the Spanish delegation's amendment. Clearly, the principle of global 
tonnage. or of free transfer among the vessels of the various classes, is vitally important to 
smaller navies. It has, moreover, been shown to leave the interests of the great naval Powers 
unaffected. An acceptance of this principle for second~class navies would facilitate the accession 
of the maritime Powers and, ipso facto, the work of disarmament. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). - In connection with the discussion of Article A of the joint 
draft contained in document C.P.D.230, the Roumanian delegation wishes to submit the following 
observations on the method of limitation of naval armaments. 

For historical, economic, :financial or other reasons there are certain small naval Powers 
which still do not possess the navy strictly necessary for the defence of their coasts and their 
maritime interests, and which cannot therefore consider reducing their present naval armaments, 
but only limiting the global tonnage of their future naval programme. 

The method most acceptable to such countries, including Roumania, is that of limitation 
by global tonnage only. · 

In Sub-Committee A. the naval experts fully demonstrated the arguments in favour of 
this method. It should be remembered that the very small tonnage required by us will not 
need to be inserted in all the columns of Table II. Roumania, for example, will have no entry 
to make in some of the columns of this Table. 

Moreover, as Roumania's very modest naval programme is still in the stage of realisation 
-to the extent that the country's finances pennit-we cannot at present determine very closely 
all the details of the programme, more particularly as scientific progress may make necessary 
certain modifications, which will have to be taken into account. 

Our delegation therefore asks that the global tonnage method of limitation, by published 
categories, should be applied to countries which will have less than xoo,ooo tons global tonnage,· 
but with full freedom for the transfer of tonnage from one category to another. 

For the above reasons, I support the Swedish proposal and my delegation is very sympathetic 
to the Spanish proposal. We are prepared to adopt the scheme set forth in document C.P.D.230, 
provided that, in Table III, this rule regarding the transfer of tonnage from one category to 
another is admitted in the case of Powers agreeing to accept a tonnage of less than xoo,ooo tons. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- The Spanish delegation associated itself with the Italian and French 
delegations in ~vacating the adv~ntages of global limitation. We shall not change. our minds 
to-day. We stl~ hold the same vrew-for the same reasons that we have frequently explained. 
On the first readmg, ~he French delegation made a concession by submitting a compromise text, 
and we support:t;d thiS <;mnpromise. This is a further proof of the accommodating spirit shown 
by that delegatiOn, whiCh. we must ~ll com~end. As General de Marinis very well said, his 
Vlf::W5 have not changed erther, but, m a spmt of accommodation he too has abandoned the 
rnettvA uf glrJl:Y.tl limitation for naval armaments. ' ' ' 
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The Polish and Roumanian delegates have just explained their countries' views on the 
problem. I fully support, and will vote in favour of, the wish expressed by these delegations 
that the amount of global tonnage should be laid down for all countries which will not have 
more than Ioo,ooo tons global tonnage. 
. In the case of Spain, however, I would _have preferred that the Convention should specify 
m the first c?lumn of ~~e French compromise proposal the tonnage which Spain will need in 
accordance with the spmt and the letter of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

If we are contemplating ~ Convention of very short duration, it may seem inexpedient to 
lay down _tonnage. fi~res w~1ch cannot be reached during the period of the Convention. At 
the same ti~e, I thmk 1t very rmportant that the principle should be recognised, so that, whenever, 
on the expi~Y of the Convention, it may be desired to prolong it or draw up a new one, it should 
not be pos~Ible to quote .a~ a precedent the fignre already adopted by certain countries merely 
for the penod of the vahdity of the Convention. 

I therefore venture to suggest a slight amendment to the authors of the proposal in 
document C.P.D.230. Article A contains a second paragraph which reads: 

" These figures give the tonnage whkh shall not be exceeded during the term of the 
present Convention. " · 

In ord~r to emphasise the principle to which I have just alluded, I would ask the Commission 
to have th1s clause of the second paragraph inserted in the first paragraph, which would read 
as follows: 

"The High Contracting Parties agree to limit to the figures laid down in Table I, and 
during the term of the present Convention, the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war. . " 

The object of inserting the subordinate phrase "and during the term of the present Convention", 
is to show that it is solely on account of the comparatively brief term that certain countries 
can accept the figures laid down, without thereby implying that they forgo any of their rights 
under Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M. Massi~li (France). - The interesting remarks we have heard this morning and this 
afternoon from our Swedish colleague, as well as from our Roumanian and Spanish colleagues, 
and the opposing observations of General de Marinis, largely justify the proposal which the five 
Powers represented at London have submitted, subject to the reservation mentioned by the 
Italian delegate. 

The fact must not be overlooked that the object of the Conference is to frame a general 
Convention, and it was thus essential to find a flexible formula. The most flexible is obviously 
the global tonnage formula pure and simple-but you know what difficulties it has met. I think, 
therefore, that the formula adopted at London and applied in Part III of the Treaty (in Articles 17 
and 18) affords smaller navies the satisfaction they require. 

In reply to M. Westman's questions this morning, I would point to the machinery which the 
Convention provides. Article A defines global tonnage. It may be thought that in certain cases 
it is unnecessary to mention global tonnage; but, as we are drafting a general Convention, it seems 
to me that it should be realised that such cases form the exception and not the rule. The global 
tonnage principle should, therefore, be inserted in column I. 

This global tonnage is distributed in categories. In Article B we read: 

" Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in 
Table I." 

M. Westman enquired this morning when and. how this distribution would be carried out-
before, after or during the. Conference. . . . . 

Clearly, distribution will be effected durmg the _Con_ference It~elf, as a. result of the discu~s10ns 
at its sessions, so that, when the Conference closes, 1t will be possible to sign a document which
subject to the provisions of Article C-wil_l definitely settle the size of world navies during the te~ 
of the Convention. It cannot be otherWise. Reference was made a moment ago to small navies 
of IOo,ooo tons. If a country with such a navy proposed to have a global tonnage, pure and 
simple, assigned to it and then announced t~at s~ch tonnage would be, wholly ?r to the e~~ent 
of So per cent, applied to the class of sub_m3.!m~, 1t would certamly meet determi!led opposition. 
It is perfectly clear that there m'!-st J;le dis~nbutlon of tonnage among the cat~gones. . 

I now come to Article C, which IS an mtegral part of the general mechamsm. The draftmg 
of each of these articles will, of course, have to be revised. 

Article C provides the transfer machinel1' regardingwhich certain doubts appe~r to exis~. 
· M. Westman enquired when Table III regarding transfers would be drawn up. ObviOusly, this 
will also be done at the Conference. 

The machinery is as follows: the second paragraph of Article C (1) reads as follows: 

" The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case [clearly 'by means of transfer' must be understood here] be the object of increase 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table III." 

In other words Table III will show the maximum which a navy can reach in a given class by 
means of transfers.' within the limits of global tonnage. 
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What will this maximum be ? It will vary very considerably. This is where regional 
~-reements in particular will play a large part. It is quite possible that, in a navy of ~o,ooo t?ns, 
up to 95 per cent may be transferred, whereas in a navy of xoo,ooo tons, transfers will certrunly 
be much less.. . . 

The formula proposed is, therefore, extremely flexible and, 1f everyone displays the necessary 
goodwill, should dispose of all the difficulties. . . . . . 

One word more on M. Cobian's suggestion, emphas1smg a fact w~1ch, I thmk, ~e all _admit. 
M. Cobian said " it is quite clear that the figures which will be inserted ~ the C~nventlon will only 
bind the parties for the term of the Convention ". Of course. It. IS certru_n_ th~t. generally 
speaking, the fi.,oures will be fixed in proportion to the general s_ecuri~Y ~revailm~ m ~he world 
and the particular situation of each country, and that any modification m the. situation would 
lead to the figures themselves being modified at the next conference. . , 

I wonder whether the transposition of the second paragraph, as suggested _by M. C?b1an, 
and its insertion in the second line of the first paragraph would make any real difference m the 
te.u. In my opinion, it would not; it has, the disadvantage of making the phrase longer and more 
ambiguous. · 

Let me add that the principle that the ·figure5 inserted are ~ot. to form a precedent, !o: a l~ter 
Convention appears in Article 23 of the Treaty of London, where 1t 1s e~prt;Ssly state~: It bemg 
understood that none of the provisions of the present Treaty shall preJudice the attitude of any 
of the High Contracting Parties at the Conference agreed to ". 

M. Cobi!in (Spain).- Probably I was not quite clear. Texts are texts, but, in interpreting 
them, precedents mnst be followed. In Article A, I find the following paragraph: . 

" These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the 
present Convention." · 

I conclude that that is not a sell-evident truth, as M. Massigli has just said, otherwise these 
last words would not have been inserted. 

\Vhywas this second paragraph inserted ? Because, at the first reading, the French delegation, 
abandoning the global limitation method, accepted, as a compromise, limitation by categories, 
a table being employed to show for each of the contracting parties the total (global) tonnage which 
it thought requisite for the defence of its safety and its national interests. 

If this table existed in the draft under discussion I should have nothing to say. 
To the French proposal was added: 

" The figures in column II represent the total tonnage that each of the High Contracting 
Parties considers it necessary to complete before the expiry of the Convention." 

This gives us the text proposed, which reads: 
" The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels 

of war • • • 
" These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the term of the 

present Convention." 

Article B reads: 
"Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 

Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in 
Table 1." · 

That is to say, the only figures are those which will be reached during the term of the 
Convention and these figures may be distributed in accordance with Table II. 

The figures 'which specify the needs of each of the contracting parties have been deleted, 
and that is exactly what I drew attention to. . 

In such circumstances, my proposal was that, accepting the idea at the basis of Table I, 
the Sub-Committee should change the wording of Article A so as to make it clear that this Table · 
does not cover all the requirements of each country, but merely the tonnage it thinks it can achieve 
while the Convention is in force. 

I am very sorry that I did not express mysell as clearly as I would have liked, but I trust 
that~ llassigli's keen comprehension will apply the precision which my words lack. 

The President. - I apologise for having called on M. Cobian before M. Colban. I only 
did so to make the debates clearer. . · 

I noy- ask Y. ~lban ~o allow me to call upon M. Massigli who is anxious to supplement the 
explanation he has Just g~ven. 

. M. Massi~i (France). -I apologise for not having immediately understood M. Cobian's 
i&::a.. I grasp it now and think he will be satisfied if, as he suggests, we omit paragraph 2 
and say: 

"For the period of the present Convention the High Contracting Parties . . ." 

M. Cobian _(SJYo~.in). - I accept M. Massigli's wording, as it embodies the principle which 
I 5taU:d was so IIDportant to my country. · . 

. M. Colban <;"orway). - Tbf! Norwegian delegation considers that small navies should be 
entm:ly free to dL'!p<"J!le of all the1r tonnage. I agree therefore with what has been said in the 
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Sw~disl;t delegation's memorandwn th'!-t the ~ount of tonnage transferred should vary in inverse 
ratio ~th the total tonnage of the V'!-flous naVies. I therefore welcome M. Massigli's declaration. 
There iS no one better fitted to explam what occurred in London, and what is set forth in document 
C.P.D.230 . 

. Admiral G .. von _Schoultz (Finland). -· I am not going to explain the position of my country. 
I thmk everyone m ~his room knows that we have a very long coast, and are exposed to all kinds 
of d~n~ers on all Sides. I s1;1pport the Swedish proposition put forward this morning. I do 
not msist on the nu~ber, which may be one hundred thousand tons or other number, it would 
b~, as I unde!stand it, f<;>r the Conference to put the nwnber in. I hope nobodywould expect 
Fmland-durmg those SiX years, or perhaps double that period which the Convention may 
cover-to build a large navy, _not even one hundred thousand tons, perhaps not half that amount. 
Bu~ we _ought to hay~ the hberty to dispose of the little tonnage which we are going to build 
as it smts our co!l?ihon. I do not think anybody in this Commission would be prepared to 
say that the condition~ are the same as those for the Great Powers. I am objecting to categories 
as they are put down m the project of the five or seven Powers. I think it would be ridiculous 
to call a gunboat of three or four thousand tons a ship of the line. 

I repeat I. '!-m supporting wholeheartedly the proposition made by M. Westman, and I hope 
that the con~t~ons of the small navies and small Powers, which may sometimes be in a more 
dangerous position than the large Powers, will be taken into consideration by this Commission. 

The President. - The meeting is adjourned. 

The Commission rose at 6.30 p.m. 

THIRD MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Tuesday, November z8th, I930, at zo a.m. 

ChairmatL' M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

36. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section II: Naval Armaments (continuation): 
Discussion on Article A (docwnent C.P.D.230) (Annex 3 of the Minutes) (continuation). 

The Chairman. - As President, I found yesterday afternoon's discussion particularly 
instructive. It showed me that it is absolutely essential to lay down very strict rules in order to 
avoid confusion. With that object, I would ask that: (r) Except when a general discussion has 
been declared open, the discussion should be limited to one definite question. I say this very 
clearly, because there is a tendency to disregard this rule, although it was established at the outset. 
(2) No proposal or amendment whatsoever should be discussed before it has been submitted to me 
in writing. I will acquaint the Commission with any such proposal or amendment and, if the 
Sub-Committee decides to discuss it, the discussion will take place and will bear exclusively on 
the proposal or amendment in question. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I only·want to express for myself the warmest thanks for 
the announcement just made, and ask whether you will be good enough to complete it by stating 
what the question i~ we. are now discussing. I assume it is that Article A_be adopted, and if that 
motion be put then it will be for anybody to move amendments to.the article. Or you may. prefer 
that Articles A, B, and C should be adopted together-whichever you think right-but I wish 
to move one or other of these motions. 

The Chairman. -We have had a general discussion on Articles A, B and C. We are now 
entering upon the discussion of the various articles of the draft, starting with Article A. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I formally propose that the discussion should bear on the three 
articles A, B and C together. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I understood that we would now have the discussion confined 
to Article A and then take Articles Band C together, because they cannot be discussed separately. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- I should like to be quite clear 3;lso 
as to the two amendments put forward by my delegation. I want to know when we are gomg 
to discuss them and to vote on them. 
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The Chairman. - I should like to reassure M. Litvinoff. I have not forgotten his 
amendments. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - Yesterday's discussion showed very ~!early tha! i_n ~his 
question, which concerns both gr~at Powe~s and those States that are usually satd to have limtted 
interests ", we must seek a solution covenng both classes of Powers. . . 

Yugoslavia is one of those States whose interests in naval matters are hmtt~d. Nevertheless, 
she considers that, for her national security, she needs a fleet, solely for defenstve purposes. . 

We are now considering Article A, which lays down the global tonnage that no contractm_g 
party may exceed during' the term of the Convention. The Lon~on discussions showed t~3:t thts 
rule means that each country must indicate the global figure whtch corresponds to the mmtmum 
compatible with its national security. The figures in question are not· purely technical.. ·They 
correspond to certain conditions of a political character. Now, as the Roumanian, Polish and 
Finnish delegates said yesterday, some countries are in a special position. At the General Conference, 
those countries will be invited to submit figures corresponding to that minimum but, at the same 
time, they will be confronted by the limit which may not be exceeded during the term of the 
Convention. 

The Spanish delegate noted an essential difference between, on the one hand, those countries 
which have a complete fleet, the countries with a maritime history, the countries which, through 
their favourable economic and financial situation, have been in a position to realise either the 
minimum or something approaching that minimum, and, on the other hand, those recently created 
countries which have new maritime needs and which, notwithstanding their keen desire, have not 
yet provided for their defence to the minimum extent necessary. . 

The Spanish delegate asked that this special-but real-situation should be taken into account 
w~e!l all the Powers represented at the Dis~rmament Conference are called upon to announce the 
mmrmum that must be granted to them durmg the term of the Convention. 

Although a~proving M. Cobian's point of view in principle, M. Massigli thought that it might 
be ~et by changmg ~e ?rder o~ the word_s in Article A. Finding that this solution was not entirely 
satiSfactory, M. Masstgli mentioned Article 23 of the London Naval Treaty of which the last 
paragraph, referring to the forthcoming Naval Conference of 1935, says: ' 

"~t being understood that none of the provisions of the present Treaty shall prejudice 
the attt~ude of any of the High Contracting Parties at the conference agreed to. " 

M. ~assigli apparently suggested that a similar provision should be inserted in our draft 
Convention, but I do not think such a provision covers the case M. Cobian had in mind. 

I ~ave ventured _to draft a text .. I do not put it forward as a formal amendment but as a 
suggestion, so as to _gtve other d~legahons an opportunity to state their views on this point. To 
meet ~e apprehensiOns and desrres of the Spamsh delegate and of the delegates of many small 
countnes, I would propose to add to Article A a third paragraph as follows: 

. ".States whic~, for reasons due to their recent creation or as a result of their special 
sttuatio~, are obliged ~o spread over a number of years exceeding the duration of the 
Conven~ton ~e expe_nditu~e on the c~mstruction of the minimum of their respective tonnages 
compattble With therr national secunty, shall be allowed to indicate within the limits of the 
total tonnage a~eed upon, what portion they intend to construct within the period of duration 
of the Convention ". · 

Co 
T~e. Chairman. - Will you kindly submit that amendment in writing so that the 

rnrntsston may consider and discuss it ? ' 

Dr: Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I submitted this amendment solei as an accurate · · 
o~ thbale Vlt ew taken by our delegations an~ of our real need to ask that meJion'should be Z::f:~~s~~~ 
g o onnage necessary to our countnes. 

to s~:tl t:r:~~: t~e~ t~~::;afu:~~~:\~o notf s:~ur~ satisfa~tion, if they are <:ompe~ed 
each country will be bound to ask for the maxim rm o e onventton ':"e are ~ow discussmg, 
regardless of the fact that these fi urn figures correspondmg to tts real needs, 
to realise them during the five or tenguy~~s ~~e ~~~~rthet~ess uillnreal, ~e~ause it will be impossible 

Accordin I 'f I d en ton w remam m force g Y, t , as un erstand all countries are · d t k f · 
r~ naval progr:'-mme, with an indic~tion of their real req~re o rna e a rank statem.ent of their 
lines suggested m my proposal or in some other nee ' account m~st be taken-etther on the 
countries to which I have just referred. way-of the apprehensions and vital needs of the 

The Chairman. - If I understand you ari ht his . 
but ~rely an idea expressed during your speech 'k t t 11 IS_tnotilrlebally a propose_d amendment 
and tn the report. · a ura y, 1 w e noted both m the Minutes 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia) _ I will ha . · 
shall not press it if I see that the . Comrnis . . ve this amendment circulated presently but I 

. ston IS not prepared to adopt it. ' 



- ISI-

M. _Cobiil.n (~pain). - I thank l\1. Markovitch for the way he has just supported the 
ob~ervation I submitted to the Sub-Committee at yesterday afternoon's meeting. Naturally, I am 
qmte prepared.to approve of any formula framed in that sense. Nevertheless I think that the 
simplest ~eans'~a mean~ to which no one could object-would be to reinst;te column No. I 
of the tal5le J?rOvided form the French compromise proposal at the first reading-that is to say, 
a table of which. the first co~umn would give, for each of the contracting parties, the global tonnage 
that party considers essential for the purposes of its security and the defence of national interests. I 

. T~en, the second column of this table would give the global tonnage that each of those countries 
thmks It necessary to reach before the expiry of the Convention. · 

All these s~ggestions can, of course, be noted in the report and the Conference will in due course 
be able to consider them. In any case, I think it is most important to emphasise them all, for 
they are based on very definite principles. 

Pers~nally, I accepted limitation by categories in connection with global limitation as a 
compromise and I am very anxious to emphasise the need for this reservation. 

The Ho':'-. Hugh Gi~son (United States of America).- I should like to express my satisfaction 
at the adoption. of definite rules of debate. It seems to the American delegation that it is only 
t~rough the stnct enforcement of such rules that we can hope for the orderly and expeditious 
disposal of our work. When I asked to speak yesterday, the general discussion was on Articles A, 
B and C, and what I intended to say was addressed to that general subject. The discussion has now 
reverted to Article A only and I will reserve what I have to say until we come to the latter articles. 

· M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -The Netherlands delegation accepts Article A, which relates 
tp the global limitation we have always supported in this Sub-Committee. I will not add to this 
statement an expression of our sympathy with the Swedish amendment, for I shall speak of it in 
connection with Articles B and C. . 

The Chairman. - I am very grateful to the last two speakers for the excellent example 
they have given the Sub-Committee. 

FIRST AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman. - As the discussion on Article A has now been completed, we will pass 
to the amendments proposed to that article. First, we shall consider the Soviet amendment, 
which is as follows: 

"After the words., agree to limit', introduce the words 'and to reduce'. " 

M. Colban (Norway). -Before the vote is taken, I should like to express my opinion on 
this amendment. My country ardently desires the reduction of armaments, but it does not follow 
that this desire must be expressed in similar terms as regards the fleet of each country. The 
reduction of armaments is the object of our work; it must be the obvious result of the First 
Disarmament Convention. But I am afraid the somewhat rigid form given to this addition makes 
it very difficult to vote for it. By voting against this amendment, or by abstaining, I do not in any 
way imply that I am not a supporter-and a keen supporter-of the reduction of armaments. 

AMENDMENT TO THE SOVIET AMENDMENT, PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. · 

M. Massigli (France). -The statements just made and the explanations given yesterday 
by M. Litvinoff himself make it easily possible, I think, to frame a text on which we can all agree. 
Instead of adding the words " and to reduce ", it would be sufficient to say " and if 
possible to reduce ". . . . . . 

Thus, according to the circumstances, there would be a reduction, stabilisation or mcrease 
of fleets, and that might satisfy everybody. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet ~ocialist Republics). -·I. think th~ question is a ~imple one, 
which requires a straight and un~qm:vocal a~swe~. The question w~ raised by me dunng the. first 
half of the session when we discussed this pomt. I then explamed fully and exhaustively 
the importance of this amendment, which of course, in my opinion, should refer not only to naval 
armaments but to all kinds of armaments. I mentioned then that even the Covenant of the League 
of Nations speaks in Article 8 of reduction of armaments, not of limitation. If the Sub-Committee 
has substituted for the word " reduction " the word " limitation ", it has practically infringed 
the rules of the League of Nations. It is notfor me to defend the Covenant of the.Lea&'le of Nations, 
I only mention this in order that delegates should not be able to take r~fuge ~n th1S <;ov~nant of 
the League of Nations, as has so often been done here. In any case, we thmk this question 1S of the 

' Note by the Secretarial. -See document C.P.D.211 (Annex 4 of the Minutes). page 8). 
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utmost importance and that the world should know what the Preparatory Commission is preparing_ 
for. 1:;: it pf('paring for limitation, augmentation or a decrease of armaments ? • . 

We cannot have too clear an answer to this question. There are ~o ru_Ies which do not ad_rrnt 
of e.xceptions. I can imagine, if we accept a quite rigid form on this pomt With ~ega~d to.r~duchon, 
that some countries may come before the Conference and demand some exempho~s m the1~ favou~ 
but it is not necessary to weaken the meaning of this word "reduction_" _by ~ntrod!lcmg sue 
words as "if possible". This would mean_ that th: Preparatory Commission Itself IS not sure 
that any reduction is possible. I therefore obJect ~o this ne~ amen?rnent. h ld b 

According to the rules laid down by the ~~airman this mon_ti?g, a new amendment s ou e 
put in writing, but I am no stickler for formalities. After my ongmal pro~?sal has beell;,vo!ed on, 
and if it be rejected, then the President can put to the vote the wordmg and reduce With the 
addition of the words " if possible ", a quite different proposal. . 

I attach so much importance to this question that I would ask the Presid:nt t? have l_l roll-ca!l 
on this point, without any addition and in the original form that I proposed It this mornmg. If 1t 
be rejected, M. l\Iassigli or some other delegation can propose a new amendment. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I quite feel the force of what M. Massigli and _M. ~olban 
have said. I think, on the whole, it is better to put in the words " and to reduce " qmte simply. 
It may well be when the Conference meets that it will find that ideal is incapable of be~ng carrie_d 
out, but I think on the whole that we shall more accurately convey the general feelmg of th1s 
Sub-Committee if we insert the words " and to reduce " than if we insert them subject to 
any modification. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United St~tes of America). -I propose to vote in favour of the 
amendment to insert the words " and to reduce ", and I should like to explain my vote. It seems to 
me that these words are really superfluous, but I see no objection to adding them. I am not troubled 
by the analysis as to the possible inferences to be drawn from the insertion of these words, because I 
think, to almost anybody they merely mean that is the goal towards which we are striving. 
"I question very much the value of adding these words. I might illustrate the value to be attached 
!o such a proposal by a story of a very eminent American who wa5 noted for his extreme parsimony 
m the use of words. One Sunday morning he returned from church and his wife enquired from 
him the subject of the sermon. He replied: " The subject was Sin ". His wife said, " What did the 
parson say about it ? ",to which our eminent statesman replied, "He was against it". I shall vote 
for the amendment. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -I am unable to vote forM. Litvinoff's amendment since it does not 
provi~e for the exception of which, in principle, he himself approved. I would vote for a reduction 
affecting fleets of over x tons, but the amendment is so rigid in form that I shall abstain pending 
a more elastic wording. ' 

VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

A vote was taken by roll-call. 

The following eleven delegations voted for: 

S British ~mpire, Cl_J-nada, _C¥na, Finla~d, Iris_h Free State, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, 
weden, Umon of. SoVIet Socialist Republics, Umted States of America. 

The following delegation voted against: 

Poland. 

The following twelve delegations abstained: 

T keBelg~V:·um, Czechoslovakia,_ France, Germany, Greece, Norway, Persia Roumania Spain 
ur y, enezuela, YugoslaVIa. ' ' ' 

Tlu amendment was adopted by eleven votes to one with twelve abstentions. 

On voting, the under-named delegations made the following declarations: 

Count Bernstorff (Ge~ny). -In confonnity with my general declaration I abst~in 
M M · · · ' . 

on the ·add~:i~:~~P~f!n~~~ds ~ ~~~a~n ;~:~~eu~~e:~~~di'~.g that a vote will be taken afterwards 

M. Politis (Greece) - The Greek d I f b · 
delegation. . e ega Ion a stams for the same reasons as the Spanish 

~n~ralhade MI arinis (Italy).- I am voting for this amendment but I have to inform the 
s10n t t shall vote for M. Massigli's proposal also: ' 
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M. Antoniade (Roumania).- I abstain for the reasons given yesterday and repeated to-day 
by the Spanish delegation. 

Dr. Tevfik Riistii Bey (Turkey).- I abstain for the reasons given by the Spanish delegation. 

Dr_. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I, too, abstain for the reasons given by the Spanish 
delegatiOn. 

The Chairman.- I invite you to vote on the French delegation's amendment. 

M. Massigli (France). - As I have already stated, I consider the Soviet amendment to 
be merely an idle manifestation, for, as we know after the statements made ·here, it does not 
at ap. cor~espond to the. real situation in this Sub-Committee. Personally, I do not like idle 
manifestations. In passmg, however, I should like to thank M. Litvinoff for his defence of the 
Co_vel?ant of the League of Nations. I hope that, on other occasions, he will adopt the same 
principle. 

I should like to refer briefly to my amendment. I ask that the words " and as far as possible 
to reduce" should be added, in a parenthesis, after the words "agree to limit". In that way, 
we should be taking account of the situation as it really is, and of the statements made here. 
By adopting the Soviet text as it stands we should be transmitting to the Governments a misleading 
document giving no idea of the real situation. · 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I am not at all clear as to the effect of the French amendment. 
Two possibilities are contemplated. But when will a choice have to be made between them? 
At the Conference ? The .Convention we are drawing up will not come into force until after the 
Conference. How, then, can the Conference introduce the words " if possible " into the text ? 
Accordingly, I think it would be better if the French delegation withdrew its amendment. Some 
delegations have already stated that they supported M. Massigli's view. The decision as to 
whether it is possible to adopt it will be taken at the Conference, but the amendment now proposed 
would not in any way change the state of affairs. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Only a few words in regard to this 
new amendment. However optimistic we may be with regard to the future Conference, I do not 
think that anybody can believe that the Conference will achieve what is impossible. If it be 
impossible it will, of course, do nothing. This amendment really seems to me to be quite 
superfluous. In other clauses of the draft Convention, when we spoke of limitation we did not 
say " if possible ",·although limitation also may prove to be impossible at the Disarmament 
Conference. Is M. Massigli so sure that limitation will be possible and easy to realise at the 
Conference ? We know of difficulties in negotiations in London, Washington and Geneva 
dealing with limitation only, and it would therefore seem logical to add the words " if possible " 
wherever the word " limitation " is used, and even to call the Commission itself " Preparatory 
Commission for the Disarmament-if-possible Conference.': 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I want to be quite clear, as usual, what exactly we are 
voting on. I did not understand M. Massigli to move " si possible ", but " autant que possible ". 
To reduce " if possible " suggests that you will not reduce at all, but to reduce " as far as possible " 
suggests that you certainly will reduce and go as far in that direction as it is possible to go. It 
seems to me to be a very fortunate form of words, and a form which I thi!lk protects e_verybody's 
susceptibilities, and I hope we can all agree on that form, because, on thiS matter of Importance 
-which is a question of principle-it is better to have a unanimous decision of the Sub-Committee 
rather than a majority one. Personally, I can vote for "autant que possible" but not for 
" si possible ". 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE FRENCH DELEGATION'S AMENDMENT. 

M. Massigli (France). -The remar~ just made .bY M. Rutgers is inde~d accurate, but ~ 
must say that its very accuracy tells aga~st the SoVIet amen.dment for which he fir.st. voted. 
Indeed although it is true that we are frammg a draft Convention for the Conference, It IS none 
the le~ true that the real situation will become evident at the Conference itself. In the case of 
certain countries there will perha~s be a reduction. ~or ot~ez:; th.ere will be stabilisa.tion and for 

· others, perhaps, a,n increase. But, m any case, there will b~ hmitat~on for. all. The SoVIet proposal, 
therefore, added absolutely nothing and was, I repeat, an Idl~ manifestation.. · . . 

Having said that, I should like to add that I pr<?posed this amendment wtth a desrre to. grve .the 
draft we are preparing for the Con~erence a form whic~ more adequately reflects the real ~Ituat~on. 
1 recognise the force of M. Rutgers remark and I realiSe ~hat, at the present s~age of the .discussio!L, 
my amendment is inappropriate and perhaps even qmte useless. Accordingly, I Withdraw ~t. 
I would however ask that what has taken place at this meeting should be very clearly set out m 
the rep~rt, with the names of .the d~legations wh!ch accepted this addition of the words " and to 
reduce ", which is a mere manifestatiOn and nothing more. 
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t . fi d The report will give full details 
The Chairman. - M. Massigli's wish will be gra I e · 

of the discussion that has taken place. 

RE-SUBMISSION OF THE WITHDRAWN FRENCH AMENDMENT BY THE SPANISH DELEGATION. 

. . d · "t Of the twelve abstentions 
M. Cobian (Spain).- This is a questiOn of fairness an smcen y. the assum tion that the 

from the vote on the So"!et .propo~al, at least eleven wer~~~~~cld be take! into account. 
exceptions which by M. Lltvmoff hdunseltf whia_;>hprMepaMredsigoli proposed and which, unfortunately, 
That was the meanmg of the amen men w c . as 
he has just withdrawn. . f al · ing of words This 

I do not think this is the time to discuss the literal or gramma IC me~n These ·words 
amendment represented a compromise which we all accepted a few momen s ago. . . 1 f th 
.. as far as possible ... or .. if possible ... cannot be said to pr~judice the aeirrra~ 'ft~~~: Z..ord: 
reduction of naval armaments. To say they do so, would be mcorrect an . og~c . f the twelve 
merely represent the recognition of a principle in the minds of at least eleven ~ b f 
delegations who 3:bstained. ~d. if, the number of abstentions h~d been added to t e num er 0 

votes in the negative, M. L1tvmoff s proposal would have been reJec~ed. , . . h uld be 
I urge that through some formula or other, the Sub-Committee s real opm10n s 0 

expressed. M. Massigli's formula did not entirely satisfy me; I ~hould hav~ preferred a statement 
to the effect that the reduction would ?-PPlY to fleets ~xc~eding a certam tonnage. k 

In anv case in order to remain faithful to the pnnCiple we supported, I now ta e up 
M. Massigll's proposal myself, and I ask the Sub-Committee to adopt it. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have now before us two new 
amendments. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Only one. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of S~viet Socialist Republics). - Y"fe have Lord ~ecil'~ amendment 
and M. Cobian's amendment. I maintain that Lord Cecil s amendment IS different from 
M. Massigli's amendment, that is if my linguistic knowledge of Fre!lch is rig~t. I woul~ translate 
" aut.ant que possible " by " as much as possible ", and if Lord Ce_!::il puts this construction on the 
words I will vote for his amendment. 

And now there is M. Cobian's amendment relating to certain countries. That is a new 
amendment, and if it is his intention that it should favour smaller countries l am prepared to 
agree to it. 

M. Politis (Greece).- I apologise for taking part in this debate, but I should like to point 
out that we are at present engaged in a discussion which is really barren. With a large number 
of abstentions, you have accepted, by a small majority, the rule that there may be a reduction 
and that, in principle, there will be a reduction, side by side with the limitations. You also accepted 
the principle that, in a great many cases-that is to say, for secondary naval Powers-an exception 
will be allowed. In other words, there will be no reduction for them. 

You are asked to express this idea, and M. Cobian re-submits the amendment withdrawn 
by M. Massigli, adding, before the verb " to reduce ", the phrase: " as far as possible ", or: " to the 
greatest extent possible ". Be careful ! Read the text and you will see that, if you add these 
expressions, the text becomes absolutely incomprehensible. What are you saying ? " The High 
Contracting Parties agree to linlit and, as far as possible, to reduce . . . "-What ?
" . . . to the figures laid down in Table I". 
. This text is now quite meaningless. Obviously, you will only draw up Table I after taking 
mto account both the present conditions for securing limitation and the possibilities of reduction 
on which agreement might be reached in the Conference. In drawing up this table, it is understood 
that, as regards secondary naval Powers, their situation will be taken into account and no reduction 
of the~ present armaments will be imposed on them. Under these circumstances, I think that, if 
you WISh the text before you to retain any meaning, you must either not add " as far as possible " 
or else you must find some other wording to replace the words " to the figures laid down in 
Table I". 

. ~rd Cecil (British Empire).- The criticism of M. Politis is right grammatically but there 
lS no difficulty abo~t t!Iat. !~stead of saying " et reduire " say " en reduisant autant que' possible ", 
and I am sure M. L1tvmoff will not contest the grammar of this amendment . 

. I ven~ure to hope we may now decide tllls question, because we have debated it from every 
pomt of VIew. · 

. M. Cobia~ (~pain)-- I think tha~. if M. Politis had made his remark half an hour ago, the 
yotmg on M. LitVInoff s amen~nt. ':Jllght have ~een different. When you are fixing the figures 
m a tabl.e, you canno~ speak of hnutmg or reducmg the figures given; they cannot be changed. 
If they Imply reduction for. some, ~hey must equally imply reduction for others, and, on the 
=~ary, if t~~ do not 1mp~y 1t for some, they must not imply it for others. If we 

~ the ~nnc1ple of r.edu~:tlon we must take account of the exceptions. Accordin 1 
beotwrt~nding all the objectiOns to this wording, I shall support Lord Cecil's suggestion a;/1 

g that my amendment should be put to the vote. Thus, the principle will be established ~nd the 
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Drafting Conunittee will subsequently be ~ble to put the text in order. If this suggestion is not 
accepted, I shall, on behalf of my delegation, make a reservation concerning Article A. 

The Chairman. -. I think we fully understand the proposal. I would ask you to trust 
the Bureau to find a sUitable formula. At the third reading we shall be able to reach complete 
agreement. 

This suggestion was adopted. 

VOTE ON THE AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SPANISH DELEGATION. 

The ~.hairman. - We. now pass to the vote on M. Massigli's amendment, as re-submitted 
by M. Cobian. The proposal IS that the words "as far as possible" should be inserted in Article A. 

This amendment was adopted by fourteen votes to two, with some abstentions. 

SECOND AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman.- We now pass to the second amendment proposed by the Soviet delegation 
as follows: 

" After the words ' (as specified in Annex I) ' omit the words ' and special vessels 
mentioned in Annex II '. " 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I have already spoken on this subject 
at yesterday's meeting and I am not going to develop my argUinent again; I merely want to make 
it clearer to the Sub-Conunittee by repeating what special vessels I have in view. These vessels are 
to be inserted in a table at present blank, but the London Naval Treaty gives us some idea as to 
what vessels are proposed. I shall not enumerate them, but will merely say that the vessels to be 
exempted in accordance with a list attached to the London Naval Treaty amount to a total of 
nearly 2so,ooo tons. The United States of America alone have presented for exemption a total 
tonnage of 91,496 tons, which approaches the Ioo,ooo tons which, in Mr. Cobian's view, is the 
demarcation line for smaller countries, and this total amount represents 87 per cent of the entire 
fleet of Italy, although Italy herself shares in this list with a figure of II,960 tons. In this list, you 
will further find the French vessel Commandant Teste, built in 1929, and having a displacement 
of IO,ooo tons, and also the British vessel Adventure, built in 1924 with a displacement of 6,740 tons. 
I think there can be no limitation or reduction if we allow exemptions of these dimensions. I 
understand the force of M. Massigli's and Lord Cecil's argUinents, put forward yesterday, to the 
effect that some countries have to build or maintain these vessels, but I do not see why they should 
not be reduced under any category they choose. At present they belong to no class, but Great 
Britain, the United States of America and France may decide themselves how they will reduce their 
tonnage-i.e., under which category. That would present no difficulty and we should then be clear 
that we were reducing all round. 

VOTE ON THE SECOND AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

This Amendment was rejected by ten votes to one with some abstentions. 

REVISED TEXT FOR ARTICLE A PROPOSED BY M. POLITIS. 

The Chairman. - M. Politis desires to propose a form of words which is clearer than that 
of the present Article A and on which we shall vote. 

M. Politis (Greece). -In order to take account of the various votes just taken and of ~he 
observations M. Massigli made yester~ay wit~ a view to meeti~g the wis~es of the SpaniSh 
delegation, I have prepared a text which, I think, expresses our Idea and which everyone would 
be able to understand. 

I shall venture to read this text. If you think it should be circulated before the vote is taken, 
we might postpone our final decision to a later meeting. 

This Article A would read as follows: 

"The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce t~eir 
naval armaments. In consequence they undertake not to exceed throughout the duration 
of the Convention as regards the global tol!-nage of their v~sels o! war, other than the exeml?t 
vessels specified in Annex I and the special vessels mentiOned m Annex II, the figures laid 
down in Table I. " 
The Chairman. - In accordance with the rule laid down, this text must be circulated 

before it is discussed. 
The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of ~erica). -In order to assist us in coffii!tg to 

an early decision, would it not be preferable to dictate the text slowly so that we can discuss 
it now? 
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The Chairman. - I see no objection, if the Sub-Co~ittee agrees. 
TM SHgg&lWn um adopl8d. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -. I have no objection to a vote _bei!lg taken on the new 
wording, which is very clear. I do not think there is any need to have. 1t circulated, but I w_ould 
like to ask for a preliminary explanation. Does the adoption of this text Imply that the suggestio~ I 
submitted at the beginning of this morning's meeting will be neglected ? ~ propo~ed th~t a thrrd 
pa.r3.o<>Taph should be added to Article A. If the adoption of the new wordmg entirely disposes of 
my suggestion, I should like to speak before the vote is taken. 

If, on the other hand, you allow me to speak after the vote, I shall support the 
wording proposed, for my suggestion is in no way oppQsed to this wording. 

VOTE ON M. POLITIS' -PROPOSED TEXT. 

The Chairman.-. It will be quite in order for you to develop your proposal after the V?~e. 
Before passing to the vote, I desire, on behalf of the Sub-Committee, to thank M. Politis. 

He has, as usual, given us a clear wording which enables us to bring out what was hitherto more 
or less obscure. - · 

I therefore put M. Politis' text to the vote. 
The proposed text was adopted by twenty votes. There were some abstentions. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- Would it not be better to postpone my observations until 
the amendment I proposed has been circulated, for it is not opposed to the Article we have already 
adopted? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I hope that can be done. 

TM suggestion um adopl8d. 

37· Discussion on Articles B and C (Document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2 of the Minutes) and on 
the Amendments proposed by the Swedish, Soviet and Spanish Delegations. 

" ARTICLE B. 

"Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting 
Party intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total 
(global) tonnage which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

" The maximum displacement and gun calibre limits of the ·several categories- shall be 
as laid down in this treaty.! 

"Table II. 

High Contracting Parties 
Categories 

(defined in Annex Ill) 

I I A. B. c. . D. E . F. G. 

(a) Capital ships. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
----------~ 

(b) Aircraft-carriers -. . . . . . . . . . . . . 
--------------

(cd) I (c) Cruisers. 

1 

. . . . . . . . . . . 
Light (i) Guns of more than 6.1 " . 

surface (ii) Guns of 6.1" and less. . . 
vessels] (d) Destroyers. . . . . . . . . . . 

----~ --------
(e) Submarines . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

" ARTICLE C. 
" _Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting 

Party !n T!lb!-e I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions · 
to which it IS or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a 
transfer of the tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II subject to 
the two following conditions: ' 

·: (1) The tonnage b:y categ<?ry shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall m no case be the object of mcrease beyond the figures shown for it in Table III; 

. 
~ With r~ence.to Articles A and B, the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that they should be replaced 

by a aingle article otatmg: 
. -The limitation ·of _naval _armament.. accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is indicated 
m the ~ Table whtch m1gbt be the Table ll attached to this document. Consequently the Italian 
delogation ta tn favour of aoppressmg Table I.'' 
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" (2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferr~d tonna~e has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Co.ntractmg ~artles of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice 
bemg that la1d down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

"Table III. - Rules for Transfer. 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE SWEDISH DELEGATION. 

" ARTICLE B. 

" Table II. 

"Replace Table II of document C.P.D.230 by the following table: 

Class A I Class B I Class C I Class D 

. 
Vessels not . Surface vessels whose displacement 

Vessels 
exceeding does not exceed Io,ooo tons 

Io,ooo tons and the calibre of whose guns 
exceeding displacement Aircraft· Submarines 

Io,ooo tons and the calibre carriers Exceeds 155 mm. Does not exceed 
displacement of whose guns (6.1") but 155 mm. 

exceeds 203 mm. does not exceed (6.1") 
(8") 203 mm. (5") 

A I A2 C I c 2 

" Reasons. - In view of the fact that the names by which warships (' capital ships •, 
' cruisers ', etc.) are known in the various fleets are not identical but vary appreciably (the same 
type of vessel being regarded in one fleet as a torpedo-boat, in another as a cruiser, etc.), 
the introduction of these names in the text of a general Disarmament Convention does not 
appear to be advisable. It would be preferable for the purposes of the future Convention 
to use the terms employed in Table II of the present document. If this suggestion is accepted 
by the Sub-Conunittee, formal modifications would naturally have to be made in certain 
other parts of the text proposed in document C.P.D.230. 

" The proposed system would facilitate the subdivision ~nto two parts of the class 
termed in document C.P.D.230 'capital ships'. The disadvantage of the adoption of this 
latter definition would be that the same provisions would apply to very different vessels
for instance to the British capital ship Nelson with a displacement of 35,000 tons, mounting 
nine 40-cm. guns, and to the Swedish coast-defence vessel Aran with a displacement of 
3,360 tons, mounting two 2I-cm. guns." . 

" ARTICLE C. 

" Within the limits . conditions: 

" (I) The tonnages by category shown for each high contracting Party whose 
total tonnage exceeds zoo,ooo tons in Table II shall in no case be the object of increase 
beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

. " (2) Before . . .· in Table III. 

" Table III of Document O.P.D.230. 

"Observations in regard to Table III: 

" The Preparatory Commission should draw up definite proposals concerning the rules 
for transfer to be inserted in Table III. To ignore this problem would be to renounce any 
effective preparation in re~ard to one of the most il!lportant p~rts of t~e future Convention. 
The Preparatory Conuniss10n should ~herefore examme the vanous poss1ble _systems (transfer 
either by percentage figures or by maXImum tonnage figures to be transferred m each class, etc.) 
and decide between them. The Swedish delegation is of opinion that the percentage system 
is the most appropriate and that, if this system were applied, the amo1;1nt of t~e transfer 
should vary in i~verse ratio to the amount of the total tonnage of the vanous naVles." 
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

"ARTICLE B. 

" The High Contracting Parties whose navy exceeds 2oo,ooo tons agree to limit their 
total tonnage in conformity with the classes and figures fixed in Table II. 

"ARTICLE C. 
" To be deleted. 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE SPANISH DELEGATION. 

"ARTICLE C. 

"Substitute for the words: 'shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures', 
the words:' shall in no case exceed the figures' 

" ARTICLE NA.- RULES FOR TRANSFER. 

"Table Ill. 

Limit attainable in case of transfer by each 
of the High Contracting Parties 

Categories 

A I B I c 

Capital ships. . . . . . . . . . 

Period of notification. . . . . . 

"Note. - The figures to be entered in Table III will be calculated on the following 
principles: 

"(I) The Powers whose total tonnage figure does not exceed x tons will have 
full freedom of transfer. 

" (2) As regards the other Powers, the figures will be determined irrespective 
of proportionality on the basis of the total tonnage and special needs of each. 

" (3) The greatest possible freedom shall be allowed for the transfer of tonnage 
from the capital ship to the cruiser category, and from the cruiser and submarine 
categories to the destroyer category." 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands).- I would point out that there iS a Swedish amendment referring 
to Table II of Article B. Would it not be -better to discuss the Swedish amendment separately ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I have no objection to that suggestion. So far as I am 
concerned. I include the necessary tables, and any amendment is quite in order. I think some 
delegations want to make some observations on Articles B and C taken together. I think Mr. 
Gibson is one. That was why I moved that they should be taken together. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I am rising on the assumption 
that the discussion on Articles B and C together is in order. There seems to be a very logical 
connection between them. 

After the admirably lucid statement made by the honourable delegate for France yesterday, 
I shall not venture to go over any of the ground covered by him, but I should like to offer some 
observations on the remarks made by the honourable delegate for Sweden yesterday morning. 

As I understand it, his purpose in his amendment to Article C is to devise a method which will 
give greater liberty and elasticity to the smaller navies in the distribution of their tonnage. With 
thiS)undamental purpose, the American delegation has always expressed its concurrence. We have 
repeatedly stated our readiness to recognise the need of the smaller Powers for less rigid limitation 
than we have applied to ourselves. Therefore I am confident that the Swedish delegate will not take 
it amiss if I say that any attempt by us to fix, here and now, an arbitrary, total tonnage-limit at 
wt.icb a given system shall begin or end is not really practicable. We can only determine what level 
should be fixed when, in the course of the final Conference, we have examined the figures put 
frnward by the various countries and set aside the figures for ships which can be agreed upon as 
btvmging to an t:JreJJ~pt class, as well as special vessels not subject to limitation. 
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It is necessary, not only that we have a clear idea of exactly what ships a country puts forward 
for J?easurement, ~ut that ~his be expressed in some common standard of tonnage measurement. 
Until .we hav~ a~hi~ve<l: tins, we have no clear, workable idea of the extent of the naval forces 
to which our li~tation iS to be applied, and until we have this statement in clear and comparable 
t~fJ?s •. we obV1ol!sly cannot have a comprehensive idea of which navies would fall under tile 
hmitations d~cnbed by M. Westman, and which would come into another category. Until then 
we cannot decide what level is best. 

For the p~os~s o_f tilis Sub-Committee would it not be sufficient if we agree upon an elastic 
me~hod for the ~im~tat1<~n ?f smaller navies, and tilat we refrain from seeking to establish any 
arbitrary, quantitative hmits for the application of that plan ? While I confess I do not find it 
eas~ to accept the form of ~he Swedish 3:mendment to Article C, I have no hesitation in saying I 
am m.complete sympathy Wlt~ the essential purpose of that amendment. In fact it is my impression 
that, m Tab~e.I.II proposed Wlth our draft, we had met exactly this difficulty, that we had provided 
for the possibility, not only.of one elastic.method, but of as many different adjustments as might 
be necessary b~ agreement m regard to different groups of Powers and different conditions. As a 
matter of fact, it seems to me that Article C of our draft is more elastic than tile scheme put forward 
by the honourable delegate for Sweden, for there is nothing in it inconsistent with any measure 
of transfer within the global tonnage. 

. So far as my Gove~ment is concerned I can see only one qualification that would be of 
mterest to 11:s, and that iS on general grounds. The London Naval Conference adopted certain 
rules governmg the use of submarines. We feel that this is in the general interest, and that, in 
future agreements, there will be a tendency to press for the reduction of submarines, or at least, 
as a first step, for their stabilisation at tile present level, and that in any Conference this tendency 
should be taken into account in fixing general tonnage levels. It further seems to me that, if we 
are prepared to leave the door open for agreement on such a broad basis as I have outlined, it would 
not be in the interests of the smaller navies to close that door part way by the adoption 
of intermediate arrangements. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). - Just now, I said that I was postponing any expression of 
my sympathy for the Swedish amendment until Articles Band C were discussed. The Netherlands 
delegation fully agrees with the Swedish amendment to Table III, by which liberty of transfer would 
be left to small naval Powers. 

It is true that this liberty may be given to them through Table Ill. That is the object of the 
Spanish amendment. That is the system to which M. Cobian referred just now when he said that 
Table III is very elastic, since figures may be given under it which leave complete liberty of transfer. 

Nevertheless, I wonder whether the Swedish amendment has not an advantage over this 
system. The object of Table III is to limit freedom of transfer. If we wish to have complete 
freedom of transfer we must not enter in Table III figures limiting this freedom, otherwise the 
table will have no value for the States concerned. It would be better to say it expressly as the 
Swedish amendment does, and apply the limitation of the right of transfer found in Article C 
only to the larger fleets. 

I should like to submit another observation as to the extent of the liberty requested for small 
fleets. I think we should not exaggerate this extent. We must not imagine that, if we put different 
figures for different categories in Table II, .and leave small fleets full freedom of trans.fer, t~ey ":'ill 
have ships of one category only the followmg year. Small naval Powe~s usually retam their shit?S 
in service longer than great Powers. Freedom of transfer has practical value when a vessel iS 
withdrawn from active service and replaced. But the ships of very small naval Powers can be 
replaced only as and when the fleet is renewed. The possib~ty of transfer in t~e case of such rowers 
is very slight. Each year it can affect only a small fraction of the figures glVen for the different 
categories. 

The danger referred to by M. Massigli-namely, t~at we might one. day find a small Power 
witil So per cent of its tonnage in the f<?rm of subm~n_nes-does not ans~. as that would mean 
withdrawing from service a large proportion of the existmg vessels. There iS one great obstacle to 
that. It is tile de facto budgetary limitation. In other words, it is impossible on financial grounds. 

That is true of small Powers which already possess a navy. It might be argued that it does not 
apply to small Powers who are expecting to construct .a navy. B_ut in t~3:t case, to~, the same 
argument applies. A Power which has hardly any ships and which anticipates havmg ~ navy 
of, say, roo,ooo tons one day, will not ~onstruct .it in a yea~ or two. !h~ same reas?n which has 
prevented it from having such a fleet hitilerto will prevent it from bmldmg one dunng the term 
of the Convention. 

We must realise the true meaning of freedom of transfer; in other wo~ds, w~ must l!n~erstand 
what transfers are really possible during the few years that the Convent10n Wlll remam m force. 

If that is true, we may wonder whether the method sugg~sted in the Swedish amendment 
(according to which no figures at all are entered under Table III) iS not preferable to the met~od ~y 
which figures would be calculated for each small Power to s~ow ~he freedom of transfer wh~c~. m 
reality, will not be of great impor~~ce to ~~e. small cou1_1tnes, smce they have o~ly very lumted 
possibilities in that direction. This impossibihty of makmg transfers to any considerable extent, 
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iu the ca..~ of small Powers, is certainly as effective as the limitation of freedom of transfer contained 
in Article C Accordingly, I think the Swedish amendment is to be recommended. · 

If we are to consider the possibilities of transfer during the term of the Convention, and if 
we are to be certain on that point, we must have before us a statement of the different fleets. A final 
d.~d .. ~on can be reached only by the Conference. Any decision that we take concerning freedom of 
transfer in the case of the small Powers will come up again before the Conference, which will make 
the final decision. For that very reason, I think we might meet Mr. Gibson's wishes without thereby 
being pre'-ented, for the moment, from accepting the Swedish amendment. · 

M. Lininoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I wish to make it clear that we are 
now discussing three amendments to the proposal of the seven States. All through the Swedish 
and Spanish amendments runs the principle of a distinction being made between the bigger naval 
Powers and the smaller ones. One difference between the Soviet proposal and that of the Swedish 
and Spanish delegations is this: while the Soviet proposal contemplates that the big naval Powers 
can afford to limit and reduce their fleets by categories, the Swedish and the Spanish proposals 
admit of some allowance for transfers also in the case' of the big Powers. If I may say so, they 
are more hDeral. with regard to the big Powers than is the Soviet delegation. 

Another difference is with regard to the line of demarcation between the big naval Powers 
and the smaller ones. \Ve place this line at 200,000. The Swedish amendment places it at 100,000 
tons. while the Spanish proposal leaves the figure at x, the exact figure to be decided by the future 
Disarmament Conference. 

The Soviet delegation has been asked by some delegates here why they have chosen this 
particular figure of 200,000 tons, implying that I had in view the special interests of my country 
in putting forward a figure which would allow the Soviet Union to come under the category of 
bigger countries. I must confess that I have been unable to answer that question because, strange 
to say, the Soviet Government has never been able to decide under which category its navy is to 
come.. In spite of our enjoyment of over ten years of a state of peace, a part of the Soviet fleet is 
still kept in captivity by one of the big naval Powers and by what right ? Only by the right 
of force, so that the answer to the question under which category the Soviet fleet would come is 
dependent on the return of that part of their fleet. 

The Chairman. - I must ask M. Litvinoff to refrain from observations of the kind he 
has just made. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I shall not allude any more to it because 
I have said what I had to say on that point. · 

If part of our fleet is returned to us, then we shall not be among the privileged coUI).tries; we 
sba1l not be allowed greater freedom of transfers-'-but in any case, it is not considerations such as 
those which have inspired the Soviet delegation in putting forward this or any other figure. If the 
Sub-Committee decides to take a lower figure we shall not offer any objection; but, as the Sub
Committee is not going to deal with figures at all, we can leave it to the Conference, as proposed by 
the Spanish delegation, which has put, instead of any figure, an x. The Soviet delegation will 
support any proposal which will place the weaker naval Powers in a more privileged position with 
regard to the transfer of ships from one category to another. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do not desire to say very much on this question, but l do 
think that the attempt to fix a definite figure of Ioo,ooo tons is one of very great difficulty. I have 
just been looking at the tables and I find that Ioo,ooo tons would probably exclude Spain; it would 
certainly exclude the Argentine, and it would exclude Russia.and Germany. In view of the great 
resources of those last two countries, that is not perhaps so objectionable, but with regard to the 
othertwoitseemsmoredifficult, and, wherever you draw the line, you will find a similar anomaly. 

Where I find great difficulty with the Swedish amendment is that it lays down a hard and fast 
rule. I agree with the general proposition that the small Powers ought to have greater facilities 
of transfer than the large Powers. I am disposed to agree with that proposition, but to fix a general 
figure seems to me very difficult. That is my first proposition. 

lly second proposition is this: I do feel that the submarine question, as stated by Mr. Gibson, 
does raise a very great difficulty. There is no doubt that if any of the so-called small Powers were 
suddenly to choose to concentrate on building nothing but submarines, that would make a very 
great difference in the naval balance of the fleets of the world, and I think that, whatever is done 
in regard to transfers, some restriction in regard to submarines will be absolutely essential. Beyond 
that, I am quite in agreement with M. Massigli and Mr. Gibson that, granted Table III is properly 
and reasonably applied, it gives all the liberty that ought to be given. It gives, indeed, complete 
liberty, and I am rather disposed to think that it would be better to leave it until we have got 
the :Saval figures actually before us, so that we can judge exactly what ought to be done in the 
cao;e: of each Power, 

I doubt very much whether a hard and fast rule applying to all Powers is judicious. The 
t.J>f%Ch of lL Litvinoff shows the difficulty we are in. He, quite frankly, says that he wants to fix 
the figure at zoo,ooo tons because that will inClude Soviet Russia .. 

M. Lltvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - N:o; I said exactly the opposite. 
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. Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Other people, no doubt, less charitably disposed, would 
thmk that that was the reason why he wanted 2oo,ooo tons. But whether he wishes it-of course, 
I accep~ what he say~ as to hi~ intentions-it does raise these difficulties immediately, and I find 
myself m sympathy w1th Mr. G1bson and M. Massigli, and wonder whether some device could not be 
worked ou! to give pr~c!ical sat~sfaction toM. Westman and others who spoke on behalf of the small 
Pow~rs, w1thou! so ngtd and 1ron-clad a system as fixing a definite tonnage, and which will, in 
particular, prov1de the same restriction we made with regard to submarines. I am not pledging my 
Government to the acceptance of such a system, but they would be prepared to consider a system 
based on some such principles. 

. M. Massigli (France). - As I stated yesterday, I should like to express my sympathy 
w1th M. Westman's amendment, but I desire, at the same time, to show him the disadvantages this 
amendment seems to offer in its present form. 

Since we agx:ee on the principle that, in the case of small navies, transfers shall be on a much 
l~r&er scale tha~ m the case o~ others, it would be advisable not to insert any figures for the tonnage 
hm1t. As specific cases, I w1ll take the example of three navies that are not represented here
namely, those of the Argentine, Brazil and Chile. Sooner or later these countries will certainly be 
led to adopt a common system. The Argentine navy is of over 1oo,ooo tons, the Brazilian of nearly 
8o,ooo, whilst the Chilian navy is rather less than 7o,ooo tons. The amendment proposed would, 
perhaps, make it much more difficult for these three countries to reach an agreement. 

Consequently, I ask that, whilst asserting in the report the principle that the rules concerning 
tonnage will be much more elastic for smaller navies, we should nevertheless not state any definite 
limit in the text. 

As to the Soviet amendment, I shall not give M. Litvinoff the satisfaction of developing the 
incident he seemed to be seeking just now. I shall make no reply on that subject. I will merely 
tell him that we cannot, in this particular case, fix any limit and that it is, at all events, certain 
that Russia did not contemplate this figure of 20o,ooo tons for herself. There is indeed a public 
document with which we are all acquainted and in which a Soviet delegation formerly stated its 
Government's intentions. I refer to the report of the 1924 Rome Conference (document C.76. 
1924.IX). At that Conference, the Soviet delegation had asked for 400,000 tons of capital ships for 
its country, though agreeing, it is true, to reduce its tonnage to 28o,ooo on condition that the 
Council of the League of Nations was abolished. That condition has not been realised and I do not 
think M. Litvinoff intends to revive it. The Commission will decide and I shall not prolong the 
discussion on this point. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I should like, in the first place, to thank the various speakers 
for the sympathy they have kindly expressed for the Swedish delegation's proposal. 

I desire to stress once more the ideas underlying our proposal. What are the small Powers 
asked to do? We are asked to cast a vote here and nowin support of the method of categories; 
but we are not, at the same time, given any such guarantee as would be provided by definite 
proposals accepted by all, or by a considerable majority of the Sub-Committee concerning the 
rules for ensuring elasticity and freedom. In our opinion, such rules are an indispensable 
condition if small fleets are to abandon the principle of global tonnage. 

To remedy this situation, we proposed that Article .c. should include. a reference to fleets of 
1oo,ooo tons, which would thus be exempted from over-ngtd rules concernmg transfers. 

· We think it is very desirable that th~ Commission should fix a figure .. N.aturally, such a figure 
would not be final but, as it would constitute a proposal from the CommiSSion to the Conference, 
we should consider it a valuable guarantee. 

In this connection I should like to tell M. Massigli that I find it somewhat difficult 
to understand how the r~ult could work out as he suggested. Our system is sound, as I shall prove. 

Various criticisms have been directed against our system. It has been said that the insertion of 
this figure of 100 ooo tons would lay down too rigid a line of demarcation between two types of 
fleet. On this subject-and I am addressing myself particularly to M. Massigli-I should like to 
point out that we did not propose only that .fi~e. We ~o proposed, as our document shows, 
a system of transfers which supplements our ongtnal suggestion. 

We can easily agree on a starting point fo~ t~e ~scussion of these quest~ons. We have, on one 
side, a certairi number of Powers for whom hm1tation does not seeiii: poss1ble unless the. system 
of categories is applied-those are the great Powers. On t_he <;>t~er s1d~, we have. a considerable 
number of countries to whom such a system cannot be applied 1!11ts entirety. I thmk we shall all 
agree that it would be absurd to divide into ?ifferent catego~es ~he total.to!lnage of a .fleet of 
10,000 tons. The great majority of the countnes represented m th1s Comm1ss1on find t~e1~ pl<;ce 
somewhere between the two extreme points of this great scale. As regards the methods of lim1tat10n 
we are now discussing, it seems esse~tial to cut that group in two. In other words, there must be 
some total tonnage figure below wh1ch complete freedom of transfer rna~ be allowed and: may be 
accepted by everyone. Above that figure, however, the system of categones must be apphed more 
or less strictly. 
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1 admit at once that we shall find great difficulty ~n fixing that fig_ure. I admit that, .as Lord 
Cecil said, such a figure will always be more or less ar~1trary, b?t ~at ~s no reas?n. for sayml? that 
we should not try to ascertain that fiooun;. I ~ven thmk that 1f, m th1s Comn~:Ission, we Wl~h ~o 
find a solution for the problems before us, 1t w1ll be very helpful, perhaps essential, to ascertam 1t. 

We proposed the fiooure of xoo,ooo tons. I a!ll inclined to th~k it represents a _happy mean. 
It is an appropriate fiooure at which to fix the lme of demarcatiOn between the different types 
of navies. 

I am particularly anxious to reply to Lord Cecil's criticism of the suggestion that this figure 
should be fixed. Yesterday, as an illustration, he argued, if I am not mistaken, that a navy of 

99,999 tons would have «::mplete freedom of transfer, whereas a navy of IOO,OOI tons would come 
under the rule of categones. . 

We anticipated this criticism in our proposal, and we suggested a system of transfers according 
to which the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to the amount of the total tonnage 
of a navy. That is equivalent to saying, the smaller the navy the greater will be the amount of 
transfer allowed. Oearly, if this system be adopted, a navy of, say, IOO,OOI tons, will not by any 
means lose all freedom of transfer. It will not be put on the same footing as the navy of a Great 
Power. On the contrary, its right of transfer will be almost equal to that granted to a navy in the 
free class. Under our system, the two navies mentioned by Lord Cecil would, in reality, be treated 
almost on a footing of equality. 

In conclusion, I should like to refer to the question of submarines. We are prepared to discuss 
this question with a view to laying down a rule which would, to some extent, limit the use of these 
-ressels, e~ in the case of so-called " free " fleets. In that way, we should overcome the difficulties 
that will arise if certain countries are allowed to use for submarines the total tonnage granted them. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I have listened to the very interesting speeches on the question of 
transfers (Article C). M. Westman's last speech showed me the importance of this question, 
particularly for his country. 

In a general way, I share the views concerning the Swedish proposal expressed by Lord 
CeciL :Y. Massigli and Mr. Gibson. To some extent, this proposal resembles the Soviet amendment. 
It is very difficult to trace a rigid line of demarcation between two classes of navies. Particular 
cases must be examined, and we must see what rule for transfers the Conference desires to lay 
down. I took part in the drafting of the text of the amendment submitted by the . seven 
delegations. The delegations who co-operated with me in that work will allow me to say 
that we left Table III blank (that is, the transfers table}, in order to give the different navies 
the greatest possl'ble h'berty in the matter of transfers. We thought this procedure would ·meet 
the wishes of countries with small navies. We had no intention of fixing a rule that would 
be too rigid in their case. 

Like M. Massigli, I was going to propose that this Commission's report should include a 
reference to the matter. In that way, account would be taken of the wishes expressed by 
M. Westman and other delegations. As, in his last speech, M. Westman did not seem to be satisfied 
with this course, I shall raise no objection to Table III being accompanied by general rules for 
determining the percentage of transfers, if the delegates who assisted in drawing up the text 
of the seven delegations agree. 

M.. Westman's amendment provides for a certain proportion in the matter of transfers. 
Perhaps new proposals will be submitted by other delegations. We might being these together 
and, as we did the other day, set up a small committee to discuss the question and submit definite 
proposals to the naval Sub-Commission. These proposals would serve as rules for the Disarmament 
Conference. 

I would add that these rules should apply only to small navies. It is impossible for us to 
lay down any rule for transfers in the case of large navies. Only the Disarmament Conference 
can do that. 

So far, no one has referred to Table II of the Swedish amendment. For my part, I shall 
accept it if delegations of other great Powers do the same. There is only one difference between 
this table and the Table II proposed by the seven delegations. It concerns " capital ships ". 
The Swedish amendment proposes to make two classes. My delegation has no objection, if 
the others agree. . 

I must, however, point out that my country is bound by the .London Naval Treaty, which 
it has signed. We must therefore add the destroyer category to the table in the Swedish 
amendment. That is self-evident, and I do not think it would be difficult to bring the Swedish 
Table into line with the table suggested by the seven delegations. 

:M. Colban (:Sorway). -I support the opinion just expressed by the Swedish delegate. 

:M. Cobian (Spain). - I agree with M. Sato's suggestion. To harmonise the texts of the 
two amendments before us and the text submitted by the seven Powers, it would be advisable 
to set up a small committee which could settle all the differences this afternoon. 

I desire to correct a notion attributed to me by various speakers. I did not in any way 
intend to divide the Powers into two classes. In the naval problem, as in almost all problems 
cr.lfsr.ected with the limitation and reduction of armaments, the particular case of each country 
l.a~ to Le crmsidered, but I do not propose any method for tracing a line clearly dividing Powers 
ur fiF.:eti into two distinct classes. · 
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We have before us: 

. (a). The sy~tem proposed by the seven Powers, the authors of document C.P.D.230, 
wh1ch 1s the bas1s for our discussion, and 

(b) Three amendments, the Soviet amendment to Article B, and the Swedish and 
Spamsh amendments to Article C. 

The Soviet amendment lays down a limit of 2oo,ooo tons as regards the limitation of naval 
armaments. 

As t.o Article. C, I think that the Swedish and Spanish amendments, although not identical, 
are not mco~pa.tible. T~ey deal with solutions, and even problems, that are quite different. 

Lord Cecil nghtly pomted out that the Swedish amendment with its limit of roo ooo tons 
do~s not cover the. case of Spain. I make no complaint since, 'as a compromise, we' accepted 
th1s ~eth?d, on wh1ch t~e London Naval Treaty is based, but we desire it to be elastic. I have 
no obJection to supportmg the Swedish amendment, even if the other delegations ask that it 
should be supplemented by figures. 

I fully realise the difficulty of introducing figures in our work, and it would perhaps be 
preferable to leave that matter to the Conference. 

I ~uppo~t th~ Swedish am.endment all the more readily because it does not cover the case 
of Spam - smc~. 1t leaves full liberty for the distribution of the global tonnage granted to Powers 
whose tonnage 1s less than Ioo,ooo. · 

I quite und~rstan~ the. apprehensions aroused concerning submarines. M. Westman, too, 
stated that he was qmte prepared to discuss this question with a view to reaching a solution. 

The Spanish delegation's proposal does not deal particularly with cases in which Spain is 
interested. We placed this suggestion before the Sub-Committee because we thought it would 
be preferable to frame rules regarding transfers. The same idea has, moreover, been expressed 
by M. Sato. 

We ask that one sentence in Article C should be changed, and that the words: "shall in 
no case be the object of increase beyond the figures ·~ shall be replaced by the words: " shall 
in no case exceed the figures ". 

At first sight, this difference seems to be very subtle, but I must explain it. In this sentence, 
the seven Powers' text contemplates percentages for transfers. That is to say, a Power could 
not be granted a percentage greater than a certain figure x. Now, I think this wording would 
not be sufficient to allow a very small navy-for instance, one of from Io,ooo to IS,ooo tons
the possibility of a percentage increase, because, in that case, its needs would not be covered. 
Accordingly, I leave aside percentages, and I say that such a navy of I5,000 tons may not in any 
case transfer more than 12,000 or even IS,ooo tons. 

Having explained this small amendment, I come to the rules in Table III. We are agreed 
that the figures given in Table III should be fixed by the Conference. But in its statement 
(last paragraph) the Swedish delegation, like the Spanish delegation-for the two amendments 
are very similar--considers that some executive rules should be determined for transfers. As 
M. Sato said, the object is that Powers whose global tonnage does not exceed x tons should have 
complete freedom of transfer. We are not concerned with figures over Ioo,ooo tons, or even 
equal to xoo,ooo ton~. I think that this rule should be applied in the case of quite small navies, 
and that, as I have just explained, they should be allowed a certain freedom of transfer. 

In the case of big navies, the figures will be determined without any proportional rule. 
The particular case of each country must, naturally, be considered. It would be very difficult, 
and even unjust, to bring them all under a fixed proportional rule. I realise that this introduces 
a complication, but we often have to face complications if we wish to ensure justice and fairness. 

These special needs must be taken into account in defining the total tonnage. We should 
lay down a rule for the Conference to follow in determining the figures of Table III. The greatest 
possible freedom would be allowed as reg~rds the transfer o~ vessels £:om. t~e cruiser and subf!iarine 
categories to the destroyer category. Th1s means that naVIes for wh1ch 1t 1s thought most smtable, 
in view of their needs, to transfer vessels to the destroyer class, or to other classes, should be 
given great facilities for doing so. . 

· In the last resort it is for the Sub-Committee proposed by M. Sa to to examine these suggestions, 
and I do not think I need insist for the moment. I felt bound to give these explanations to the 
Sub-Committee in order to make the Spanish position quite clear. In putting forward this 
amendment oUI delegation does not think particularly of Spanish interests, but desires to give 
the Conference rules which can be put into practice by all countries. 

The Chairman. - There are still two delegates who wish to speak. 
We propose that, in view of the discussion we ~':e just had and in ac<:ordance.with the 

suggestion made by M. Sato and supported by M. Cob1an, those who are particularly mterested 
in this question should meet this afternoon and discuss it among themselves, so as to be able 
to inform the Commission to-morrow of the results. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I support M. Sato's proposal to set up a sub-Committee. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). -I must say that, in all the speeches made this morning. 
I have not heard any very serious objections to a certain tonnage limit. Let me take Lord Cecil's 
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e~·ample of two navies of 99·?00 tons and IOI,ooo tons respe?ti~ely. In such a case, if _it is to 
the int.:-~t of the Power wh1ch has IOI,ooo tons to come Wlthm the class of Powers w1th less 
than 100,000 tons, no one will object to its doing so. It can easily bring its figure down to 
QQ.ooo tons. Many arguments have been advanced to prove the difficulty of regulating small 
differences but, personally, I do not think that is any objection. 

I should like once more to support the Swedish proposal, for I think it is not enough merely 
to e.'\.-press sympathy with this proposaL I am, therefore, very grateful toM. Sa to for not confining. 
hinlself to sympathy. I think that, if we keep too rigidly to a plan drawn up solely for the great 
Powers, and if we do not make concessions to the small Powers, the latter will find it impossible 
to acrept this plan. We shall be in a very difficult position if no exemption is admitted in our 
case. I therefore hope we shall be given this facility. I am very grateful to M. Cobian for 
suggesting another solution, and I think many others might easily be suggested. It is merely 
a question of willingness to do so. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I quite agree with M. Sato and M. Cobian that it would 
be a very desirable thing to have a really small committee to draft a proposal for the consideration 
of this Sub-Committee. But I admit I was a little frightened at your suggestion, Sir, which was 
simply that we should go round and round in a circle and practically have this Sub-Committee 
meeting again under another form as a sub-committee. That is of no use at all, and I propose 
the appointment of a sub-committee in the ordinary sense, presided over by our Vice-Chairman 
and consisting of five, or seven members, to be selected by the Bureau. 

1\1. Colban (Norway). -If we accept the proposal to appoint a sub-committee and if the 
other delegates cannot be present, I would propose that the sub-committee should be quite small. 
It should not consist of the representatives of all the great Naval Powers. This sub-committee's 
duty is to prepare a text and nothing else, as the political decision must be left entirely to the 
Commission. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). - If you are going to have a very 
small committee, I would like to ask that I may not have a seat on that very small committee. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Lord Cecil has asked for a select 
committee. \Vould it not be more practicable to have all those who have introduced certain 
amendments and shown interest in this special question . 

.APPOINTliENT OF A SuB-CoMMITTEE FOR THE STUDY OF THE AMENDMENTS TO ARTICLES B AND C 
AND TO TABLES II AND III. 

The Chairman. - I was just about to make a similar proposal, and suggest that the sub
committee should consist of M. Sato, M. Cobian, M. Litvinoff, and M. Westman. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I think M. Massigli ought to be added to it because he is 
the person who moved, or practically moved, the whole of this discussion. 

M. Sato Uapan).- I assume it is understood that we shall have the assistance of members 
· of the Bureau. · 

The Chairman. - M. Politis is willing to be present. 

M. Litvinoif (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- !suppose the delegates may be assisted 
by the naval experts ? · 

The Chairman.- Yes. 

The Chairman's proposal for the composition of this sub-committee was adopted. 
The muting rose at I.I5 p.m. 

FOURTH MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Wednesday, November I9th, I9JO, at zo a.m. 

Chairman: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

?}3. Discussion on Chapter II: Material. - Section II: Naval Armaments (continuation): 
Discussion on Articles B and C (Document C. P. D. 230) (Annex 2 of the minutes) 
(continuation). 

TEXT PROPOSED FOR TABLE III, ARTICLE C. 

The Chairman. - At yesterday's meeting, after discussing Articles A, B and C of the 
jr.Jint proposal by the seven delegations and the amendments relating thereto, the Sub-Committee 
was able to adopt the new wording proposed by M. Politis for Article A. That does not exclude 
di!ioCil!Y.>irJJl of the adrlition to Article A proposed by M. Markovitch. 
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As regards Articles :S and C, the Sub-Committee, on M. Sato's proposal, decided to appoint 
a v_ery small Sub-Coml!utt_ee to.draw up a formula to be submitted to the main Sub-Committee. 
~hls !0~Sla .was to bnng .mto line the text of the joint proposal by the seven delegations and the 
1?~~ • p 0lli~t and S":edish amendments. That small Sub-Committee met yesterday afternoon 

W1 • 
0 tis as President,_ ~d we know already that the meeting led to a very satisfactory 

result. I -:voul~ ask M. Politis to be good enough to inform the Sub-Committee of the small 
Sub-Committee s work. · 

TEXT UNANIMOUSLY PROPOSED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE, THE ADOPTION OF WHICH IS A CONDITION 

FOR ITS ACCEPTANCE OF ARTICLE C WITHOUT MODIFICATION. 

" TABLE Ill. - RuLES FOR TRANSFER. 

"The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 

" I. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed roo,ooo tons (or x tons) will have 
full freedom of transfer. 

"z. As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer will vary in inverse ratio 
to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

. " 3· Accoun~ m~st also be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of. 
the category of ships mvolved in the transfer." 

M. Politis (Greece).-· The Sub-Committee you appointed yesterday to consider the various 
amendments submitted in connection with Articles B and C and with Table II and III met 
yesterd~y afte':Iloon a~d was fortunately able to agree unanin10usly on a certain number of 
conclu.sions which, on Its behalf, I have the honour to submit for your approval. 

First, as regards Article B, the Sub-Committee thought this might be accepted without 
any c~ange. The Soviet delegation stated that it is prepared to withdraw its amendment if the 
Comrrussion accepts the principles which we propose to include in Table III and, in particular, 
the principle given under No. z. . 

The Sub-Committee also proposes that Article C should be accepted without change, provided 
that the principles stated in the document which. has just been circulated, are included in 
Table III. 

I shall comment very briefly on these principles so that their meaning may be clear. 
The Sub-Committee considers that these principles should be taken as illustrations to enable 

the Conference to fix the figures in Table III. These will be different for each country, and account 
will be taken of each country's special situation and of its special circumstances, in accordance with 
the rule laid down in Article 8, paragraph z, of the Covenant of the League of Nations. 

Principle No. I states that, in the case of countries whose navies are small-and to make this 
idea clear we say "Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed roo,ooo tons (or x tons)" in order 
to leave the Conference the fullest latitude in this respect-there shall be complete freedom to 
transfer vessels from one category to another. 

The Sub-Committee attaches special importance to principle No. z, in view of the Soviet 
delegation's statement that, if this principle be adopted, it will withdraw its amendment to Article B. 
This principle No. z states that as regards the other Powers-that is to say, those whose global 
tonnage exceeds roo,ooo tons, for instance-the possibility of effecting transfers from one category 
of vessels to another will be greater in proportion as their tonnage is less by comparison with the 
tonnage of other Powers. · 

Finally, principle No.3 is intended as a statement of the fact that, in determining the figures, 
account must be taken of the special circumstances of each country from the geographical and 
political point of view and also of the category of ships involved in the transfer. This means that, 
other things being equal, the possibilities of effecting transfers will be less for certain categories 
for instance submarines-than for other categories, such as small surface vessels. 

As rega:z.ds Table II, the Sub-Committee agreed to adopt the Swedish proposal to s?-b-divide 
Class (a), Capital Ships, subject to a reservation concerning the Soviet amendment which refers 
to capital ships. . .. 

In conclusion, the Sub-Comrruttee proposes that you should first take a deciSI~n on the three 
principles in Table III. If these principles be approved, Articles B and C will be adopted 
without change and without discussion. 

A decision will then have to be taken concerning Table II, so that we may know whether the 
Sub-Committee accepts the Select-Committee's proposal to adopt ~he Swedish amendmen~. In 
this connection, however, a decision must first be taken on the SoVIet amendment, according to 
which large naval units would be abolished. . . . 

These, very briefly, are the proposals which the Sub-Comrruttee has the hono~r to subrrut to 
you. It hopes that you will adopt them and that, after the agreement so happily reached, no 
discussion on Articles B and C will be necessary. 

The Chairman. - I am sure that, after hearing M. Politis, the Commission will agree to 
consider at once the three principles proposed. 

Lord Cecil inforniS me that he does not agree. I will ask him to speak. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).-- I feel that I all?- ~n a slight ~~culty in regard to this matter. 
I thought I had made it quite clear, so far as the BntiSh delegation 1S concerned, that we could not 



-166-

agree to freedom of transfer unless there was a definite ~estriction o
1
n su~~arin.es. So :~rp:~ ~~ 

instructions 0 that is a sine qua non. I do not want to promote a ong Jscuss1on, or . 
Commission fn 'any difficulty. Therefore, under the circumstances, I venture to sugg~st ~h'!-t this 
matter should be adjourned to enable me to consult my Government further~ but I thmk It IS 01_11Y 
right to say that 1 see no prospect of their assenting to an arrangement. wh1ch ~oe~h~ot protde 
for a definite limitation of submarines, and, in view of my Government's ~terest m . IS ques Ion, 
I am surprised that, in M. Politis's account of the work of the Sub-Comm1ttee, there IS not even a 
reference to this matter. 

M. Politis (Greece). -Evidently my explanation was not clear enough. I th:o,ught. that, 
in my very brief summary of the Sub-Committee's work, I had met even Lord C~cil s pomt of 
view. The first principle adopted applies to SJ?all navies. As an illustrat~on, w~ ~ent~oned 100,000 
tons. The second principle applies to the naVIes of other Powers. The thrrd prmc1ple 1s common to 
all navies. It is intended to show that, for certain classes of vessels, account mu;;t ~e taken of the 
kind of vessels for which a certain part of the tonnage may be transferred, thus abndgmgthefreedom 
mentioned in No. r. It is in that sense that No.3 was accepted. 

I repeat, moreover, that these principles are only indicative. Actin.g on these very general 
indications, the Conference will have to fix the figures for each country m Table III. As regards 
~ubmarines in particular, the Conference may be as severe as it pleases. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The first principle shows that, .under 100,000 t?ns, t~ere 
is to be complete liberty of transfer, and then you go on to say th~t a va~1ety of othe~ c.ons1~erat10ns 
have to be taken into account. That does not mean complete liberty m fact, but 1t 1s gomg to be 
settled as originally proposed under Article C. What it means is that, under roo;ooo tons, there 
must be complete liberty; but, beyond that figure, principles 2 and 3 are to be observed. If you 
give complete liberty to 1oo,ooo tons, it would mean that any navy consisting of roo,ooo tons 
might, in theory, consist of submarines, which would be nearly double the tonnage of submarines 
permitted to ilie British navy under the London Naval Treaty. I am sure the Commission will 
see that this is a wholly unreasonable proposal, and one which it would be impossible for any of the 
great naval Powers to accept. Submarines stand in a special category and they must be limited 
for all navies. I do not want to argue this point at length now, but I do not think I shall be entitled 
to go beyond my instructions, which are precise at present. The British Government says that it 
does not see any reason for making any change. I could not recommend my Government to make 
a change which would enable any Power to have roo,ooo tons of submarines and no other ships. 
I feel that, under the circumstances, it would be better to adjourn the consideration of this question 
for the moment, because, if we discuss it now, I .shall have to vote against the proposal, which 
would be very unfortunate in view of the circumstances under which we have met here. May I 
ask the President to put the question that this discusssion be adjourned ? 

M. Sato (Japan). - If Lord Cecil presses his request for an adjournment, I shall agree. 
Nevertheless, I should not like iliis question of submarines to be passed over in silence. I was 
myself ~ member of the Sub-Committee. I raised the question of submarines, and proposed 
t~at ililS catagory s~011~d be excluded from the possibility of transfer. The Sub-Committee 
did not agree, and, l:ll VJewof the lateness of the hour, I could not insist. I was compelled 
t? ~~ntent myself w1th the text. submitted. It provides in paragraph 3 for the possibility of 
!inntmg transfers to the submanne category to some extent. The present wording, however, 
lS somewhat vague. 

I venture. to recaJ! the_ fact that, at the London Naval Conference, my country's attitude 
on the submanne 9uestlon differed from that of the other participating Powers. For the submarine 
category, we desrred to complete freedom for the countries concerned. This point·ofview was 
not accepted by the other Governments represented in London, and, in order not to compromise 
the success ?f the ~a val Conference, we abandoned our claim to a certain extent. We contented 
ou~l~e;; With fixmg a figure for the submarine category, and, in addition, we accepted the 
prohibition of transfers to this category. 

The Japanese deleg:ation is therefore fully prepared to accept a greater restriction as regard~· 
transfe:-; to the submanne category. I should like at once to reassure the British and American 
de~~twns, and the other delegations which took part in the London Naval Conference and 
te b t -~~~·hat we .by .no means intend to take advantage ~f the text which the Sub-Com~ittee 
~ut '!I~ 15 mornmg l;ll o~de.r t~ evade the obligation we accepted in London. On the contrary, 
. ne to secure a stnct_ limitation of transfers to the submarine category. Such, then, are the 

crrcumstances under wh1ch I was led to support the Sub-Committee's text. · 

or e~!n~~~ [:~il is ~~'!-~le tot~ceptfthis text, I am qu!te prepared to ask for stricter limitation, 
h pro I 1o~ o ~ans ers to the submarme category. We might, perhaps agree 
n~~e t~ now on that pomt, Withou~ any adjournment of the discussion being necessa~y If 
req' est prepared to agree to ilie adjournment of the discussion in accordance with Lord C~cil's u • • 
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~he Chairman. - M. Westman has just made a very wise suggestion. As one who took 
part m yesterday afternoon's conversations, he believes that agreement could very easily be 
reached If we suspended the meeting for a short time to enable the delegates concerned to confer. 

The proposal was adopted. 

The meeting was suspended at zo-40 a.m. and resumed at II.5 a.m. 

REVISED TEXT PROPOSED FOR TABLE III, ARTICLE C. 

~· Politis (Greece). - In concert with Lord Cecil, the Sub-Committee has agreed on the 
followmg text: ' 

" TABLE III. -RULES FOR TRANSFER. 

" I. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power and of the 
classes of ships involved in the transfer. · ' 

" 2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed xoo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. · 

. " 3· As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse 
ratio to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them." . 

VoTE ON THE REVISED TEXT PROPOSED FOR TABLE III, ARTICLE C. 

The Chairman. - I do not think any discussion is necessary. We might vote at once . 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire).- It is understood that in voting for this I will be voting only 
to submit it to my Government. I cannot pledge my Government. 

M. Politis (Greece). - Lord Cecil's reservation entails a similar reservation by Powers 
which would have liked to go a little farther in this direction. 

The Chairman. - As there is no objection, we will take the vote. 

The revised text proposed by the Select Committee was unanimously adopted by nineteen votes, 
with some abstentions. . 

VOTE ON ARTICLES BAND C. 

·The Chairman.- I put to the vote Articles Band C together. 

Articles B and C were. unanimously adopted by nineteen votes, with some abstentions. 

39· Discussion on Article D (document C.P.D.230). 

"Article D. - No capital ship shall exceed 35,ooo tons (35,560 metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun exceeding 16 inches (406 millimetres) in calibre." 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman. - We will now vote on the Soviet amendment (document C.P.D.239) 1 

to Article D. This amendment reads as follows:· 

"Article D. -No capital ship shall exceed xo,ooo tons (xo,x6o metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun exceeding 12 inches (304.8 millimetres) in calibre." 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- It~ the ~aning of our propo_sal 
is clear to everyone. Our idea is to. do awa~ a;; m?-ch as poss~ble With .arms ?f ~ offensive 
nature. . In this instance we are movmg the diminution of the siZe of capital ships m the hope 
that this will find support from the big naval Powers, and I am basing my remarks on statements 
made by them at the London Naval Conference. At that Conference the British Government 
said: · 

· · " In the opinion of His Majesty's Government in the United Kingdom, the battleship, 
i.D. vi~w of its tremendous size and cost, is of doubtful utility, and the Government would 
wish to see an agreement by which the· battleship would in due time disappear altogether 
from the fleets of the world." · 

' This figure is given as an illustration. 
• N ole by lh• Sect'elarial. - See Annex 3· 
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t d by the Italian declaration which reads as follows: That was suppor e 

h ld th ther Powers concur Italy is prepared to examine favourably-
" Moreover, s ou e o • 

the abolition of capital ships." 

V ill T t moreover found the establishment of the limit o.f Io,ooo · tons 
. The ersa des _reahy, s for s~face vessels sufficient for purposes of defence, and that 

displacement an II-mc ~n 
is the substance of the SoVIet proposal. 

DISCUSSION ON THE QUESTION OF THE INSERTION, OR NOT, OF FIGURES IN ARTICLE D. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I feel I could· not support this ameJ?-dment, and I think 
figures ought not to be given. If the figures are left in, they s~ould b~ left m O? ~he same terms 
as the figure of roo,ooo tons-that is to say, merely as an illustratiOn. If 1t .rs proposed to 
include these figures, they should appear in brackets, or a note shoul;I be added n~dicatmg w~at 
is in our minds. It seems to me that it is impossible for us to decrd~ the question of the s1ze 
of vessels, which is a political question and not a disarmament question. 

M. Col ban (Norway). -I support Lord Cecil's proposal to omit fi.gur~s ~rom !he .text. 'fhe 
objective of this Commi~ion is t~e reduction o~ armaments,. and I thmk 1t .rs qmt~ 1mposs1ble 
for us even as an illustration, to grve figures as h1gh as 35,000 tons for the max~mum displacement 
of capital ships. In view of the "naval holiday" agreed to. in L?ndo? m res.pe~t of these 
vessels, such figrrres would, moreover, be quite u~eless. Certamly, If th1s Commrssron had to 
decide on figures it should adopt the lowest possrble figures, but the best course would be to 
accept Lord Cecil's proposal. 

M. Massi~li (France). - The French delegation defi;nitely. favours a r:eductioJ?- in the 
displacement of capital ships. On the other hand, I recogmse,. wrth Lord Cecil, that 1t w~mld 
perhaps be difficult for us to embark on a discussion of this subje~t here, alt~ough in ~ther articles 
we have precisely defined classes of vessels. In the case of arrcraft-carners, for msta!lce. we 
go into minute details. If the Sub-Committee thinks it inopportune at present to engage m a full 
discussion of this question-and I fully agree with that view-I would at least ask that the 
report should state that the Commission is in favour (I hope that is the case) of a reduction in 
the displacement of capital ships. · 

M. Sato (Japan). -My Government, too, strongly favours a reduction in the tonnage of 
capital ships, and it put forward this view at the London Naval Conference. I do not think, 
however, that in our Convention we can give any maximum figure at all. I recognise the great 
importance of this question, and I hope that one day an agreement may be reached to reduce 
the tonnage of capital ships. But, until such an agreement has been reached between the 
nations who possess these big vessels, it will be impossible for us to give arty figure in our text. 
We should, therefore, do well to omit it, as Lord Cecil proposes, and wait until we see whether 
those who possess big vessels can agree on such a reduction in their tonnage. 

As to M. Massigli's suggestion that our report should express a desire for the tonnage of 
capital ships to be reduced, my delegation entirely agrees, and I associate myself with that 
proposal. Nevertheless, I think that, before deciding to put such a passage in the report, we 
should ascertain that it is the unanimous view of the Commission; otherwise, we should be in 
a very delicate position, if there were any opposition. 

M. Rosso (Italy). - We have just been reminded that in London, the Italian delegation 
declare~ for the abolition of capital ships. We still maintain that view, and could therefore 
agree wrth the suggestion made by the Soviet delegation in its amendment to Article D . 

. If we had to <ll;;cuss figures, we should perhaps have to suggest some changes-as regards, 
for mstance, the calibre of grrns. In our view, the figure of I2 inches in the Soviet amendment 
should be changed to II inches, so as to conform with the basic figure of the Treaty of Versailles. 

It has b~en suggested that we should not discuss figures, but leave the Conference to decide 
OJ?- any possrble reduction in maximum displacement. We consider that a reduction in the 
di~placement ?f capital ships would give rise to several complications. It· would imply, inter 
iflta, the creatron of a new type of rapid battleship, and this might lead to a new competition 
m arma.ments. ~e are, therefore, in favour of abolition, but feel we must make a reservation 
concernmg reduction of displacement. 

I desire now. to explain my attitude in case a vote is taken on this point. I abstained 
from. the two prevrous votes because that ~ee!lJed the logical consequence of our general reservation. 
Ha~g declared ~hat we s~pport. the pnncrple of the abolition of capital ships, I shall therefore 
abstam from votmg on thiS subject also. 

. The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -If the proposal made by M Massi li 
lS put to ~he vot~, I confess th~t I am rather at a loss as to how I shall vote in order t~ ·ve ~n 
accuh rate 1~presswn of the atb~u;Ie of my Government on this subject. I shall therefo~ take 
t e convement course of abstammg. . 



-169-

. !_should li~e to ~xplain the reason for this decision. The question of reducing the maximum 
urut SIZe of_cap1tal sh1ps arose between the three Powers who concluded their agreement in London. 
It was dec1ded t~at, masmuch as we had made practical provision for the next six years so far 
as our three naVles are concerned, and inasmucli as it was quite impossible to foresee the trend 
of _naval d_evelop~~t, construction and design, the best course we could agree upon was to defer 
th1s qu~ti?n until ~t. was presented in a more definite form. My Government has not taken up 
~ pos1t~on m oppos1hon to the reduction of the maximum unit size; but it seems to us that it is 
rmposs1ble for us to for~ee how far we would be justified in going, or whether, in view of 
!he other _dev~lopments m construction or design, we would be justified in making any step, 
m th_at ~hrection. Inas~usch as my Government is not able to make a definite pronouncement 
at th1s bme, I shall abstam, while not wishing to obstruct any recommendation that may come 
forward. 

Lord Cecil ~ritish Empire). -I hope we shall proceed regularly in this matter, and not, 
fr?m a general d~s1re to show how keen we are for disarmament, do something which will interfere 
w1th the regula~1ty_ of our proceedings. 

. We hay~ laid 1t ~own from the very outset that we are, in this Commission, not dealing 
w1th quantities but With methods. I hope we shall stick to that. When you formulate that 
a battleship !s not to e:o.:ceed-1 do not care whether you say fifty thousand or five thousand tons
yo~ are dealmg ~hen ":lth the si~e of a unit of combat. You are dealing with matters of quantity 
entirely. That IS entirely outs1de our function, and we should have to enter into a very long, 
abstruse and technical discussion if we were to enter upon a matter of that kind. 

· My Government-as M. Litvinoff has pointed out-has already declared itself in favour 
of a reduction, if it can be arranged. I am not trying to quote the actual words, which are not 
before me, but my Government has generally expressed the view that it is in favour of the reduction 
of the s~ze of capital sliips. As far as my personal opinion counts for anything, I most heartily 
agree With that proposition. I have always thought these monsters, which only exist to fight 
one another, are quite outside the conception of a disarmament policy. But this is a matter 
which will have to be dealt with, if at all, at the Conference. It is not a matter for us. · 

Therefore, with the greatest respect to M. Massigli, I rather hope he will not even insist on 
putting that indication into our report. I think if he desires to give satisfaction to his view 
and to mine also, the proper form is to say certain members of the Commission expressed the 
view that capital ships ought to be reduced in size, but the Commission felt that any decision 
on that point was outside its province, and therefore it did not come to any decision on the point. 
I think that is the right way for us to deal with a matter of this kind. Otherwise, we shall really 
be launching ourselves into a sea which is absolutely boundless. 

I hope we may take this decision on this particular article in the sense that we express no 
opinion on the size, and that in succeeding articles similar alterations will be made, striking 
out any numbers which indicate an attempt to settle the size of these ships, which is not really 
part of our functions. Personally, I hope the matter will be considered very carefully by the 
Conference when it comes to meet. 

M. Massigli (France). - My proposal was chiefly intended to draw the attention of the 
Governments to the fact that the question must be settled at the 1932 Conference, and that we 
cannot continue the present system with its two overlapping series of naval agreements, differ!ng 
both in scope and duration. At Washington, certain Powers reached an agreement concernmg 
certain classes of vessels. At Rome, in 1924, an attempt was made to generalise this agreement, 
but it did not succeed. The same Powers have just tried to reach a further partial agreement 
in London. The 1932 Conference seems to mark the opportune moment for at last reaching a 
general solution. If Lord Cecil agrees with me that the question can be settled at the 1932 
Conference I shall, for my part, support the views he has just expressed. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I have heard no arguments in favour of either of the figures 
proposed. Personally, I should favour the figure of 10,000, just as I favour anything which is likely 
to lead to a result. Nevertheless, although this very low figure seems to be widely supported, 
I am still in uncertainty. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I confess I do not attach any great 
importance to having this particular figure in, but in d~afting the docume~t w~ all felt _that 1t was a 
figure in an existing treaty, and when you gave the vano~s figures embodied m treat1es, you ga_ve 
a coherent picture. It was very carefully stated that th1s was not meant to represent a defimte 
proposal, and we might put a footnote to the effect that the figure of 3S_.ooo tons is adde_d only 
for the purpose of illustration-as we did with _the figure of 1oo,ooo tons m Tab!e III. H 1s very 
difficult to treat figures on different bases, and 1f we can treat one set of figures m that way, why 
not another set ? 

AMENDMENT TO THE SOVIET DELEGATION'S AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British E~pire) .. - .. ~he only point is this; we had t<? put in the 100,0~0 t~ns 
because it was not a questiOn of liriu~mg at all but .a quest!o~ of crel!:tmg a categorr. wh1ch 1s .a 
different proposition. Here we are trymg, or professmg, to lumt the siZe. o~ ba_ttlesh1ps. That 1s 
really trying to deal with the quantity of the fleets and not the method of limitation. Personally, I 
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should be quite content to accept Mr. Gibson's suggestion of a note; but I r~ally thin~ •. as:a matter of 
order that it would be better to leave out all these figures which deal With quantities absolutely, 
and r' move formally, as an amendment to the Soviet amendmen~. thatth~ figures of 35,~00 tons 
and 16 inches, and the corresponding figures which translate these mto metnc tons an~ c~nt1met~es, 
should be omitted. If that is carried, I hope it will not be necessary t? n:tov~ a similar ~otion 
with regard to the succeeding artic~es, but that this may be taken as an mdication of the vrews of 
the Commission. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- Throughout_th;e work o! the Preparatory 
Commission, the Soviet delegation has been in favour of the CommissiOn settling, not o~ly the 
algebraic formulre, but also the figures-which is the most i~portant p~rt of our work, m ?ur 
opinion-since, unless we come to an agreement on figures, no!hmp- mu~h will have been :'-ccomplish
ed by the Commission. We shall only have a draft ConventiOn m which all the. q!lestion~ of real 
value that arose will have been left to the Conference to decide. If the Commission decides n<?t 
to deal with figures, that is a matter for them; but I think we must admit that, if we int~oduce t~Is 
amendment with regard to capital ships, it is because the proposal of the seven delegations •. which 
we have taken as the basis for discussion, also contains figures. If we accept the proposal ~hich ~as 
just been made that we take figures as a certain indication, then again there must be a discussion 
as to which figure should be taken into consideration, and we say that our figu~e should be taken 
into consideration. If Article D and other articles dealing with .figures are Withdrawn, then all 
our corresponding amendments must also be withdrawn, and it will only remain for us to discuss 
Article M and Standard Displacement, and we shall finish the question of naval armaments very 
shortly. 

The Chairman.- As M. Litvinoff will withdraw his amendment if Lord Cecil's proposal 
is adopted, we shall vote on the latter. · 

M. Cobian (Spain). -· Everyone agrees that the tonnage of capital ships should be reduced. 
If, however, we give no figure, there is just as much likelihood of 10,000 being adopted as 50,000. 

An agreement has been reached between the great naval Powers, who mutually undertook 
not to exceed a given figure. In the case of the other Powers, if no figure is given, the result may be 
a fantastic figure. I quite fail to understand this anomaly. This discussion has been very interest
ing; it has brought out our interest in the reduction of the Jonnage of capital ships. I think, 
however, that we have reached a point where reflection is necessary before any decision is taken. 

. M. Sato (Japan). -As regards the displacement of capital ships, which is mentioned in 
Article D, I see no difficulty in omitting the figure both for the tonnage and for the calibre of 
guns. If we left a blank, that would be an even better application of the principle we have to follow. 
Some delegations, however, have said that the figure of 35,000 tons should be given as an illustration 
refe~g to capital ships which are at present in existence and of which the tonnage is limited by the 
Washington Agreements. The two ideas might be combined. We might leave a blank in ArticleD, 
as Lord Cecil proposes, and add a note to that article mentioning, by way of illustration, that the 
tonnage was fixed by the Washington Treaty at 35,000 tons and the calibre of the guns at 16 inches. 
In that way we should satisfy all parties. · 

I think Lord Cecil's proposal goes farther. If I understood him aright, he proposed to omit 
all figures, even those in the other categories. 

_Lord ~ecil (British Empire).- Perhaps I might interrupt and answer at once what M. Sato 
has JUSt said. I do _not. want to raise any further question than this particular article,· because 
I t~mk the great thing IS to settle each question as we come to it. But, in point of fact, if we do 
decide to leave out these figures, there are certain other figures which, as a matter of course, we 
can also leave out. However, we can deal with those as we come to them. 
. I do not wan~ to lay down a principle, because it is evident there may be special circumstances 
m rega~d to pa~Ic~la~ figures~ which it would be improper to leave them out; but the general 
theory m my mmd Is Simply thiS: where the figures tend to a limitation of the force of the country 
they o!lght to be left out. That is a question of quantity.· Where they are put in in order to defin~ · 
what IS ~~ant by a category~ that is not a limitation of force; it is merely to explain what . 
the pr~VISio~ of the Convention ar~ to apply _to. '!herefore, I have no objection in principle 
to th~ mserhon of the 1?o!ooo tons .m connech~m With the matter we have been discussing this . 
morn~g. because there It IS a q_u~hon of definmg what fleets are not to be subject to transfer. 
~~t. IS merely to make a defimtion of transfer-of what fleets you propose to omit. It is not 
Iimitmg the force of any particular country in any way. · 

_I do not _want to lay down principles. My motion is only to strike out the figures in this 
pahrhcular article. When we come to other figures, I shall be very ready personally to consider 
w ether they ought or ought not to be left in. · ·· 

1 A sugg~tion was ~ade to me just now which is worth mentioning in order to make the thing 
c f~ ~t m~ght be de~rrable ~o add a footnote, explaining what these figures were in the Treaties 
0 n on an~ Washmgton, m order to shown what we had in our minds; but, of course not in 
any wthay to bldmd the Conference to accept these figures for a general reduction of armam~nts all 
over e wor . 
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M. Sato (Japan). -I thank Lord Cecil for his explanation. I entirely agree with him. 

~erson~lly, I think that, without exceeding our powel'S, we might give the figure of 35,000 
tons ~n Article D .. _There we. are only seeking to limit the displacement of a naval unit. · The 
question of quantities-that Is to say, the tonnage allowed to each countrv-will naturally be 
settled by the Conference itself. · 

. On the other ~and, ~orne delegations expressed a wish that the maximum limit for the 
displacement of capital ships should be still further reduced. 

In these circumstances, it would be better not to give any figure in ArticleD; but, naturally, 
we cannot omit all the figures concerning the other categories. We shall soon come to page II, 

· where the~e are definitions of the various categories. We should be really paralysed if we had 
no figure either for the displacement of units or for the calibre of guns. How, in such circumstances, 
could we give any exact definition of the cruiser category, for instance ? 

~he Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I honestly feel, with regard to this 
question of figures, that, as we put them in for illustration, either all ought to stay or all ought 
to come o~t, and I find difficulty in picking and choosing between the different articles before us. 
I feel that It will lead to an endless debate if we reopen the general discussion on principle whenever 
we come to a fresh article, amendment or series of amendments, and it gives opportunity, to 
all those who wish to do so, to reopen the question. We have to put it dearly whether we can 
adopt a principle of illustrations, and, if so, the sensible course is to take the figures laid down 
in existing treaties, which present cohesion as far as the texts before us are concerned. 

The Chairman. - I shall put to the vote the retention of the provision under discussion 
-that is to say, Article D as submitted by the seven delegations. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -Article I of Part I of the London Treaty provides for a 
truce in the construction of capital ships. This truce now applies to Powel'S which have capital ships. 
Before the vote is taken on Article D, I should like to raise this preliminary question: Does 
the adoption of such an Article imply any change in the obligations of those Powers not to lay 
down the keels of capital ships in general, or might the adoption of this Article encourage Powers 
not bound by the London Treaty to lay down the keels of capital ships not exceeding the tonnage 
fixed-that is, 35,000 tons ? 

The Chairman.- I think we might now take the vote. 
I ask those in favour of retaining Article D of the draft submitted by the seven Powers to 

signify their wishes. You understand that, by voting for the retention of Article D, you are 
opposing Lord Cecil's amendment. Those who support Lord Cecil's amendment should, therefore, 
vote against this retention. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I shall vote for the retention of Article D if the figures are given as 
an illustration. Moreover, that is the idea underlying the text submitted by the delegations of 
the seven Powers. 

The Chairman. -. That is a new amendment. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I shall vote on the same condition 
as M.·Sato. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I understand we are voting now on 
the question of whether any figures are to be insert~d or not, and then on the figures themselves. 
I think we should vote first of all on the retention of the figures, and then on the figures 
themselves. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -May I re~nd the Commission tha~ I have m~>Ved a definite 
motion to delete these figures. That may be n~h~ or wrong, but that IS the motion. I ~~ the 
President to put that motion. Does the CommiSs~on favour that_ proposal or not? M. Litvmoff 
wants to put it round the other way, but that will cause confusiOn. 

VOTE ON WHETHER OR NOT THE FIGURES IN ARTICLE D SHOULD BE RETAINED. 

The Chairman. -The question is whether or not the figures should be retained. 

I ask those in favour of retaining the figures to raise their hands. 

· The retention of the figures in Article D was rejected by ten to one, with a certain number of 
abstentions. 

Lord Cecil. (British Empire). - May I make a suggestion ? I agree with Mr. Gibson that 
it will be an endless business if we have the discussion :enewed on each of th~e amendments, 
and this is an occasion for the Bureau or a small committee to present a definite scheme as to 
what we should do with regard to the other figures, otherwise we shall have a long discussion as each 
article comes up as to whether or not we ought to have figures. · · 
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N. t ally the Soviet amendment to Article D falls to the ground. The Chairman. - a ur • 

40. Discussion on Table II. - Article B (document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2 of the Minutes) .. 

The Chairman. _ We shall now discuss Table II of the draft submitted by the seven 
Powers, which is as follows: 

Table II. 

High Contracting Parties 

Categories 

I I I I I I 
(defined in Annex Ill) · 

A. B. c. D. E. F. G. 

(a) Capital ships. . . . . . . . 
----~ ------

(b) Aircraft-carriers . . . . . 
------------

(cd) 
\ 

(c) Cruisers. . . . . . . . . . 
Light (i) Guns of more. than 6.1 inches 

surface ( (ii) Guns of 6.1 mches and less 
vessels (d) Destroyers. 

------------
(e) Submarines . . . . . 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SWEDISH DELEGATION. 

The Chairman. - There is the Swedish amendment to this Table, which is as follows: 

"Table II. 

• Replace Table II of draft C.P.D.230 by the following table: 

Class A I Class B 
I 

Class C 
I 

Class D 

Vessels not Surface vessels whose displacement 
exceeding does not exceed 10,000 tons 

Vessels 1o,ooo tons and the calibre of whose guns 
exceeding disflacement Aircraft- Submarines 

Io,ooo tons and the calibre carriers Exceeds I55 mm. Does not exceed 
displacement of whose guns (6.I inches) but I55 mm. 

exceeds 203 mm. does not exceed (6.I inches) 
(8 inches) 203 mm. (8 inches) 

A I A2 C I C2 

• Reasons. - In view of the fact that the names by which warships (' capital ships ', 
'cruisers', etc.) are known in the various fleets are not identical but vary appreciably. 
(the same type of vessel being regarded in one fleet as a torpedo-boat, in another as a 
cruiser, etc.), the introduction of these names in the text of a general Disarmament Convention 
does not appear to be advisable. It would be preferable, for the purposes of the future 
Convention, to use the terms employed in Table II of the present document. If this suggestion 
is accepted by the Commission, formal modifications would naturally have to be made in 
certain other parts of the text proposed in document C.P.D.230. 

• The proposed system would facilitate the sub-division into two parts of the class 
termed in document C.P.D.230 "capital ships". The disadvantage of the adoption of 
this latter definition would be that the same provisions would apply to very different 
vessels-for instance, to the British capital ship Nelson with a disP.lacement of 35,000 tons, 
mounting nine 40 em. guns, and to the Swedish coast defence vessel A ran, with a displacement 
of 3,36o tons, mounting two 2I em. guns." · · 

M. Westman (Sweden). - The Swedish delegation proposes a table for Table II. Our 
reasons for proposing this table are given in the same document; there are two of them. 

We think that it would be difficult to include in a general disarmament Convention such 
~ as • capital ships", • cruisers", etc., since these terms are differently used in different 
navteS. 
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Th~~· it would p~oba~ly be. be~ter. to use the des~i.I?tions we have proposed, and say 
merely Class A,. Class B, etc., mdicatmg the charactensttc features of the types in question. 
. Naturally, th1s question is not very important from our point of view, but we attach more 
Importance to the second reason which prompted our counter-proposal. 

. · If you examine the table proposed in the document submitted by the seven Powers, you 
Will see that. the coast-defence vessels of the Swedish fleet would fall into the first class, which 
'Yould th~ ~elude_ vesse~s of very different types. There would, on the one hand, be vessel& 
hke the Bnt1sh capital sh1p Nelson, with a displacement of 35,000 tons and mounting nine 40 em. 
guns, and, on the other hand, the Swedish coast-defence vessel Aran with a displacement of 
3,360 tons and mounting two 21 em. guns. · ' 

We s~ould prefer the first class to be sub-divided into two columns. This division could 
be made e1ther by means of our Table II or by drawing a line in the first class called • capital 
ships", in the document submitted by the seven Powers (document C.P.D.23o).' 

. M. P<?liti~ (Greece). - I s~o~d like to offer a brief observation to show that the path we 
a~e followmg IS edged by pr~c1p1ces. You have just decided to leave blank the maximum 
displacement allowed for capital ships. Now you are proposing to divide capital ships into 
two classes-namely, those above and those below ro,ooo tons. We do not know whether the 
States which _sign the Convention will be. allowed to have capital ships of over ro,ooo tons. 

If you Wish to be more or less logical and to conform to what you have just decided under 
Article D, you must say: 

"Class A. - Should the Conference decide to fix . . . in Article D for capital 
ships, this class would be divided into the following two sub-classes." 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I fully support the proposal of 
M. Politis, which is quite logical. On the other hand, I should not be able to vote for the Swedish 
delegation's proposal, though I sympathise with its desire. If I voted for that proposal it would 
mean that I voted for capital ships of more than ro,ooo tons. 

M. Sato (Japan). - I regret to find myself in complete disagreement with M. Politis. In 
my opinion, Article D applies only to capital ships that are to be constructed in the future, and 
not to those already existing. If the Conference wishes to abolish all the capital ships that exist 
already, there will be great difficulties in the way of accepting the Convention. Together with 
several other Governments, we signed the Washington Treaty, which authorises us to retain our 
capital ships. If, by adopting Article D, the Conference intends to abolish all capital ships, the 
Governments which have such ships and which are Parties to the Washington Treaty will be 
compelled to scrap all these vessels, such as the Rodney and the Nelson, the big American units 
and ours also. No Government could assume such an obligation. Accordingly, I urge that we should 
subsequently discuss and adopt an article stating that our draft does not affect the provisions 
of other treaties for the limitation of armaments. Moreover, this is indicated on page 19 of our 
draft Convention (first reading) (document C.P.D.2IIt: Article EA of that draft provides that: 

" The present Convention shall not affect the terms of previous treaties, under which 
certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their military, naval or air 
armaments . . . " 

According to this article, the Washington and London Treaties will remain in force. That 
was, I repeat, the spirit in which I accepted ArticleD without any figures. But I cannot assume any 
obligation to scrap all existing capital ships forthwith. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I support the Swedish proposal that capital ships should be sub
divided. My country is .in the same positio~ as Sweden. Th~t is to say, we h~ve ves~els f?r the 
defence of our coasts which mount guns of slightly greater calibre than the maxlffium giVen m the 
seven Powers' proposal for light surface vessels. We should be surprised if we suddenly found 
ourselves credited with the possession of four capital ships as the four vessels in question were 
built at the end of last century or the beginning of this century and are of about 4,000 tons each. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I unde~stand there. are two questions n_ow, a qu~tion. of 
form and a question of substance. The question of form ts whetller tlle Swedish table m which 
you seek to define and say exactly the vessels you mean is better than the seve~-Power system of 
havirig a list of certain ships and then defining them later on. Personally, I thmk we had much 
better adhere to the seven-Power system, because it is much easier to have an adequate definition 
without trying to insert in. a few words a definitio~ which will certainly lead to trouble. I am 
therefore against the Swedish proposal on the question of form. 

The question of substance is quite a different matter. Th~ ques~ion is wheth_er we ought 1:1ot 
to have sub-division of capital ships, because there are some ships w~ch are _techmcall~, according 
to the definition proposed on page II of document C.P.D.230, capital sh1ps, but wh1ch nobody 
would really regard as ships of tlle line. 

1 Note of lhe s ..... to,ial. - See Annex I of the Minutes. 
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M. Colban has given an illustration. I do not desire to e~pre.ss any fi~al. opinion, ~ecaus~ I 
cannot deal with so technical a matter. Personally, I see no obJection to sphttmg up capttal shtps 
into two different classes and having in one class ships of the line in the way we _have unde~st~od 
it, and, in the other class, such ships as the Scandinavian. and others-. I beli~ve the Fmmsh 
Government also have ships of that kind. We ought to have m Table II, tf that vtew be accep!ed, 
capital ships of the first class and capital ships of the second class, and then a proper defimb.on, 
when we come to page II, explaining exactly what we mean by first- and second-class capttal 

ships. d' . . f 't 1 h' I suggest that all that is necessary at the moment is to have. a sub- tvtston o capt a s ~ps 
in this Table, leaving it otherwise as it is, and that we deal wtth the matter of the Swedish 
amendment when we come to the definitions. . 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I associate myself fully with the 
last remarks of the honourable delegate· of Japan. · 

M. Westman (Sweden). - If the Commiss!on does not wish to change the head~~g altoget~er, 
I am prepared to withdraw my proposal concemmg Table II and to support Lord Cectl s suggestion 
for the sub-division of " capital ships ". 

SETTING UP OF A SUB-COMMITTEE TO CONSIDER TABLE II. 

M. Massigli (France). -1 think that our discussion would be clearer and that this question 
would be easily settled if we appointed a small committee to put this table in order. 

M. Westman's table had the great advantage of being clearly set out and easy to understand, 
but it was incomplete as it did not mention destroyers; it therefore needs revision. I think that if a 
committee of technical experts were set up, it could take account of Lord Cecil's and M. Westman's 
observations and easily draw up a table that would satisfy us all. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I quite agree. 

The Chairman.- I think you will all agree that that would be the quickest way. We must 
therefore request the Scandinavian (that is, the Swedish and Norwegian) experts to be· good 
enoug~ to c?me to an a!?reement with the British, French and American naval experts. We do 
not WlSh this sub-commtttee to be too numerous, but M. Sato would perhaps like the Japanese 
delegation to be included. 

M. Sato (Japan). - Naturally, for we are greatly interested in this question. 

The Chairman. -· In that case the Japanese delegation will also be included. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). - I would ask that the Powers most concerned in this 
questi?n-that is, the small Powers-should not find themselves in a minority in this sub-
comrmttee. · . · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope this is not a question of a majority or a minority. 

M. Sato (Japan).- This sub-cormnittee has been set up as the result of an amendment to 
the text P!oposed by sev~n delegations. Accordingly, I think that all the delegations which 
took part m the preparatton of the text proposed should be members of this sub-committee 
together with the Scandinavian delegations which are particularly interested in the question: 

The Chairman. - In reply to M. Sato, I would point out that his suggestion exactly 
corr~ponds to the proposal I made to the Cormnission. This sub-cormnittee will therefore 
:~~;~~~~experts of Great Britain, France, the United States, Italy, Japan, Sweden, Norway 

I think we might ask M. Cobian to act as Chairman of this subccormnittee. 

The proposal was adopted. 

4I. Discussion on Article A: Amendment proposed by the Yugoslav delegation. 

b Jh;. Chai~man. - y;e have now before us the following amendment to Article A proposed 
h~ mamt; t ~goshisv delegation. I would ask M. Markovitch whether, after to-day's discussion 

ams proposal. ' 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE YUGOSLAV DELEGATION. 

"Article A. 
"Add a third paragraph to Article A: 

spec~ls:~test_which, fo~/e::tons due to their recent creation or as a result of their 
t ua ton, are o tge to spread over a number of years exceeding the duration 
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of the . Convention, the expenditure on the construction of the nummum of their 
respective tonnages compatible with their national securitv, shall be allowed to indicate 
w~t~ the limi~s of the total tonnage agreed upon, what portion they. intend to construct 
Within the penod of duration of the Convention." 

Dr. Mark~v!tch_ (Yugoslavia).- I have not heard any opinion at all concerning our amend
ment. My position IS therefore somewhat difficult. I suggest that the report should mention 
our amen_d~ent,. not only to give our delegation a personal satisfaction, but also on account 
of the pnnciple Itsell. As I have already explained, it refers to the exact position of certain 
Powers when called upon _to submit their minimum programme for the period of the Convention. 

If that pr?gramme I~ to provide the minimum compatible with the national security of 
those Powers, m conformity with Article 8 of the Covenant, they will be bound to submit a 
larger pr~gr~mme than they think they can, in fact, carry out during the term of the Convention. 

But if, m one form or other, you make it possible for them to give two figures, you will 
then have an exact picture of the naval position of those countries. 

~ make this suggestion so that the work of the future Disarmament Conference may be 
genume, and I leave it to the Commission to decide how far they can take these observations 
into account. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - I support the suggestion just made by the Yugoslav delegate all 
the more warmly because it also covers the case of Spain "and reinforces the observations I made 
three .or four days ago, at the beginning of the naval discussion. 

. The Chairman.- We agree with M. Markovitch that this question should be mentioned 
m the report. 

42. Statement by the Persian Delegate regarding the Persian Government's Intentions 
and Desires concerning the Organisation of its Fleet. 

Colonel All Khan Riazi (Persia). - My country's position resembles that of Yugoslavia, 
with this difference: that we cannot for the moment supply figures for our global tonnage, as 
we are engaged in organising our navy. In this connection, I shall venture to read a statement 
which I should like to appear in extenso in the Minutes : 

"F01: the reasons given in our general statements concerning land armaments, we 
desire to acquaint the Commission with our Government's intentions and desires concerning 
the organisation of its fleet. 

"Owing to the length of the Persian Empire's sea frontier, the problem of proportionate 
naval strength is of the greatest importance to the security of our country. 

" In the north, the Caspian Sea has been, and always will be, the most direct route 
for our communications with Russia and Europe. Its importance has been increased by 
recent treaties with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and has just become greater 
through the construction of the Bender-Shah-Teheran railway, on which the Persian 
Government is at present engaged. 

" In the south, the Persian Gull and the Gull of Oman are our only means of access 
to the open sea, and are also the routes most favoured for our international communications. 
. " Developments in the working of our mines and the construction of the new Trans-

Persian railway coii).pel us to be more vigilant than ever. 
" The Persian Government is, therefore, unable to content itsell with a few old warships 

now being disrated in the Persian Gull and has just drawn up a ten-years' programme of 
naval construction. 

"This programme, which· is still a modest one, ~ll leave us, even when it has be~n 
fully carried out, far below the figure of :roo,ooo tons which was adv~nced by other colll!tnes 
with small navies, and, notwithstanding the length of our coast-line, the funds ~v~ilable 
will not allow us, for the moment, either to go farthe~ or to undertake costly_ building. 

" The figures we shall submit to the Conference will, therefore, be proportiOnal to our 
budgetary possibilities, but will in no way prejudice our maximum global tonnage, as we 
are unable to detennine that until our defensive programmes have been carried out." 

M. Masslgli (France). -The Yugoslav pro~osal i~ tantam?~t to a revival ?f ~he whole 
of the French compromise proposal of :1927. Accordingly, if the maJont:yoftheCommiSSionadopts 
this view the French delegation will, as a matter of course, also support It. 

Lord Cecil (British Emp~e). -. I thought we had settled that question. I thought we had 
agreed that it was to be mentiOned m the report. 

The Chairman. -Yes, we agreed that it should be mentioned. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -.I only wish to say the~e can be no 
doubt that any facilities which may be demanded by the Persian Government will be ~ the nature 
of defence, in order to guarantee the security ~f their country. I can assure the Peman delegate 
that the Soviet delegation will fully support therr deman~. 
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Sub-Committee to consider Table II: Extension of the Mandate of the Sub-Committee 

(Consideration of the Question of the Insertion of the Fi~ures in the Draft 
Convention). 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -May I make a sugg~stion about 
the Sub-Committee that is going to meet this afternoon ? It seems to me that we might make a 
display of executive ability-which consists usually of getting other people to .do on~'s work
if we were to a.Sk them to come to-morrow with a suggestion as to how we ar~ to deal w1th ~gures, 
possibly in the form of a r~olution that we can vote on. This would obviate any necessity for 
discussion to-morrow mornmg. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - That would certainly be very' helpful. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The work and nature of the Sub
Committee have been changed, and I suggest that all delegates who have made amendments 
be included in it. 

The Chairman. - In that case, the Sub-Committee would be too large. I ask you to be 
satisfied with what we have already decided and to give the Sub-Committee your confidence. 
To-morrow, we shall discuss its report. 

44· Postponement of Vote on Articles E, F and G. 

The Chairman. -As there are no amendments to Articles E, F and G, we might take the 
vote at once. It must be clearly understood that, in accordance with the decision taken concerning 
ArticleD, the figures in these articles will be left blank, as this question of figures has been referred 
to the Sub-Committee. We shall not be able to take any decision on the figures until to-morrow, 
when we shall have the Sub-Committee's report before us. 

Is there any objection to our saving time by taking the vote at once ? 

M. Sato (Japan). -Since this question of figures has been referred to the Sub-Committee 
which is to meet this afternoon, I think it would be more logical to postpone the vote on Article E 
and the following articles until to-morrow morning. If the Sub-Committee decides to mention no 
figures, I shall perhaps have a proposal to put forward as an alternative. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -Let me point out that Articles F and G are not part of our 
Convention at all. It is only a question of Article E, and surely we can adopt Article E subject to 
the question of figures, and I should have hoped that we could adopt a good many other articles, 
too, subject to the question of figures. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -There is a question of principle. Paragraph 2 of Article E says that 
" no aircraft-carrier of 1o,ooo tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement shall ·carry a gun 
exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre". This concerns the great Powers and is very appropriate 
from their point of view. For others, however, it would not be just, and this question of principle 
must be considered before a conclusion is reached. · 

The Chairman.- I should have liked to obviate any further delay, but, after that observa
tion, I see that the vote must be postponed until to-morrow. 

Dr. Woo Kaisen~ (China).- The Chinese delegation shares the view of the Yugoslav and 
Persian delegations and asks that this should be mentioned in the report. . 

The Sub-Committee rose at I p.m. 

FIFTH MEETING OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

Held on Thursday, November zoth, I9JO, at zo a.m. 

Chairman: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

45· Discussion o~ Chapter H.-Material: Section II, Naval Armaments (continuation): 
Discuss1on on Table II, Article B ·(document C.P.D.230) (continuation): Report 
of the Sub~Committee set up to consider Table II, and how Figures should 
be dealt With in the Draft Convention. . 

The <:hairnian. - On M. Massigli's proposal, thelSub-Commission decided to set u a 
Su~~ttee of E_xperts to complete Table II, bearing in mind the Swedish amendment pAt 
~lrbtbson. s ~ggestlon the Sub-Committee was also requested to submit a draft resolution t~ the 

u mm1SS1on as to whether the figu~es in the draft Convention should be maintained or not. 
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The Sub-Committee's proposals in regard to Table II are as follows ! 

PROPOSALS OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE CONCERNING TABLE II. 

"Table II. 

Categories 
High Contracting Parties 

(defined in Annex III) 

I I I I I I A. B. c. D. E. F. G. 

(a) Capital Ships: 
(i) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . • 
(ii) 1 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

--------------
(b) Aircraft -carriers . . . . . . . . . . . 

--------------
(cd) 

l 
(c) Cruisers 

Light (i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches 
surface (ii) Guns of 6.1 .inches and less 
vessels (d) Destroyers . . . . . . 

--------------
(e) Submarines . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

1 For Powers which possess only vessels of a displacement which does not exceed 8,ooo tons . 

.. ANNEX III. 

"Modify Annex III (page II of document C.P.D.230) ~s follows: 

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

" (a) . Capital Ships. 

" (i) A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, 
is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier whose displacement exceeds 
Io,ooo tons (IO,I6o metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun 
with a calibre exceeding 203 mm. (8 inches). 

"(ii) Vessels not exceeding 8,ooo tons displacement and the calibre of whose 
guns exceeds 203 mm. (8 inches). 

" (b) Aircraft-carriers: 
tt , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . . . 

~· Cobia~ (~pain). -. The S~b:Co~ttee over whi~h I presided at once accepted the 
Swedish delegation s suggestion. A distmction has been made m Table II between vessels exceeding 
Io,ooo tons, and which carry guns exceeding 203 mm. (8 inches), and other vessels not exceeding 
8,ooo tons, even if the calibre of their guns exceeds 203 mm. (8 inches). In this sub-division into 
classes an asterisk will be placed against No. (ii), referring to a note reading as follows: 

" For Powers which possess only vessels of a displacement which does not exceed 
8,ooo tons." · 

This will make it quite clear that figures against which the asterisk is placed can only refer 
to Powers which do not possess vessels exceeding 8,ooo tons. The substance of the question has 
thus been settled. 

As regards the form, the Sub-Committee considered that it would be out of place to insert the 
definition of these two classes of vessels in Table II. It decided to establish two sub-divisions, 
the asterisk (the meaning of which I have just explained) being placed against the latter sub-division. 
These two definitions will, of course, be given in the Annex. 

As regards the insertion of figures, the Sub-Committee unanimously agreed that it was 
preferable to insert these in the draft Convention. Opinions differed as to what figures should be 
inserted. The majority of the delegations thought that those in existing agreements or treaties 
should be taken, with a note stating that they do not imply a recommendation, but are simply an 
illustration. Other delegations thought that figures should be discussed and adopted as a 
recommendation from the Preparatory Commission to the Conference, the latter being, of course, 
free to change them. . . . . . . . 

I accordingly submit to the Sub-CommiSsion Table II With Its references to the defirutlons 
in Annex III, and propose that a resolution should be adopted to the effect that figures should be 
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· Th S b-Commission should then decide whether the figures in 
~serted ~n Ct~e t;'i~ <:~i:_~~:· been eta~ en from existing treaties.sho~d be given as an illdst~~tion, 
0~=:er ~aclt. fi~re should be discussed. In the latter case, 1t will be necessary to eel e on 
what basis they are to be calculated. 

VOTE ON TABLE II AS PROPOSED BY THE SuB-COMMITTEE. 

The Chairman. - After yesterday's discussion and after hearing M. Cobian's explanations 

we can proceed to vote. h S b c · tt 
A vote will now be taken on Table II as proposed by t e u - omm1 ee. 

Table II was adopted by nineteen votes. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I would like to explain t.h!lt, althoug~ I vote~ for it, my 
vote is subject to the reservation I made yesterday. I am awa1bng further mstrucbons. 

VOTE ON THE MAINTENANCE OF THE FIGURES GIVEN IN DOCUMENT C.P.D. 230 ON THE 
UNDERSTANDING THAT THEY ARE GIVEN AS AN ILLUSTRATION. 

The Chairman. - We now come to the q~estion of the figures. J:?o yo~ a~ee to maintain 
the figures taken from exi~ting tr~aties in the draft of the seven delegations, 1t bemg understood 
that they are given as an illustratiOn ? 

The maintenance of the figures was adopted by sixteen votes for to two against. 

ANNULMENT OF PREVIOUS DECISION TO OMIT FIGURES IN ARTICLE D. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I understand that the decision we took y~terday to leave 
out the figures in Article D will, of course, be annulled now, and we shall put m those figures ? 

The Chairman. - That is agreed. 

46. Discussion on Article E (document C.P.D.230). 

" ARTICLE E. 

"I. No aircraft-carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27.432 metric tons) standard 
displacement or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 

"2. No aircraft-carrier of Io,ooo tons (Io,I6o metric tons) or less standard displacement 
shall carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 

"3· If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre, 
the total number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5.1 inches 
(130 rom.) shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre the number of guns is not limited. In either case the 
number of anti-aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 mm.) in calibre is 
not limited." 

The Chairman. -In regard to Article E, it is understood that the figure of 27,000 tons 
is given as an illustration. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- At the end of yesterday's meeting I stated that my delegation was 
obliged to vote against the second paragraph of Article E, which provides that no aircraft-carrier 
of at least IO,ooo tons may mount guns exceeding 6.1 inches in calibre. 

I said that this limitation and this prohibition were very well suited to Powers which 
possess aircraft-carriers exceeding 1o,ooo tons, but that Powers which have perhaps only one 
aircraft-carrier of IO,ooo tons or under, ought to have the right to arm their aircraft-carriers 
with any guns they please. 

If this principle be maintained without any restriction, it will place countries which have 
no aircraft-carriers excee(\ing Io,ooo tons at a serious disadvantage. For this reason I propose 
either that this prohibition should be abolished, or that the clause should be applicable solely 
to countries which have aircraft-carriers of over Io,ooo tons. 

. Lo.rd Cecil (British Empire). -I think we should be making a mistake in entering on this 
discussiOn. HaVIng already resolved that these figures are only put in by way of illustration 
surely we cannot take one particular set of figures and discuss them. ' 

M. Cobi~n (SI?ain).- It is not th~ figures that I am objecting to, but the principle. I would 
agree to .the 1nsert~on of .figures as an illustration, on condition that they apply to Powers with 
some umts exceedmg thiS tonnage, whether the Conference fixes it at 10 ooo' tons or at 8 000 
or 12,000 tons. What I cannot accept is a rule without exception. ' ' 
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Powers which do not possess large navies are obliged to distribute their tonnage in a special 
ma~mer, and even to construct vessels which are not exactly similar to those of other fleets 
which must be capable of use as aircraft-carriers and at the same time must be sufficiently 
armed. . 

. The Hon. Hugh .Gibson (United States of America). - I can reassure M. Cobian about 
this text. The figures, as I have already pointed out, are inserted purely as an illustration 
and not as a recommendation. I think that every one of the authors of the project feels that 
some of the figures are unacceptable. We realise that they may be modified; but, in order to 
:present a ~ohe~ent picture, it was thought necessary to give an illustration of the situation as 
1t now eXJsts m the only definite quantitative treaties in force. Obviously, this matter will 
·r~quire a c~ain amount of adjustment, and there is nothing in this that precludes any delegation 
fr?m entenng reservations, or footnotes, making their position clear, and these will go forward 
WJth the text to the Conference. I hope what I have just said will reassure anyone who thinks 
that it is our desire to impose figures. That is not our wish at all. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - During the discussion on this draft 
Convention the Soviet delegation has invariably expressed itself for the total abolition of 
aircraft-carriers, regarding them as the most aggressive form of sea forces, adding, as they do, 
to the destructive might of navies the further destructive qualities of aviation over a vast field 
of action practically embracing the whole world. These vessels, which are, moreover, the 
most costly of all-the Lexington and Saratoga costing upwards of 9 million pounds-are the 
most advantageous for powerful navies, ensuring their undivided sway over smaller countries 
and colonies. For this reason the Soviet delegation abstains from voting, and at the proper 
moment they will either bring in a corresponding proposal, or suggest that zero be put in the 
tables against the aircraft-carrier figures. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -I do not agree with Mr. Gibson, and I still maintain that this is not 
a question of figures but of principle. I will accept his proposal that mention should be made 
in the report of the. Spanish delegation's reservation on this matter. 

VoTE oN ARTICLE E. 

The Chairman.- Note will be taken of M. Cobhin's reservation. We will now proceed 
to vote. Will those who are in favour of Article E kindly raise their hands ? 

Article E was adopted by thirteen votes, with some abstentions. 

47· Discussion on Articles F and G (document C.P.D.230). 

The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted 
as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be 
prepared to assume : 

" ARTICLE F. 

" Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed to~al tonnage in the cruiser category may 
be fitted with a landing-on platform or deck for arrcraft. 

"ARTICLE G. 

" In the destroyer category, not more than x6 per ce!lt of the allowed ~otal tonnag~ 
shall be employed in vessels of over x,soo tons (1,524 metnc tons) standard displacement. 

M. Politis (Greece). -In regard to these articles, I sh?uld like to point o~t that, even if 
they are merely illustrative, they can only apply to large naVIes and a.re not. applicable to small 
navies. Examples are unnecessary. ~ide F. shows us that cou!ltnes which .have only. three 
cruisers would not be entitled, according to this text, to any cru1sers fitted With a landing-on 

platform. . . . h uld d t di hi h Even if these articles are only mai~tamed as illu~trat.JOns, we s o a op a wor ng w c 
does not place Powers with small naVIes at an unfaJr disadvantage. 

The Chairman. -Account will be taken of M. Politis's observation. 

M. Massigli (France).- I think that the G~eek repr~entative's ~emark is very well founded, 
and I propose that these two articles should be mserted m the draft m the form of notes. 

The .Chairman. - M. Massigli's suggesti?n ~ a very good one, and note will also be taken 
of it when the final text of the draft Convention JS drawn up. . 

M C b., (S · ) _ I could not accept these two articles without reservations, even if . o 1an pa~n. . . di . 
they are given purely and siiDply as an m cat10n. 

[Note by Secretariat.- Th~se two articles, and the paragraph preceding them, are inserted 
as a note in the draft ConventiOn.] 
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4s. Discussion on Article H (document C.P.D.230). 

"ARTICLE H. 

"No submarine shall exceed 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement 
or carry a gun exceeding 5.1: inches (r30 mm.) in calibre." 

AMENDMENT PR<?POSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman. - The Soviet delegation proposes that this article should be worded as 
follows: 

" No submarine shall exceed 6oo tons (6ro metric tons) standard displacement or 
carry a gun exceeding 4 inches (ror.6 mm.) in calibre." 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I wish to draw the attentioD: of the 
Commission to the fact that this proposal, as it stands in the draft_ of the ~even States, will ha~e 
a very restricted meaning and scope because, of the 333 submannes which are enumerated m 
the documents of the London Naval Conference, only five are of over 2,ooo tons, and I may 
remark by the way that these five are all allowed by way of ex~eption. If you accept this draft, 
it will have no meaning at all, because there are few submannes of over 2,000 tons and those 
which exist are already exempted. Therefore I urge the utmost reduction of displacement and 
of the military equipment of subma~nes. We want to bring about thelimitation of possibilities 
of aggression and therefore we should not accept the limitation proposed by the seven States, 
the more so that both the British and Italian delegations in London were in favour of the 
diminution of the tonnage of submarines. I should like to hear confirmation of this point of 
view, officially stated in the Blue Book circulated by the Chairman. We see no reason why 
the Preparatory Commission for Disarmament should not follow up the suggestion made in 
London, and we therefore propose a displacement of 6oo tons, with four-inch guns, for submarines. 
I am convinced that such limitation would deprive submarines of a great degree of their aggressive 
power. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I thought we had resolved-and I have called attention 
to it once-that these figures are only to be regarded as indicative and not as laying down any 
rnle, and therefore it seems to me foolish to bother about 2,ooo, or 6,ooo or so,ooo tons. 

The Chairman. -I was going to make that remark myself. We have taken a decision and 
we must abide by it. 

M. Col ban (Norway).- I do not see how it is possible for us to vote on the Soviet amendment 
w~ch deal~ with figures, whe~ W? decided just n?w that all figures we_re simply to be regarded 
as illustrative. I have no obJectron to a vote bemg taken on the Sovret amendment, provided 
we first of all agree to go back on the decision which we took a few minutes ago. 

The Chair.man. - M. Colban is quite right. The simplest thing, I think, would be not to 
vote on the Sovret amendment but to vote simply on the text of the draft submitted by the seven 
Powers. 

M. Li~inoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -If figures are given as an indication, 
then some rmport!ln~e ~ust be attac~ed to them. I propose that my figures should be given in 
the nature of an mdicatron. I subrmt that I am quite in order in proposing this. 

. Lor:d Cecil (British Empire). -We have decide~. ~ot only_that these figure~ shall only be 
ill~ratlve! but that. we sha!l take the figures from eXIStmg treahel>, because that rs the principle 
of illustration. Havmg decrded that once, I do not see that we can always be going back on it. 

VoTE oN ARTICLE H . 

. The Chairman. - We must maintain that ruling, and I will therefore put to the vote 
Artrcle H of the draft submitted by the seven Powers (document C.P.D.230). 

Article H was adopted by fourteen 11otes, with some abstentions. 

49· Adoption of Articles J, K and L (document C.P.D.230). 

"ARTICLE J. 
" No vessel of wa~ exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament rescribed 

by the present C~mvenhon shall be acquired by, or constructed by for or within th · p · d" t• 
of, any of the Hrgh Contracting Parties. • e Juns rc ron 
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" ARTICLE K. 

" In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties 
agree to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV. 

" ARTICLE L. 

f " Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
0 

• each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Annex I, 
latd down or completed by o~ for them or. within their jurisdiction after the coming into force 
of. the present .treaty, the Htgh Contractmg Parties shall communicate to each of the other 
High Contractmg Parties the information detailed below : 

" (a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars : 

"Classification. of the vessel.and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displac~ment m tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions
namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line Mean draught 
at standard displacement. Calibre of the largest gun. · 

" (b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to 
the vessel at that date. " 

Articles], K and I. were adopted without discussion. 

so. Discussion on Article M (document C.P.D.230). 

" ARTICLE M. 

"~o preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike arm~en~s for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than 
the. necessary sttfferung of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (ISS mm.) 
calibre." 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman. - The Soviet delegation has submitted an amendment that this article 
should read as follows: 

" ARTICLE M. 

"No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war." 

M. Litvinotf (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I should like my naval expert to say 
a few words in favour of my amendment. 

M. Antzipo-Tchekounsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -The Soviet delegation 
is entirely in agreement with the first part of Article M of the draft submitted by the seven Powers. 
Nevertheless, it fails to understand why it was necessary to weaken this article by giving leave to 
stiffen the decks for the mounting of six-inch guns. It cannot be denied that this stiffening of 
the decks is a preparation of the same kind as the special adaptation of the hold to store shells or 
arrangements for the installation of fire-control apparatus. It is true that the former is easier 
than the latter, but that is no reason for departing from the principle. 

Rules providing for warfare against enemy commerce are laid down in the " Treaty for the 
Protection of the Lives of Neutrals and Non-combatants at Sea in Time of War" (Washington, 
February 6th, 1922). 

The essential argument for the arming of merchant ships with large guns is that they require 
them in order to fight submarines. Section (2) of Article I of the above-mentioned Treaty 
provides that : 

" Belligerent submarines are not under any circumstances exempt from the universal 
rules above stated; and if a submarine cannot capture a merchant vessel in conformity with 
these rules the existing law of nations requires it to desist from attack and from seizure and 
to permit the merchant vessel to proceed unmolested." 

Article 22 of the London Treaty states that, in their action with regard to merchant ships, 
submarines must conform to the rules of international law. If the representatives of the principal 
naval Powers who signed this Treaty consider that its articles are capable of execution, it is 
unnecessary to provide in a disarmamen~ Conv:ention for the arming of mercha~~ ships ~ith 
six-inch guns .. By so doing you make It possible to create a large class of auXIliary cruisers 
which would strengthen the dest~ctive P?wer of n~vie:;. . . . 

The Soviet delegation accordingly desrres to mamtam Its wordmg for Article M. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I have no definite instructions from my Government on this point, 
but I feel very strongly that a clear distinction should be made between merchant ships and war 
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vessels. We are endeavouring to establish this distinction in the case of aircraft, and it h~ alre3;dy 
been inserted in our draft Convention. In principle, therefore, ~ am opposed to anything ~hich 
might make the distinction between warships and merchant ships less clear, and I accordingly 
accept the Soviet delegation's proposal. · 

M. Sato (Japan). -I am quite prepared to accept the article in its present form, especially 
as there is a corresponding provision in the Treaties of Washington and !-ond~n.. . 

Nevertheless, my Government has a suggestion t? m~e .. It considers It ;nadVIsable that 
merchant ships should be allowed to make pr~parahons ~ trme of peace ~hich would. allow 
aircraft to start from or alight on them, because, If too much liberty be allowed m reg3;rd to ~rcraft 
installations, at a time of crisis these merchant ships could easily be converted mto aircraft-
carriers and would thus constitute an aggressive arm. . 

My Government is also very anxious not to hamper the expansion of civil aviation; b_ut, 
as I said just now, it wishes some limit to be laid down to prevent merchant vessels from bemg 
converted in times of emergency into aircraft-carriers. . 

My Government therefore maintains its suggestion; but, in view of present circumstances, 
and in order not to obstruct the progress of the Commission's work, it merely desires to place 
this suggestion before you and reserves. the right to raise the question at the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I only wish to say this in answer to what M. Litvinoff and 
M. Colban have said-that, after all, you must allow merchant vessels to dl!fend themselves 
against submarine attack, and for that purpose they must carry some kind of gun, and this, 
from one point of view, is merely recognising that. More than that, this has been a matter of 
considerable discussion and the subject of a · compromise arrived at at two international 
conferences-those of Washington and London. I think that, without very strong grounds, 
it would be unwise for this Commission to try and go against this compromise. -

M. ~ut~ers (Netherlands). -I should like to explain that this article does not deal with 
the question. of armed merchant ships, but only with the question of preparations for arming 
merchant ships, so as to convert them into vessels of war. Merchant ships converted into vessels 
of war are not armed merchant ships but warships-tha_t is to say, auxiliary cruisers. 

VOTE ON THE SOVIET AMENDMENT. 

The Chairman. - We will now vote on the Soviet amendment. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected by nine votes against and five for, with some abstentions. 

ADOPTION OF ARTICLE M. 
Article M was adopted. 

51. Adoption of Articles N, 0 and P (Document C.P.D.230). 

"ARTICLE N. 

" In the event of a High Contracting Part~ being engaged in war, such Power shall 
~o~ u~e .as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its 
Junsdichon for any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction 
for another Power and not delivered. 

" ARTICLE 0. 

" E;ch of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose-by gift sale or 
any mo

1 
efof tra~sfer-of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become 

a v~e o war m the na~ of any foreign Power. . 
Any v~els of w~r which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonna e fi res 

allowed by this convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Xnnrx v . 

.. ARTICLE P.-
" Existing ships of various types wh' h · t A ril . 

stationary training establishm ts hulkslc ' pnor 0 I? I.st, 1930, hav~ been used as 
en or , may be retamed m a non-seagomg condition". 

':!'he Chair~an. - We now come to Articles N 0 and p 
submitted, we will regard them as adopted. ' · _No amendments having been 

Agreed. 



52. Adoption of Tables· I, II and III (Document C.P.D.230). 

th Tth~1Chairman. - .A!ter the discussions we have had in regard to them, we will consider 
ese a es-as amended m consequence of these discussions--adopted. 

Agreed. 

53· Discussion on Annex I (Document C.P.D.23o). 

" ANNEX I. - EXEMPT VESSELS. 

· " Th~ following vessels are exempt from limitation : 

. "(a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) standard 
displacement and under· 

"(b) Nav~ surfac~ combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6Io metric tons), 
but ·not exceeding 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided 
they have none of the following characteristics : 

" {I) M t b oun a gun a ove 6.I-inch {I55 mm.) calibre; 
" (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
" (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; · 
" (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 

" (c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are 
e~ployed on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting 
ships, provided they have none of the following characteristics : 

" {I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch {I55 mm,) calibre; 
"(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
" (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
" (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
" (5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
" (6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
" (7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
" (8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; 

or- two, one on each broadside; . 
"(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed 

or adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft." 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The Chairman.- To Annex I there is a Soviet amendment, which is as follows. As this 
refers to figures the question has been decided. 

" ANNEX 1. - EXEMPT VESSELS. 

"The following vessels are exempt from limitation: 

" (a) Naval surface combatant vessels of Ioo tons {IOI.7 metric tons) standard 
displacement and under, the calibre of whose guns does not exceed 3 inches; 

" (b) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are 
employed on fleet duties or as troop transports or !n some othe~ ":'ay than as fighting 
ship~, provided that they have none of the followmg charactenshcs : 

"(I) Mount a gun above 3 inches (76.2 mm) calibre; 
" (2) Mount more than four guns of this calibre; 
" (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
" (4) Are designed for a speed greater than I5 knots; 
"(5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
"(6) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
" (7) Are fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air." 

. M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).-_ This is a verr important question. We 
are here speaking of reduction and w~ must draw a line of demarcatlo~ between those vessels 
which are to be reduced and those which are to be left untouched. It IS not merely a matter 



of figures by way of indication. We must accept ~orne definite fi~re. The draft befor~ us 
proposes that vessels with a displacement not exceedmg 2,ooo tons ~th guns ~ot above 6.r-mch 
calibre or with a speed of not greater than 20 knots, should not be mcluded m global tonnage. 
There ~ be no manner of doubt that these vessels ~ave con~iderabl~ fighting p~wer, and 
constitute, in particular, a substitute fo~ sll!all cruisers m oper~tl?ns agamst Il!ercantile vessels 
and in remote theatres of war. We mamtam that to leave unlimited such an rmportant group. 
of fighting tonnage runs counter t? the p~ciples whi~h _sho~d inspire the Disarmament. Confere_nce. 
Such vessels should certainly be mcluded m global limitatiOns, under the category o~ light cru~sers 
-light forces. For this reason I would propose that only vessels of roo tons With thre~-mch 
guns should not be subjected to limitation. Indeed; roo tons was sp?ken of as a desirable 
figure by the Italian representative in the Committee of Experts dunng the London Naval 
Conference. 

. M. Rosso (Italy). - It is true that in London we maintain~d the ~e'Y that 6o_o tons was 
not a satisfactory figure and we proposed roo tons as the maxrmum limit. In _VIew. of the 
decision which has been taken, I do not think it necessary to expound the Italian VIews _at 
length, since all discussion of the figures has been postponed. We therefore propose to raise 
the question at the Conference. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- I am in favour of a reduction in the figure of 6oo tons and support 
the Soviet delegation's proposal in this connection. 

. M. Colban (Norway). -I wish to support M. Westman's observation. Nevertheless, this 
is a figure which will have to be adopted by the Conference, and it must be the same for all States 
without any exception for particular groups, unless they come to an agreement among themselves. 

Admiral von Schoultz (Finland).- I wish to support the remarks of M. Colban. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

M. Massigli (France). - After what M. Rosso has. said, I do not think we need discuss 
this question at the moment. However, I think it would be desirable to take M. Colban's 
observations into account and to insert at the beginning of Annex I the following words: " Subject 
to stricter conditions resulting from special agreements, the following vessels . . . " We 
should thus be opening the door for special agreements which might facilitate the work of the 
Conference. · 

M. Rosso (Italy). - I desire to associate myself with M. Massigli's proposal, the more so 
as we made a similar proposal at the London Naval Conference. · 

The Chairman.- I propose that we should now vote on the Soviet amendment. 

· The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- We are asked to vote on this, but 
how can we do that after what the Chairman has said ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I venture to think it would be a great mistake if we voted on 
M. Litvinoff's ~endmell:t. I have no kind of objection personally to a note being inserted, 
bu_t I should ~hin.k t~at It was ~ very ~eat mistake. to divid~ o~ any particular suggestion of 
~sort, for It will g~ve a false rmpress10n. If we reJect M. Litvmoff's amendment it will look 
as if we are in favour of this particular standard. At any rate, I think that we ~hould stick 
to our rule. I do not think this amendment is in order, and therefore it should not be put to 
the vote. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I do not agree, because this is not merely a question of figures but 
of ~ethod. The draft drawn u~ by the ~even d~l~gations provid~s for two categories of vessels 
which are exempt, unless ~ulfillmg certam conditiOns. The SoVIet proposal is to abolish one 
of these categones; and, w1th regard. to the other category, the conditions which it enumerates 
are not absolutely the same as those m the draft of the seven delegations. I consider, therefore, 
that a vote should be taken on the Soviet amendment. · 

VOTE ON THE SOVIET AMENDMENT. 

The Chairman. - The arguments of M. Politis appear to be justified and I accordingly 
propose that a vote should be taken on the Soviet amendment. ' 

; The Soviet amendment was rejected by eleven votes against to three votes for, with some abstentions. 

The <;:ha_irman.- We must now yote on the amendment proposed by M. Massi li, to insert 
apecialt t~e begmnmg of Annex I t~e followmg words: "Subject to stricter conditions rJulting from 
s agreements, the followmg vessels . ·. . " 
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M. Rosso (Italy).- I should like to ask M. Massigli if he does not think it would be better 

to ~dopt the sam~ formula as~~ us~d in London-namely: " Subject to any special agreements 
which may subllllt them to limitation, the following vessels . . . " 1 

M. Massigli (France). - I support M. Rosso's proposal . 

. · M. Sato (Japan) .. -. If we say "stricter conditions", what is to be done if an agreement 
IS concluded the conditions of which are less strict ? I think it would be better to retain the 
London wording. . 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH AMENDMENT. 

The Chai~man. -I will therefore put this form:ula to the vote: "Subject to any special 
agreements wh1ch may submit them to limitation, the following vessels . . . " 

This formtela was adopted by fifteen t>otes, with some abstentiotJS. 
Annex I thus amended was adopted. 

54· Discussion on Annex II (document C.P.D.230). 

The Chairman. - The Soviet delegation proposed the deletion of Annex II. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- We have voted on that already. 

Annex II was adopted. 

55. Discussion on Annex III (document C.P.D.230). 

"ANNEX III. - DEFINITION'>. 

· " For the purpose of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood 
in the sense defined in this part : · 

" {a) Capital Ships. 

"A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, 
is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier whose displacement exceeds 
:ro,ooo tons (ro,r6o metric tons) standard displacement, or which carries a gun with 
a calibre exceeding-~ inches (203 mm.). 

" (b) A ircratt-Carrier. 

" The expression ' aircraft-carrier '.includes any ~urface vessel of waz:, wh~tever 
its displacement, designed for the specific and exclus1ve purpose of carrymg rurcraft 
and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

" (J;) Cruisers. 

" A cruiser is a surface vessel of war, 
other than a capital ship or aircraft
carrier, the standard displacement of 
which exceeds :r,85o tons (:r,88o metric 
tons) or with a gun above 5-I inches 
(:r3o mm.) calibre. 

" The cruiser category is divided into 
two sub-categories, as follows: 

" ( t) Cruisers carrying a gun 
above 6.:r inches (:r55 mm.) calibre; 

" (it) Cruisers carrying a gun not 
above 6.1 inches (:r55 mm.) calibre. 

" {d) Destroyers. 
" Surface vessels of war the standard 

displacement of which does not exceed 
:r,85o tons {1,88o metric tons) and with 
a gun not above 5.1 inches (I30 mm.) 
calibre. 
" (cd) Light Surface vessels of war, 
the standard displacement of which does 
not exceed 10,000 tons, and with guns 
not exceeding 8 inches calibre. These 
are divided into two sub-categories as 
follows: 

"{t) Vessels carrying a gun above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

"(it) Vessels carrying a gun not 
above 6.:r inches {I55 mm.) calibre. 

" Standard Displacement. 

" r. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel 
complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and 

' Note by Secretariat. - London Naval Treaty, Article 8. 
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· · and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores 
ammunition, equipment, outfit •. Pt~ovls:~n~ are intended to be carried in war, but without 
and implements of every descnp 10n a 
fuel or reserve feed water on board. . 

.. 2 The standard displacement of a submarine is the surfacefulldisplacemednt of. thde 
· · · watertight structure) y manne , eng~ne 

vessel co.mplete (exclurve of t~e fu~~g1~0:~ament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, 
and .e9mpped ready o~ sef~~~~s stores and implements of every description that are 
proVIsions fobr ere~. d~lscwelar but without fuel lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water mtended to e came m • • 
of any kind on board. . 

" E h naval combatant vessel· shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when 3· ac . . _ 
in the standard conditiOn. 

" The word ' ton •, except in the expression ' metric tons ', shall be understood to be 
the ton of 2,240 lb. (r,or6 kgs)." 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

"ANNEX III. - DEFINITION. 

"For the purpose of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood 
in the sense defined in this part : 

" (a) Capital Ship. 

" A capitarship is defined as a vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier, which carries 
a gun with a talibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

" Standard Displacement. 

" r. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel . 
complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including ~ armament and 
ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for c~ew~ mtscellaneo~s sto~es 
and implements of every description that are intended to be earned m war, and mcluding 
fuel and reserve feed water. 

" 2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of. the 
vessel complete (exclusive of the wa~er in non-watertight structure) •. fully m::nned, eng~ned 
and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammumtwn, eq'!lp~ent, outfit, 
provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every descnphon that are 
intended to be carried in war, and including fuel, lubricating oil and fresh water, but 
without ballast water of any kind on board. 

" 3· Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when 
in the standard condition. 

" The word ' ton ', except in the expression ' metric tons ', shall be understood to be 
the ton of 2,240 lb. (r,or6 kgs.)." 

The Chairman.- The Soviet delegation has proposed a new text which differs considerably 
from that of the seven delegations. , 

M. Massigli (France) .. - The drafting of this text will have to be revised. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have left out the consideration, 
in Annex III, of standard displacement. This question has not been discussed. There is a 
Soviet amendment to the proposal of the seven Powers, and, with your permission, I will ask 
my naval expert to say a few words. 

M. Antzipo-Tchekounsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- The method of standard 
rating is not simply a technical question or a matter of convenience. The Soviet amendment 
proposes that, in calculating the displacement, fuel and reserve feed water should be included, 
thus modifying what wa8 agreed on at Washington and London. 

Everyone ~a:f not ?e aware of the_fact that, according to the normal displacement adopted 
for all fleet stahshcs pnor to the Washmgton Treaty, capital ships were about s.ooo tons larger 
than under the new method. Most of the Washington cruisers rated at ro,ooo tons are really 
vessels of 14,000 tons. 

Part 4 of the Washington Treaty provides that "vessels now completed shall retain their 
present .ratings of displacement tonnage in accordance with their national system of measurement ". 

This means that, if you try to ~stablish any ~omparison between the tonnage of new and 
older vessels, you are really bemg mtsled. The difference between the new and old vessels in 
t~e class of ro,ooo-ton vessels •. amounts to more than 40 per cent-that is, taking into consideration 
displacement alone and leaVIng other factors affecting the fighting capacity out of account. 
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. It is obvious that, if cruisers of the time of the world war are compared with the Washington 
crmsers, the same figure actually represents an increase of 40 per cent. That is the result of 
the system of standard displacement. 
. Moreov~r, the radius of action of vessels is chiefly detem:ined by the factors excluded from 
!he calculatio~. I am still speaking only of cruisers. The British vessel, the London, which 
Is really a ship of 14,000 tons and the French Tountille, which is a vessel of II,7oo tons, are 
both regarded as 1o,ooo-ton cruisers. 

This shows that, in the case of cruisers which are similar, the method of standard displacement 
conceals the difference in this essential factor. 

Th_e Soviet proposal reverts to the older method of rating as being fairer. It may be objected 
that this wo~d cause all navies to show a sudden large increase. That is perfectly true, but you 
would be gomg back to the true index, which has been considerably reduced by the new metllod. 

These observations in regard to surface vessels naturally apply to submarines as well. The 
French Surcouf of 3,257 tons is, according to tlle London Treaty, only a vessel of 2,88o tons. 

. The British submarine, Pandora, really a vessel of 1,6oo tons, is shown as 1,475. It is obvious 
that, i! tlle tonnage calculated in tllis way is compared witll tlle figures for 19I9 and even for I928, 
there IS apparently a great reduction in tlle same units. 

Our proposal suggests a metllod of correcting the defects which I have just mentioned. 

VOTE ON THE SOVIET AMENDMENT. 

The Chairman. - This is not merely a question of figures but of system as well. I will 
accordingly put the Soviet amendment to Annex III, to the vote. 

The Soviet amendment was rejected, 
Annex III was adoPted. 

56. Adoption of Annex IV (document C.P.D.230). 

"ANNEX IV. -RULES FOR REPLACEMENT • . 
" I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of tllis annex, no vessel limited by this treaty 

shall be replaced until it becomes 'over-age'. 
" 2. A vessel shall be deemed to be • over-age ' when the following number of ye11-rs 

have elapsed since the date of its completion : 

"(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary 
for the replacement of existing ships; · 

" (b) Aircraft~arriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary 
for existing ships; . . 

" (c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metnc tons) but not exceeding 
Io,ooo tons (Io,I6o metric tons) standard displacement : 

(i) If laid down before January Ist, I920, I6 years. 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, I919, 20 years. 

. " (d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January Ist, I921, 12 years. 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years. 

" (e) Submarines: 13 years. 

" 3· ' The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down m~re than !hree _yea~s 
before tlle year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes ' over-age ; but . this penod IS 
reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons 
(3,048. metric tons) standard displacement. . . 

" The right of replacement is not lost by delay m laymg down replacem~nt toJ?llage. 
"4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a v~~l may b~ replaced 1mmediately, 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement. and oilier 
provisions of this treaty." 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

" ANNEX IV. - RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 

" I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Treaty 
shall be ·replaced until it .becomes 'over-age'. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers ~ not ~ exercise ~ir _rights to laJ:' down the keels of capital 
ship replacement tonnage dnring the years 1931 to 1936 mci11Slve, as proVIded m the Washington Treaty. 
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" 2. A vessel shall be deemed to ~e ' over-age ' when the following number of years 
has elapsed since the date of its completwn : 

"al · · as may be necessary 
" (a) Capital ships :. 2;; year;;. subject to spec1 proVlston 

for the replacement of extstmg s¥ps; ( 8 t · tons) but not exceeding 
"(b) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 t~ns 3,04 m~ nc 

xo,ooo tons (xo,x6o metric tons) standard displacement · 

" (t) If laid down before January xst, 1920, 20 years; 
"(iJ) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 25 years; 

" (c) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement : 

" (t) If laid down before January xst, 1921, 16 years. 
"(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 20 years. 

" (d) Submarines : 15 years. 

" 3· The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than 0ree .Yea~s 
before the three in which the vessel to be replaced becomes ' over-age ' ; but. th1s penod lS 

reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons 
(3,048 metric tons) standard displacement. · . . . 

" The right of replacement is not lost by delay m laymg down replacem~nt to~nage. 
" 4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction a vessel may be replaced tmme~a~!'!lY 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other proVlstons 
of this Convention." 

The Chairman. -There is the Soviet amendment to Annex IV. We will now vote on 
this amendment. 

The Soviet amendment was 'rejected by nine votes against to two votes for and, with some abstentions. 

Annex IV was adopted. 

57· Adoption of Annex V (document C.P.D.230) (Annex 2). 

" ANNEX V. - RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR. 

"The present Treaty provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

" (t) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
" (it) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
" (iii) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
" (iv) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
" (11) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

" Any vessel of war to be disposed of, may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk 
at the option of the High Contracting Party concerned. . 

"Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall 
finally be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

"Section T. - Vessels to be scrapped. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be 
~endered incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of 
1ts successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the 
~ompletion of th~ new v~ssel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel 
mcapable of warlike semce shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years 
from the date of laying the keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should 
the ~ew vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 
met~~ tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and a half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there 
shall have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship : 

" (I) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire-control tops and revolving parts 
of all barbettes and turrets; 

"(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets· 
:: (3) All fire-con.t~ol instru~ents a~d range-finders; ' 

(4) All ammurutwn, explostves, mmes and mine rails· 
:: (5) All to!Pedoes, war-hea~. torpedo-tubes and trairrlng-racks; 

(6) All wtreless telegraphy mstallations; 
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" (7~ All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured connirig-tower 
and all Side armour-plate; 

". (8) All aircraft-cranes, derricks, lifts and launching-apparatus. All landing-on 
or fi~g-off platfo~ an~ decks, or, alternatively, all main ~ropellingmachinery; 

(g) In addit10n, m the case of submannes, all mam storage-batteries, air-
compressor plants and ballast pumps. · 

" (c) Scrapping shall be ftnally effected in either of the following ways within twelve 
months of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service 
is due for completion : 

" (r) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
"(2) :Sreaking: the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal 

of all machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

" Section II. - Vessels to be cont•erted to H 11lks. 

" A vessel to ~~ disposed '!f by _conve~ion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed 
of ~h:en the conditions prescnbed m Section I, paragraph (b), have been complied with, 
orruttmg sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected: 

" (I) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine
gearing or main propelling motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

" (2) Removal of propeller-brackets; 
_ " (3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft-

cranes, derricks and launching-apparatus. . 

" The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

"Section III. - Vessels to be converted to Target use. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be 
considered incapable of warlike service when there h_ave been removed and landed, or rendered 
unserviceable on board, the following : 

" (I) All guns; 
" (2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication 

wiring; 
" (3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
" (4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
" (S) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

" The vessel must be put into the above condition within the same limits of time as 
provided in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

"(b) In addition to the rights already possessed by each High Contracting Party under 
the Washington Treaty, each High Contracting Party is pennitted to retain, for target use 
exclusively, at any one time : 

" (I) Nor more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

"(2) One submarine. 

" (c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned under
takes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

"Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental P11rposes. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed. of by conv~r~ion to exp~rimental purpo~es exclusively 
shall be dealt with in accordance With the provisions of Section III (a) of this annex. 

"(b) Without prejudice to th~ general rules, an_d provided that due_ ~otice be ~ven 
to the other High Contracting P~rties, reasonable vanation from the conditions prescnb~d 
in Section III (a) of this Annex, m so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special 
experiment, may be pennitted as a temporary measure. . . . . . . 

" Any High Contracting Party taking adyantage o~ this pro~10n 1s req~red to furrush 
full details of any such variation and the penod for which they Will be reqwred. 

" (c) Each High C<_mtracting Party is pennitted to retain, for experimental purposes 
exclusively, at any one time : 

" (r) Not more than two vessels (crui~ers or destroyers), _but of these two vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metnc tons) standard displacement; 

" (2) One submarine. 
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" (d) On retaining a vessel for experimental. purpos~s, the High Contracting Party 
concerned undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

"Section V. -· Vessels retained tor Training Purposes 

" (a) Each High Contracting Party is permitt~d to retain, for 
exclusively, the following vessels : 

training purposes 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

. . ;, (~). ~e~~ls .re~~n~d ~o; t~a;ni~g purposes und~r the provi~ions o~ Pr~gr~ph11a~i~~~ within six months of the date on which they are requtred to be dispose o · e ea 
follows: 

" :r. Capital ships. 

" The following is to be carried out : 
" (:r) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts ?f all b!lrbettes and 

turrets; machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets wtth thetr armament 
may be retained in each ship; . . - . 

" (2 ) Removal of all ammunition and explostve~ ~n excess of the quantity 
required for target practice ~raining for the gu!ls remammg on board; 

" (3) Removal of connmg-tower and the stde armour belt between the foremost 
and aftermost barbettes; 

" (4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tube~; . 
" (S) Removal or mutilation on board of all bOilers m excess of the number 

required for a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

"2. Other surface vessels. 

" The following is to be carried out : 

" (:r) Removal of one-half of the guns," but four guns of main calibre may be 
retained on each vessel; · . . · 

" (2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
" (3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
" (4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. 

" (c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in 
accordance with the provisions of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose." 

The Chairman. - I now put to the vote Annex V, in regard to which no amendment has 
been submitted. 

ss. 

Annex V was adopted. 

Insertion of New Article: Proposal by the British Delegation in regard to Limitation 
of Annual Expenditure on War Material for Naval Armaments. 

The Chairman. - We will now consider the British proposal to insert a new article, to 
read as follows : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its actual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments to the figures 
and under the conditions defined in Annex No. . . . to the present Convention." 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- This is a perfectly simple amendment. ItS: object is to apply 
the method of budgetary limitation to navies as well as to armies. I do not really think that 
I should be treating the Sub-Committee with respect if I were again to elaborate the arguments 
in favour of that course. It is in accordance with that interesting report which Count Bernstorff 
called to our notice at an earlier stage, and it is, as I think, in accordance with general principles. 

It is quite true that, in navies, you have a much closer specific limitation than, so far, we 
have been able to apply to armies; but, none the less, there is a considerable possibility of latitude 
even in the. case of na~es. You might _have great impro~eme!lt~ in. speed, in guns and in 
armour-platmg, all of which would be posstble under the spectfic hmttattons provided for navies, 
but which would be controlled, more or less, by budgetary limitation-indeed, I think it would 
be controlled very accurately. 

For these reasons, I hope the Sub-Committee will agree to apply in principle the same system 
of budgetary limitation for navies. Of course, in that case, we would have to enlarge the 
~eference to what I may call M. ¥assigli'~ committee, to deal with it and to take the proposals 
m the same way as we have provtded for m the case of the practical details in respect of armies. 

The Hon. Hugh G!~son (United States of America) .. - I have, on a number of occasions. 
made very clear the pos1hon of my Government in respect of all forms of budgetary limitation. 
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I d? _not, therefore, feel justified in taking up the time of the Sub-Committee by re-stating our 
pos1bon. I merely refer then to the statements to be found in the Minutes. 

. . M_. Sato (Ja~an). -A few days ago when we were discussing the question of budgetary 
lirmtabon, I explam~d that my Government was not prepared to accept this in respect of naval 
forces. If Lord Cecil's new proposal be put to the vote I shall be obliged to vote against it. 

M. <;obiin (Spain). - The only object of the British amendment is to extend the principle 
!lccepted m regard to land armaments to naval armaments. In view of the explanations given 
m regard to land armaments I can accept this amendment on the basis which has just been 
specified. · · 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

M. Litvino.~ (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -The Soviet delegation is prepared to 
vote for the Bntish amendment but would like to insert after the word " limit " the following 
words: " . . . and to reduce". This is the more important in this case because it has just 
b~en decided to reduce naval armaments. If we reduce armaments and not the budget, there 
Wlll be a certain surplus at the disposal of Governments which is unlikely to be diverted to 
educat~onal or similar purpose, but may be spent on other kinds of armaments, so that we shall 
not gam anything in the way of disarmament. I hope that no objections will be made, from 
a formal point of view, to. this amendment not having been sent in in writing; it is so simple 
that anyone can grasp its meaning even without the text. Of course if for formal reasons this 
amendment be rejected,. we shall have to propose it another day when we come to the general 
chapter on "Budgetary Expenditure". 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I would like to say a word about M. Litvinoff's proposal. 
I hope he will not press it, for I think it proceeds on a wrong conceJ?tion of budgetary limitation, 
which is essentially an auxiliary form, and not a direct form, of limitation. We will arrive at 
the limitation of armies so far only by a limitation of effectives. If we could have found some 
way of adding a limitation of material I personally should have been very glad, but we could 
not think of a practical way, so it depends on effectives. Effectives would require equipment, 

·and that would require a certain expenditure. That expenditure would be the expenditure 
permitted and it would be limited. 

If the effectives were reduced, the expenditure would be automatically reduced, and the · 
limitation would apply in that way. It is to be an auxiliary and not a direct form of limitation. 

The same thing would apply even more in the case of the navy, where the main limitation 
must be a limitation of the ships and the guns. You will have the auxiliary limitation of the 
budgetary limitation, the purpose of which is to ensure that countries which have accepted the 
direct form of limitation are not indirectly, in some way or other, exceeding that limitation. 

We want a limitation-not so much a reduction as a limitation. That is the reason why 
I cannot accept M. Litvinoff's amendment. 

With regard to what has been said by Mr. Gibson and M. Sa to, I fully recognise their position, 
and can only say that if, unfortunately, no means are arrived at, at the time of the Conference, 
for getting over that difficulty; then, of course, the British Government would have to reconsider 
their position with regard to budgetary limitation also. · 

SUGGESTION BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

M. Massigli (France). - I think that the SuJ:Coiiliii:is~ion should ~onsider very carefully 
what it is going to vote on. We are not here to marufest opllllons but to g1ve the Governments a 
draft to show them the existing situation and whether an agreement is possible on the given bases. 

We have just heard two ve~ important declar~tions from the representa~ives of two of the 
principal naval Powers, the Uru~ed States ?f Amenca and Jap~~· Lo~d _Cec_d has also clearly 

. explained to us his proposal, which deals Wlth some sort of additwnal limitation. 

I doubt whether it is advisable to accumulate difficulties and to propose combined methods 
when we see that two delegations are clearly opposed to such a course. Could we not try to find 
an intermediate solution and limit indirectly, by budgetary expenditure, this part of the material 
-since it actually exist; and is of considerable importance-which we cannot limit directly ? 

Moreover if the real object is to provide some flexible form of additional limitation, it seems 
to me that frdm the naval standpoint, since floating material, which is the essential part of naval 
material is already limited directly, Lord Cecil's proposal has, to a large extent, been met, because 
budgetax}r limitation of the total naval expenditure is provided for in Chapter III. 
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I hope, therefore, that if Lord. Cecil thinks.it.~ecessary to ~ai~tain his p~opos~ fo_r the indirect 
limitation of material, he will consider the possibility of co~finmg it ~o ma~enal which iS not alrea~y 
directly limited under Section II of C~apter II. Perhaps this suggestion might lead to a comprormse 
between the different proposals which have been put before us. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands).- I do not wish tore-ope~ ;the discussion o~ direct and ind!rect 
limitation. I should merely like to know whether Lord Cecil s proposal also mcludes. expen~~ure 
on material in reserve-that is to say, guns kept in reserve i~ t~e arsenals for arm~n~ auxiliary 
cruisers, etc.; whether it includes expenditure ~:m merchant ships m t~e form of ~ubsidies granted 
to steamship companies, which are not shown m the naval .budget which appear m other budgets, 
and, finally, whether the·amendment also includes expenditure on naval bases. 

In conclusion, is it proposed to refer the whole question to the Cormnittee of Experts, as was 
done in the case of the limitation of land armaments ? 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). - I am quite prepared to accept the Br~ti~h ~elegation's 
amendment if the observations of my delegation in regard to the budgetary limitation of land 
armaments-which are, moreover, approved by the Greek and Spanish delegations among others
are taken into account. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - So far as M. Antoniade's question is.concerned, I quite 
agree. My object is to put the same conditions in regard to land and sea. 

In regard to the questions which M. Rutgers has put to me, I would say that, broadly, I accept 
all of them-that is to say, I certainly contemplate that all expenditu~e on mercha~t vessels or 
on maritime bases or anything else which can properly be called expenditure on matenal for naval 
purposes, and all war material, wonld be included. I certainly do contemplate that we should ask 
the Cormnittee of Experts to advise the delegates on this matter, in exactly the same way as we 
have asked them to ·advise on the details of land expenditure. I hope my answer is sufficiently 
precise. 

With regard to M. Massigli's very interesting suggestion, I am afraid I do not quite see what 
we gain by it. The difficulty with regard to the United States and the Japanese delegations is 
one of principle. The United States delegation quite definitely objects to budgetary limitation, 
and I also understand that, with regard to navies, the Japanese delegation objects to budgetary 
limitation. It does not appear to me therefore that we can meet either of those delegations by 
confining our budgetary limitation to only one part of naval material. I am sure M. Massigli 
will see how extremely complicated his system would be, if we were to say that only the material 
which was not limited by direct limitation was to be limited. What would that include ? Evidently 
we should not have things definitely affecting the calibre of guns. Suppose there were expenditure 
on an existing eight-inch gun, for example, which made it far more powerful than it is at present. 
We know in practice how very much arms have improved in that way. The classical instance, 
the change from the small bore of a hundred years ago to the modern rifle, is of course the best 
example. Similar changes may take place, and I fancy have taken place, even in the manufacture 
of the big cannon on board these ships: It would need a very careful definition to say how much 
of that expenditure was to be included. If the improvement of an existing gun were included, 
would that be something which was already limited or not ? I doubt whether it would. I think 
the complication would be extreme in trying to divide things up in that way. 

The same thing would apply even more clearly in the case of armoured ships. With a ship 
of Io,ooo tons you limit the tonnage: do you limit or not the rearrangement of armour, which 
may make a very great difference in the fighting capacity of the ship ? I think if we are to have 
this at all it must apply to all forms of naval material, otherwise we shall introduce a complication. 

Then M. Massigli had an alternative, or an additional, proposal, that we should not actually 
limit naval material, but should be content to limit the total expenditure on navies under 
Chapter III. I do not think that quite meets the case. The question that has been oppressing me 
~ght through these discussions is the fact that material has become, and is becoming, so much more 
n_nportant than pe~sonnel-. I will not say more important, but increasing in importance in propor
tion to personnel, m all three arms-and unless you have some way of limiting material, as well 
as personnel, it is doubtful whether you will really accomplish your object. You certainly will not 
accomplish your object on land, and I doubt whether you will really accomplish it effectively in 
any of the three arms. That is why I hope we shall put in a general limitation. Therefore I hope 
M. Massigli will accept this . 

. I quite agree ~~at, in view of the United States and Japanese delegations' attitudes, it must 
be m ~ sense provts10nal. It is only a suggestion of this Commission, as indeed is everything we 
are domg. If, unfortunately, we are unable to find some means of accommodation with those two 
del~ations, i! ~quite evident it will be impossible for us to go on with the proposal ultimately; 
but 1f the ma}onty of those who are present he:e ~gree that some such limitation would, if practi
cable, be desirable, let u~ say so. Let us put it mto our draft Convention, and, with all respect 
to those two delegations, hope that some means of accommodation may be found between now 
and the Conference. Therefore ! ~ope M. Massigli will not per~ist in his amendment at this stage.· 
It can be well understood that 1t 1s all to be left to the Comm1ttee of Experts for the adjustment 
of details. 



-193-. 

GERMAN DELEGATION'S GENERAL RESERVATION MADE AT FIRST READING: STATEMENT IN REGARD 
THERETO BY THE GERMAN DELEGATE. 

Count Berns~orff (Germany). - Document C.P.D.211 contains a general reservation by 
the Germ~ delegation. I should like to know if I may speak ;tbout this reservation in the present 
Sub-Committee, or whether there will be a further discussion of this matter in the Commission ? 

The Chairman. - There is no objection to your making a declaration now. 

. . Count Bernstorff (Germany). - The general reservation to which I have just referred is 
similar to that expressed by M. Massigli. It reads as follows : 

. " !~e German ~elegation declares that it is necessary to limit naval material in reserve, 
m addttion to floatmg material." 1 · 

As the majority of the Commission did not accept the limitation of material in -reserve in 
th~ case of .land forces, I cannot hope that my country's reservation will be accepted as a proposal. 
I stmply Wished to point out that unless naval material in reserve is limited, it would be a very easy 
matt_er _to ~ransfer it and use it in time of war for land forces. Since, in my opinion, the idea of 
the limitation of land material has already been sacrificed by the majority of the Commission to an 
agreement regarding naval material, I wished to make this observation and shall return to this 
question at the 1931 Conference. 

M. Rosso (Italy). - I should like to make a statement before we vote on Lord Cecil's 
amendment. Lord Cecil regards the limitation of annual expenditure on the purchase and 
manufacture of naval war material and armaments as an additional limitation; this is precisely in 
accordance with the views advanced by General de Marinis in the general discussion on the method 
of limitation. 

In these circumstances, if a vote be taken on Lord Cecil's proposal, the Italian delegation 
will support it, subject, of course, to our general reservation. I would add that, when the time 
comes to take a final decision, we shall have to take into account the attitude of the other naval 
Powers, because we can only accept the proposed method provided it is adopted by all the naval 
Powers. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- When the limitation of land material was under consideration, the 
Canadian delegation supported a combination of direct and indirect limitation. Lord Cecil's 
proposal would apply both direct and indirect methods of limitation to naval material, and in view 
of that the Canadian delegation will have pleasure in supporting it. 

M. Sato (Japan).'- I desire to thank Lord Cecil for what he said just now. He has spoken 
not only for his delegation, but also for my own. 

. As Lord Cecil was good enough to explain, our chief objection to a proposal for the budgetary 
limitation of naval expenditure is one of principle. · 

If the French compromise proposal eliminates that objection, we shall naturally be very 
pleased to support it, although t~ere is ~till one part of the proposal ~hich we. ca~not accept. 
M. Massigli explained to us that, m questions of naval armaments, floatmg matenalts the predo
minant factor. That is true, but if you exempt the principal part of this material from budgetary 
limitation, why subject the small remaining part to that limitation ? If floating material is not 
to be so limited the rest of the material should be excluded also. 

The questi~n of expediency. must. also be borne in mind: i~ is very ~ifficult, in my op~nion, 
to distinguish between floating matenal and other. naval maten~l. I thmk that Lord Cecil has 

. clearly explained this difficulty and I ~y .agree With what he srud. . . . . 
Consequently, our objec~ion ~f pnnctple lJ!-akes us. oppose bu~getary l~rn1tatwn m naval 

questions; moreover the considerations of expediency which I have JUSt mentioned must also be 
taken into consideration. . . 

If there is to be budgetary limitation of naval material, I. should personally preft;r th~ Bnbsh 
proposal, which covers material as a whole and all expenditure on naval forces. ThiS would 
make the question clearer for us, and we should know what our Government could approve and 
what it would have to oppose. . . 

1 should therefore prefer the British proposal to be left as it stands so that we can vote on 1t. 

M. Massigli (France). -In making my proposal I had a threefold object: first, if possible, 
to find a compromise, and in this I see that I ha';'e no~ been successf~. . 

Secondly, I wished to meet Count Bernstorff s pomt ~far as t~lS seemed. posstble. . . 
Finally I wished to be consistent. When land matenal was discussed, hke the maJonty of 

the Commi~ion, 1 was opposed to a combination of the two methods. For the ~oment, I can 
only maintain this attitude: I very much regret that I cannot vote for Lord Cecil s amendment 

• Note by SeC1'elarial. -See document C.P.D.2II (Annex 1). 
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because it Puplies a combination of methods, '":hich I ~ejected in the cas~ of la~d mate:ial and 
which I shall also have to reject in the case of air matenal, for reasons which I Will explam when 
the time comes. · 

The Chairman. - We will now vote on the British delegation's proposal. 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH DELEGATION'S PROPOSAL. 

The British delegation's proposal was adopted by eleven votes for to· three against, with some 
abstentions. · · · 

59· Completion of the Sub-Committee's Work. 

The Chairman. -I am glad to state that the Sub-Committee has now comp!eted its _work, 
and I wish to thank the members for their co-operation. I think I may say that th1s result 1s due 
to the speedier methods which I have endeavoured to introduce, with your help. 

The correct procedure would now be to appoint a Rapporteur; but you _will agree with. me 
that this is an unnecessary formality, because those who were not present durmg the proceedmgs 
of the Sub-Committee can see what was done from the Minutes; those who took part in the work 
can inform the others of what happened at our meetings. I accordingly declare the work of the 
Sub-Committee closed; it will now be possible for us to resume the discussions of the plenary 
Commission, which will, moreover, be asked to approve the Sub-Committee's work. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - Since we are so often accused of dilatoriness, may I be allowed on 
this occasion at least to lay stress on what we have accomplished and the considerable efforts 
we have made ? Nine days ago, the seven Powers which signed the Treaty of London distributed 
a lengthy document to us. We have examined it, and by holding two meetings a day-which was 
not done in the case of the other questions-we have settled the whole of this naval question in 
three or four days. It should not be forgotten that the question of naval armaments is of vital 
importance for the security of a large number of countries, and that it consequently interests many 
delegations. I should like to emphasise the value, of the work done, and the speed with which 
it has been carried out. 

The Sub-Committee rose at z2.20 p.m. 

ELEVENTH MEETING OF THE PLENARY COMMISSION. 

Held on Thursday, November 2oth, I9JO, at I2.JO p.m. 

President: M: LOUDON (Netherlands). 

6o. Chapter II.-. Material, S~ction III: Air Armaments (document C.P.D.2II (Annex I 
of the Mmutes): Articles AA, AD, AE, Consideration adjourned to Third 
Reading: Article AC. -Decision to leave to the Conference the Establishment 
of the Rules of Measurement of Horse-power. 

The President. -We will now continue, sitting as a plenary Commission . 

. We have already exanlined all the articles of Section III relating to air armaments. 
Art1ele AA ;was adopted in second reading in the first part of this session. On this article we 
have an amendment )>y the British delegation and also one by the Ca.nadian delegation. 

In accordance With our Rules of Procedure, these amendments will be considered after the 
conclusion of the second reading. · 

In regard to Article AC, which was also discussed during the second reading, we have decided 
to leave the rules for measuring the horse-power of airship and aeroplane motors to be fixed by 
the Conference. 

Lord Cecil. (British Empire). - I want to be quite clear about air armaments. My 
amendments to arr armam~n~ are the same as those 'Ye have just been discussing with regard to 
naval annamen~s. but I th~k 1t .would be more convement to take them on the third reading, since 
the whole queshon of matenal will come up on the third reading. I think it is impossible to move 
amendments on this subject until we come to the third reading. 

J?r. Ridd~ll (Canada).- I br;>w to your ruling, but I Understand that the Commission has 
dtfinitely deCided that the Canad1an amendments will be considered at the third reading. 
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.The President.-· Naturally; that is a matter of course. 

As regards Articl~ AD, we h~ve already decided to discuss that together with Article ZD . 
. In the case of Article A~. which ~-also adopted at second reading, in the first part of our 

session, we shall have to consider the Bntrsh and Canadian amendments when we have concluded 
the s~cond r~a~g. Furth~rmore, the British delegation has proposed a new article, which would 
proVIde for ~tmg expenditure on air armaments. We are all agreed that that should be deferred 
to the conclusion of the second reading. 

61. Discussion on Chapter III. - Budgetary Expenditure: Article DA. 

The British, Italian 
and Japanese delega
tions consider that 
budgetary limitation 
should be effected solely 
by publicity. 

The delegations of the 
United States and Ger
many make a general 
reservation on the in· 
elusion in the present 
Draft Convention of any 
limitation of budgetary 
expenditure. 

First Reaclit1g. (French Draft.) 
The total annual expenditure 

counted per budgetary year and 
allocated according to Tables ........ . 
(Home forces and formations of the 
home country organised on a mili
tary basis) and . . . . . . . (Overseas 
forces and their reinforcements and 
Overseas formations organised on a 
military basis), shall not exceed the 
figures approved by the several 
Contracting States in the present 
Convention and mentioned in the 
said tables. 

The President. - Chapter III, concerning budgetary expenditure, has been taken from 
the French delegation's preliminary draft for the reduction of armaments, where it appeared as 
Article 19. 1 It was discussed at length in the third session of the Preparatory Commission. It 
did not receive the unaninrous support of the Commission during the first reading. 

During the first part of our sixth session and again during the last few days, the question of 
limiting budgetary expenditure was discussed in relation to material for land armaments. On the 
other hand, the general question of limitation by budgetary methods has so far been adjourned. 
In regard to Article DA, the Commission will have to take into consideration the British and 
Soviet delegations' proposals which follow. The Commission will also have to discuss the reports 
in document C.P.D.go (Report, etc., of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions). 

PROPOSALS BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

"CHAPTER Ill. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

" Insert the following articles for the blanks left as a result of the second reading : 

"Article DA. 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expend!ture on 
land, sea, and air forces, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures giVen for 
them in Tables . 

" Article DB. 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure, in 
any budgetary year, on the upkeep, purchase, and manufacture of war material,8 shall 
not exceed the figures indicated in Tables . 

"Chapter V. -Miscellaneous Provisions. 

"Substitute the following article for Articles DA * and DB*: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communita;te to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, in a model form •. a statement s~owmg th~ actual total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces, dunn~ the preceding financial year. 

. "It shall at the same tinre, commumcate to the Secretary-General a statement. 
showing the a~ount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, 
purchase, and manu~acture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III of 
the present Convention. 

. " This communication shall be made not later than . months after the close 
of the financial year." 

1 Nole by Secretarial. - See document C.3Io.M.to9.1927·IX (Minutes of the Third Session), page 364. 
• War material to be defined in a special annex. 
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PROPOSAL BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

" Article DA to be replaced by the following articles : 

" ARTICLE DA. 

" The total anm.ial expenditure counted per budgetary year and alloc.ated accor~~g to 
Tables . . . (home forces and formations of the home country orgamsed _on a mili~ary 
basis) and . . (overseas forces and their reinforcements and overseas formations. orgamsed 
on a military basis), shall not exceed the figures approved by the_ several CoD;tractmg States 
in the present Convention, the military budgets current. at the tu:ne of _the signature of the 
present Convention being reduced by an equal percent~g:e; an ex~eptwn ~emg allowed, how~ver, 
in favour of the States which are weakest froin a military pomt of VIew and . are specially 
mentioned in the present Convention, and of such States as have re~uced their armaments 
in virtue of international agreements other than the present ConventiOn: . . 

" The reduction of military budgets shall also extend to the expenditure specified m the 
table attached to the present article. 1 

" ARTICLE DB. 

" Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expendit~re on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be e_xcluded from the national budgets. 

" In conform~ty with the above provision, all expenditure for t~e upkeep of the 3:rmed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; their full 
publicity shall be ensured. " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I really ought to move this amendment a~rayed in a white 
sheet because it is a case where I have stolen the thunder of the French delegation. The French 
delegation had this amendment, in substance, in first reading;. and as you, Sir, have p~inted out, 
it was carried by a majority. In that case the British delegation had some doubts about 1t and they 
made a reservation. Since then their doubt has been cleared away and they are now prepared to 
support the amendment. They have put it in a form of their own, but I do not suppose it is superior 
to the form the French delegation had. In fact, it appears to me there is one word that ought to be 
inserted in the British amendment to make it quite clear-that is the word " respectively ". 
Article DA ought to read : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, 
sea, and air forces respectively, in any budgetary year, shall not exceed the figures given for 
them in Tables . " 

Our suggestion is for a separate figure of limitation for each of the three arms, not a general 
figure for the three arms taken together. No doubt, if you add together the budgets for each of 
the three arms that makes the total budget, but the idea is to limit each of the three arms separately 
so as to present transfers from one arm to another, and to avoid a certain amount of uncertainty 
as to what is being done. 

The argument is much the same as the argument which has been developed. in favour of 
limitation of material only. It is, however, a little different, because the object, in this case, is 
not only to add this additional limitation to the direct limitation we are providing for in our 
Convention, but also to provide for· a general limitation of expenditure-a matter which. certainly 
excites a great deal of interest amongst those who have to pay taxes in the various countries. 
Therefore, it is a matter which I certainly think we should deal with in our Convention. 

. .~ut that is not our main point. Our main point is to limit armaments, not to limit expenditure. · 
Lmuting expenditure is only of value in so far as it contributes to the limitation of armaments-
at least that is our point of view. · 

I d? not think that I have anything further to say about our amendment at this stage. It is 
a v~ry Slffiple one. The machinery of it will be made clear by reading the amendment to Chapter V, 
whic_h appears on the same paper, and which provides for the return which each of the contracting 
parties lS to make with reference to its expenditure on armaments. There it provides that : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual total amount expended 
on la~d, sea and air forces,_during the !?receding financial year. 

It shall at the same tune commumcate to the Secretary-General a statement showing the 
amount actually expended_ during the p:ecedi!lg financial year on the upkeep, purchase, and 
man~.fact!lre of war ~a~enal as defined m Article DB of Chapter III of the present Convention. 

Th~ commumcatlon shall be made not later than months after the close of 
the financial year. " . 

1 See tables on pages 12 and IJ of document C.P.D.go, of July rst. 1927. 
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ques~~~! ~~;e c~n~pt~n, an~ t?at _is based o_n the report of the Committee of Experts on budgetary 
points out thereo is ~ ~~~ss~on m the spni_Jg or early summe~ of 1927. As the Soviet delegation 

f f t ' . u orm set out m that report wh1ch the British delegation thinks 
~~~~ftt~?' ~n~ su~cle~t. But they ha~e assented to further discussion of the actual form by the 

o . xpe s, m accor~nce Wlth the French resolution which had been passed. . 
th Thet mac~mery,_ therefor~, w11l be quite clear to the members of the Commission, and it has 
. e gre.a ~~nd, l think, of bemg extremely simple. You will first have the provision for the return 
m a hres~n e. orm as nearly as possible. The details, so far as it is necessary to examine them 
~~e hav!e a~~t m ~tclCo~i~te~ o

1
f Experts' report of 1927. It is unnecessary, as I have pointed out; 

so u Y 1 en c orm for each country, provided the form covers substantially the 
same.dgrdounhd.b It maY: b~ more convenient for one country to vary a little from another but, 
proVl e t e road pnnc1ples are on the same lines, that return will be sufficient When that 
return has been made, eve~body will know what the expenditure is, in the first ·place, on the 
three ar~s generally, and, m the second place on the three arms with respect to material. 

It _will be on the. basis of these figures, which limit to a certain figure the general and specific 
e~penditure on matenal, that you will be able to see whether the Convention has been complied 
With. 

All_ I have to do is to move this motion explaining that it is an auxiliary method of controlling 
expenditure on the three arms, as part of the general system for limitation of expenditure. 

The Pr~sident. -. The B!1feau has received a further proposal relating to Chapter III 
from the Soviet dele~ation reading as follows. It has not yet been circulated, but this will be 
done as soon as possible. 

As we have made pretty good progress this morning I propose to adjourn the meeting. 

PROPOSALS BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

" (1) First amendment to Article DA of the British delegation's draft: 

" After the words ' each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces in any budgetary year ', add· the words: ' shall be 
red!Jeed and . . . ' 

" (2) Second amendment to Article DA of the British delegation's draft: 

"At the end of Article DA, add 'in the case of the following categories: (1) Staff, 
(2) Movements, (3) Buildings, (4) War material.' 

" (3) Article DA proposed by the Soviet delegation is withdrawn. 
" (4) Article DB proposed by the Soviet delegation is maintained." 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I would like to express the gratifi- . 
cation of the American delegation at the very speedy despatch of our work this morning, and 
to thank the President for keeping us so strictly "on the rails". I should like to preface what 
else I have to say by the statement that there is nobody in this room who more cordially dislikes 
the idea of two daily sittings than I, but I feel we have now got the best momentum yet attained 
and that it is doubtful whether we should not be justified in having afternoon sittings. We have 
all come here anxious to finish up the work at this session and I think nearly all of us are convinced 
that this is feasible if we can get through a substantial amount of productive work. There is no 
escaping the fact that we have lost a good deal of time in the two weeks we have been here through 
the prolonged general debates, but if we can keep going for a. few days at anything resembling 
the pace maintained to-day, we can catch that up, and I would suggest that we adopt the idea of 
two daily sessions until the Bureau either tells us it is desirable to slow down, or until we have 
covered enough ground for them to foresee an orderly end of the work remaining to be done and 
the prospect of the final presentation of our report. · 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - The difficulty does not consist in holding one or two 
meetings a day, but in the length of the speeches. It is only by improving our methods of work 
that we can hope to reach an early conclusion of our labours, and I think it desirable that delegates 
should be given time to reflect, and to study all the aspects of the problems before them. I 
therefore propose that we continue to hold one meeting only each day. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- Since speaking, I have heard from 
a number of delegations that the proced_ure I sugg~ted would not. be convenient for them. I w~uld 
like, therefore, to withdraw my suggestion, but Wlth the reserv~t10n that we .shall have two sess10ns 
a day whenever the work of the Conference can be best expedited by so domg. 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). _ I think M~. Gib_son's object was to tdu~dthb Co~s~oi 
to proceed more rapidly, and I entirely agree With him. For my part, wo o serve a 
have never made any long speeches. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I entirely agree with Mr. Gib~on that. we must contemplate, 
at a future date the possibility of two sessions a day, but I do thmk, havmg some knowledge of 
the subjects we have to discuss, that, just for the moment, it wo~ld be. better not to have ~ore 
than one session a day. I think we should probably advance qmcker m that way. ~ certamly 
agree with him that we may eventually ~eed two sessions a day, but that depends entrrely upon 
the rate of progress during the rest of th1s week. · 

The President. - I infer from this discussion that the Commission conside~s that, as a 
rule we should only have one meeting a day; provided always that the Bureau Will be free to 
propose two meetings a day if it think necessary. 

The Commission rose at zz.so p.m. 

TWELFTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, November zzst, I930, at zo a.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

62. Discussion on Chapter III. - Bud~etary Expenditure (continuation).· 

The President. -We will now continue the discussion of Article DA of Chapter III-
Budgetary Expenditure. 

I would remind you that the proposals before the Commission are : 

First, the text submitted by the French delegation at the third session. 
Secondly, the new text proposed by the British delegation,1 to which that delegation desires 

to add the word " respectively "; . · . 
Thirdly, the amendments submitted by the Soviet delegation to add to Article DA of the 

British delegation's draft, after the words " each of the High Contracting Parties agrees that its 
total annual expenditure on land, sea and air forces in any budgetary year ", the words: " shall 
be reduced and . . . "; and to add, at the end of the same article " in the case of the following 
categories: (r) Staff, (2) Movements, (3) Buildings, (4) War material". 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation has 
modified its proposal because it contained the principle of proportionality, which has been definitely 
rejected by the Commission. We have seen the British amendment, and it is quite acceptable, 

· with the two changes mentioned. · . 
We desire to maintain Article ::DB, which provides that all military expenditure under 

Chapter A shall be shown in a single chapter of the budget. I believe that M. Massigli has already 
stated that he is in favour of such a measure . 

. Gen~ral de Marinis (Italy). -We have before us a text submitted by the British delegation. 
This consists of three Articles, DA, DB and Chapter V-Miscellaneous Provisions. I should like 
to know whether we are going to discuss this proposal article be article or all together. 

Th.e President. - Article by article. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I should like to say a few words in regard to Article DA 
which reads as follows : · ' 

" Eac? of the J:Iigh Contracting Parties agrees that its total annual expenditure on land, 
sea and arr forces m any budgetary year shall not exceed the figures given for them in 
Tables . . . " 

The _Italian delegation is prepared to accfpt this article but will not be able to do so if the 
words " m any budgetary year " ar~ retai~ed, _for the reaso~s which I explained some days ago. 

~ would ask Lord. Cecil. to admit the JUS~Ice of my objections. It would be impossible for 
certam Governments, mcludmg my own, to bmd themselves not to transfer credits unexpended in 
one budgetary year to the followmg year. The unforeseen contingencies which I have already 

1 Nok by lhe Secr<lp.riaJ. - See page 185. 
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mentbionded must be provided for. If the British delegation is prepared to delete the words " in 
any u getary year", I can accept Article DA and Article DB. 

M. Sato _(Jap~).- I_ wish to make a short statement in regard to budgetary limitation 
andd tso ~eal With this question as a whole, including the original French proposal and the British 
an . oVIet amendments. 

As regar~s the limitation of land material, my delegation has accepted the budgetary method 
as .a c_ompromi~e, but, as I have already pointed out, this does not imply acceptance of the general 
pnnciple of tl;lls. method of limitation. I gave you many arguments against it at the third session 
of_ou~ CommiSSion an~ ~ee~ no~ repeat them now. I will merely say that I still.think that, in 
pnnciple, budg:e~ary limitatx?n IS undesirable, and that limitation should be applied solely by 
means of. publicity. I particularly object to the application of this method to naval and air · 
armaments. In regard tc;> thes~ t_wo. catego~ies of armaments, the Commission has already 
accepted the syste~ of direct limitation, which goes further and is, I think, more effective. 
It has also recogn:sed that th~ limitation of expenditure has to be individual, and that it 
c~nnot form a basis of c?mpanson between the budgets of one country and another, but is 
sun ply a me<1;ns _of compan~g. the budgets ?f any giyen country from one year to another. If we 
adopt !he pnD:ciple of publicity of expenditure, this would make it possible indirectly to attain 
the obJect which those who advocate budgetary limitation have in view. 

. . A~cording to my present instruction, I am not in a position to accept the principle of budgetary 
hrmtatxon, except~ regards land armaments; consequently, if the general principle be put to the 
vote, I shall be obliged to vote against it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should like to make a few remarks on each of the three 
speeches made. In the first place, with regard to the amendments proposed by the Soviet delega
tion; they are two-fold, and perhaps it would be more convenient if I only dealt with the first 
at this moment, because nothing has been said about the second. 

The first amendment is to insert, after the words " budgetary year ", the words : " shall be 
reduced and ". ~ am in agreement with the purpose of this amendment-that is, I think we ought 
to lay down in this Convention the general principle that we aim not only at limitation but also at 
reduction-but I am also of opinion that it would not be proper to insert it here. As I see our 
project of the Convention, it is this. We are going to establish a specific limitation of each of the 
three arms as far as we can, we are going to do it directly with regard to the navies and the air 
forces, and as far as the land forces are concerned by limiting the effectives, which, so far as I have 
been able to hear, seems to be the only effective way that has yet been proposed. 

In respect to each of the clauses dealing with that direct limitation, I should be entirely in 
favour of. the insertion of the word" reduce", in some form or another, as we have done in regard 
to the navies. I should be in favour of inserting it also in regard to the land and air forces. 

When you come to budgetary limitation, I have always seen that, not as the principal limita
tion, but as.a very important and an absolutely essential check on the principal limitation. That 
is why I was in favour of applying it to the navies, though there is a very complete limitation 
.there-as far as you can make any method of limitation complete-and I should be in favour of 
applying it to the air forces and even more strongly in favour of applying it to the land forces. 
But this is a complementary limitation and not the direct and principal limitation, and, in my 
judgment, the figure that is to be inserted for the purpose of budgetary limitation directly results 
from the figure that is inserted with respect to direct limitation. Therefore, it is not logical to 
say you are going to reduce the budgetary limitation. Budgetary limitation will follow 
automatically-or quasi-automatically-on the figures that you have inserted in the direct 
limitation. I do not myself see any purpose in putting in the word " reduce " here, and I think 
it leads to a little misapprehension as to what you are aiming at with regard to budgetary limitation. 
I hope that will not be insisted upon. 

With regard to the point made by General de Marinis, I do not feel able to resist his suggestion, 
because we have agreed to appoint a .COmmittee of Experts to enquire into this question, ~ to how 
it can be done, and I think it very difficult for us now, before the report of that Committee, to 
insist on these words here. But I accept the point of view with the greatest reluctance and only on 
the strict understanding that the position of _the Britis~ ~ov~rnment remains uncha~ged. ~hey 
are confident that you will not get a really satisfactory limitation of armaments unless It be stnctly 
confined -year by year. If you have a ~ystem by which a country ma:y save up its expenditure 
during the first three or four years, With the po~er of sudden~y havmg a very elaborate and 
complete expenditure in the fifth year, then that will not be a satisfactory: guarantee. TJ;le whole 
purpose of budgetary limitation will, in my judgment, go, and there Will not be a satisfact?ry 
guarantee that the general standard of limi!ation is bein!'l' observed. Therefore General de _ManniS 
will forgive me for saying that I assent to his proposal wxth reluctance, because of the appomtment 
of the Committee of Experts, but I remain strongly of opinion that, in some form or ano~h~r.3;nd 
subject to whatever modification may prove to be necessary! you must have ~n annual limitation 
and not a limitation spread over a number of years. That IS my answer to hxm. 

As to my friend M. Sato he will not be surprised to hear that I deeply regret the statement 
he has been instructed to m~ke. I do beg him and his Government to consider very carefully 
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whether really specific limitation is enough. I do not want to enlarg;e the deb<;te, and I will not 
therefore go into the case of the air forces. When we ~orne to co_nstder the atr ~orces, I do beg 
him to consider whether any specific limitation can posstbly be sattsfacto!}'· I will ~t. ~al mor~ 
than that, but would ask him to consider t~at.point before we get to tt. I am a at mus 
beg the Commission to accept thisgeneral pnnctple. . 

Let me say just a word in conclusion. Undoubtedly, we have got to take account1 m all.these 
matters of public opinion. I remember years ago when I was younger and more tmpul.stve, I 
once ve~tured to go as far as to say that I did not think the Governments would ever ~mpose 
disarntament upon the peoples but I thought it quite possible that the peoples would rmpose 
disarmament upon the Govern~ents. I would not put it quite so crudely as that now, but I 
believe that to be profoundly true. I believe there is a tremendous senttmen.t throughout the 

. world, amongst all the peoples of the world, in favour of disarmall!-e~t, and I believe that we have 
got to take account of that in everything that we do in our Commtsston. Undoubtedly one of the 
great reasons why the peoples of the world desire disarmament is beca~se t~ey are shocke~ and 
outraged by the expense to which all the countries of the world ~re pu! m thts matter. It ts the 
burden of taxation which perhaps comes most closely and most tmmediately home to the peop~es 
in this matter; they, of course, desire disarmament on other grounds but they do strongly destre 
it on that ground. 

I think it very important that we should take accou1_1t of that feeling, an~ th<;t we should 
recognise in our Convention that, quite apart from the mam reason for our puttm!? m budgetary 
limitation, we do wish to give satisfaction to those who desire some check on thts reckless and 
wicked waste of the efforts and savings of the peoples of the world. Therefore, I hope that we shall 
adhere to this resolution as it stands, except that, in order to conform to what we have already 
done, I will accept the omission of the words, "in any budgetary year". 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). -Before the vote is taken on the article now under 
discussion, I should like to ask for a few explanations. · . 

I would remind you that the Netherlands delegation attaches much greater importance to 
complete publicity than to budgetary limitation; it is of opinion that publicity is a more effective 
method of attaining the object which we all have in view. However, as we have already shown, 
our delegation is not opposed to all ideas of budgetary limitation. 

When the British proposal for the budgetary limitation of naval armaments, 1 was under 
discussion, our first delegate asked Lord Cecil certain questions. 

M. Rutgers asked him whether the limitation would also apply to certain annual expenditure
for instance, on the establishment and upkeep of naval bases, material in reserve, subsidies to. 
navigation companies, etc.-and Lord Cecil replied in the affirmative. 

Now that we are discussing the British proposal with reference to Article DA of Chapter III, 
I am encouraged by that reply to ask its author so:rrie further questions. Does his proposal also 
~pply to expenditure which may perhaps not be included in the military or naval budgets-for 
mstance, expenditure on the construction of strategical railways, subsidies to rifle and gymnastic 
clubs for land and naval forces and to organisations of a military character ? . 

In this connection, I would draw your attention to page 5 of the Report of the Committee of 
Experts on Budgetary Questions (document C.P.D.go), where it is stated that the experts decided 
not to devote a chapter to expenditure of this kind. 

It seems to me desirable to avoid any possibility of doubt as to the effects of the British 
amendment. 

I shoul? <;dd that _our o~ly object is to obtain information on these points; but I would point 
out that thts mformat10n will be of great value to the Committee of Experts referred to in the 
Fre~~h delegation's proposal, especially as regards Point III of that proposal in respect of which our 
declSton has been postponed. . · · 

Ind~ed, it might perhaps be useful to mention this discussion in the report, so that the experts 
may be mformed of the Commission's discussions in regard to this article. · 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I only rise to explain the reasons for my vote. I understand 
that there are other speeches to come, but I should like to be allowed to state my views immediately. 

We hav~ discussed the budgetary question at length; and I think the Commission agreed, 
almost unantmously, that the budgetary method should be regarded as an accessory method. 

Person~~' ~ share the unanimous opinion of the Mix~d. Commission-namely, that 
budgetary limitation can only be _an accessory method, and that 1t ts unacceptable as the principal 
method. I. s~all.therefore aJ;>st<;m from vo~ing, because I think it would be wrong to regard 
~udgetary lim1~at10n as the pnnctpal method m the case of land armaments, in view of the fact that 
m regard to atr and naval armaments, it was accepted as a subsidiary method. This injustice 
appears to me so flagrant that I shall abstain from voting. 

1 Nou ?Y Secretarial. - See page 1Yo. 
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B 't' ~r. Mar~vitch (Yugoslavia). -.In principle, the Yugoslav delegation is in favour of the 
n IS propos · We have already 5ald so when we accepted the principle of indirect limitation 

by_ ~udgetary methods. We ~ave, thus, voted in favour of this principle: but, on examining the 
Bntlsh proposal, we find certrun difficulties in accepting it as it stands . 

. In the first place, account must be taken of the observation made by the Italian delegate, 
wh1ch ~ had also mtended to offer, if Lord Cecil had not replied that this matter would be left to the 
Committee of Budget~ Expe~s .. I should ~keto add, however, in order to explain the views of 
the Yugoslav delegation on th1s pomt, that, masking for the right to carry forward credits from 
one year to the next, we d? not propose that this right should be enjoyed for an indeterminate 
num~er of years, ~>Ut tha~ 1t should only apply from one year to the next, two years being the 
maximu11_1. As this question has been left to the budgetary experts, I will not say any more at the 
present time. 

Accordi?g to the Briti_:;h proposal, a distinction is to be made between credits for the anny, 
navy ~nd a1r f~rce .. As Yug_oslavia has only one War Ministry, for land, naval and air forces, 
there IS a techmcal difficulty m carrying out this limitation, under separate heads, in such a way 
that no section may exceed the figures agreed to for it in advance. 

I do ~<?t think it ~s possible to reconcile the Yugoslav organisation with the system proposed 
by t~e Br;tlsh delegatl?n. In my opinion, the object of budgetary limitation would be completely 
attam~d 1f the e~pen~ture on d~fence as a whole were limited. Such a system seems to me to be 
11_10re ~n conformity With the pnnciple of national defence. Political conditions and the military 
situation may change from one day to the next. I do not think it is our desire or intention to 
prescribe to any particular country the manner in which it is to organise its national defence. 
The purpose of budgetary limitation is to have a check on the extent of a nation's armaments 
and not on its defensive system. ' 

. Ther~fore, with all due respect to the. British delegate, whose arguments always carry great 
we1ght With me, I am unable to accept h1s proposal to add the word " respectively ", although 
I could vote in favour of the limitation of budgetary expenditure as a whole. If the Commission 
considers it necessary to limit expenditure on land, naval and air armaments separately, the 
Yugoslav delegation will have to ask to be allowed to transfer, during any current year, credits 
intended for the army to"those intended for the air force or the navy, and vice versa. This right is 
provided by the financial laws of every country. If it is also allowed under the Convention, it is 
not necessary to distinguish in the provisions for budgetary limitation, or to require that each 
category of expenditure be limited separately. 

M. Colban (Norway). -My country is entirely favourable towards a budgetary limitation, 
and I must confess that I do not see how we should be obliged to exclude budgetary limitation 
because we agree to a certain direct limitation. I have not heard any argument which convinces 
me against the superposition· of different methods of limitation. Budgetary limitation will be 
extremely helpful for the control of direct limitation and vice versa. Budgetary limitation, direct 
limitation and· publicity are the three methods before the Commission and we ought to try to 
apply each of them as far as possible. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I do not see how it is possible 
to argue that budgetary limitation will f~llow automaticall~ on the !lg~res inserte~ in regard to 
the limitation of personnel and war m<1;tenal. You could ~mt~ well hm1t the quantity, a?d :'-t the 
same time improve the quality, wh1ch would necessanly mcrease expe?d1ture. This 1s n?t 
provided for in the British text, and the Soviet de~egation proposes to prov1de_fo~ a~d p_revent 1t. 
If as Lord Cecil argues, these figures were automatically correlated, budgetary limitation m general 
w~uld be unnecessary. Unless reduction is mentioned, the British amendment will lose a great 
deal of its value. I should like a separate vote to be taken on the two amendments, and I shall 
have a few words to say later in regard to the other amendment. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -In my statement on budgetary 
limitation made on November nth last, I said that, in spite of ~ts definite views as to the impr<l:ctica
bility of its accepting budgetary limitation as regards the Urute~ States, my Government did not 
wish that the special position of the United States should constitute an obstacle to any !Ue<l;Sures 
of agreement that might be found generally acceptable among the other Powers. That 1~ still ~he 
position of the American delegation. In~l!luch, however, ~ so much of the general disc~ss10n 
of this subject has centred. round the pos1t10n of the Amencan Government, ~ fear that, If the 
single text, without any accompanying commentary, were to go forward to t~e van<? us Gove~ments 
for study between now and the general Disarmamen! Conference, the:y: rrught fa1l to find m that 
text a clear picture of the situation as. brought out m the _debate. Frrst, a r~-state~ent ?f the 
American position at the Conference m1ght come as. a snrpn~e to those d~legatlo?s which did not 
participate in our debates here and which, by reading the smgle text, m1ght thmk there was no 
diversity of views about budgetary limitation and no problem _such as tha~ bro?ght up here now. 
In order therefore- that an entirely straightforward presentation of the situation may be found 
in our te~t, I desir~ that a reservation in the following language be stated in Chapter III: 

" The American delegation makes a general reservation on the subject of budget_ary 
limitation, and draws attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930, fifth meetmg, 
sixth s~ion, second part. " -
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M Massigli (France) - At the first reading, the French delegation submittetd a t~xt 
which llmited the total expe~diture separately for home a~d ove~eas forces.Thw; ~;c~odel:ge!~i~~ 
for that distinction, which would be very difficult to make m ~er~am ~a.;;es. e r 
accordingly agrees in principle with the British amendment m 1ts ongmal form. . . . . 

There are three points to consider: the first is the principle of bll:dgetary_ hr~ut:hon ltsel~ 
Two delegations are definitely opposed to it, but I think that, as Mr. G1bson ~ar; JUS no~-;-a~ 
I ho e M. Sato will also agree-they will content themselves for t~e moment Wlt . a reserva lOn m 
the araft, opposite the article. There remain, therefore, the SoVIet propo~:u to ms~r~ th; words 
"shall be reduced and . . . ", and the British proposal to add the word respectlv Y · 

As regards the Soviet amendment, I entirely agree with Lord Cecil .. ~owever, if 
M Lounatcharsky wishes to press the matter, I think we might adopt a formula s1milar to t~at 
which we accepted unanimously for naval armaments. ~f we say !hat each of the contractm_g 
parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce 1ts expenditure on land, naval and air 
forces, we shall avoid any difficulty. 

The third question is that raised by M. Markov:itch in regard to the possibili~y of t~e sepa~ate 
limitation of land, naval and air forces. If I have nghtly understood M. Mar~ovi_tch, h1s pnncipal 
difficulty is due to the fact that air forces are organised in a different manner m d1fferent countnes. 
That is a very grave obstacle to separate limitation. 

At the present time, countries having a separate Air Ministry are iJ?- t~e minori~Y: In some 
the air force is attached to the other two Ministries of national defence, while m others 1t IS attached 
to only one of them. Systems differ widely. Moreover, e_ven in countrie~ with a sep<l;I"ate Air 
Ministry, expenditure on material is not all included in the a1r budget; some 1s frequently mclu~ed 
in the naval or military budgets. Lastly, certain expenditure is not split up-for i~s~ance, supplies, 
health services and so on, come out of a common fund. In these circumstances, 1t 1s very d1fficult 
to make distinctions. 

I would also draw the Cominission's attention to the fact that in many countries, even those 
which have accepted the principle of an independent air force, this principle is a subject of 
controversy. Some administrations are in favour of a return to the previous system-to a large 
extent, at all events; others, on the contrary, are anxious to increase the importance of the Air 
Ministry. The question is therefore very vague, and if the administrations of the various countries 
were asked to give separate figures for the expenditure referred to in the Convention, they might 
simply allot the figures almost by guess-work. It is highly·undesirable that an important Conven
tion involving solemn obligations should contain figures arrived at by perfunctory methods. 

I need not stress the fact that certain countries having colonial obligations, such as the 
British Empire and Fr~ce, may find it necessary to make radical changes in their military 
organisation by giving greater importance to the air force than to the other arms. 

If we are going to insist on three separate maxima we shall be encouraging the administrations 
concerned to fix ample margins so that they may not run short of funds, and coJ}sequently the 
total ?f these three separate items will exceed that of a single item. That is a great danger; more 
espec1ally as, once you fix a maximum, there is a natural tendency on the part of the administrations 
concerned to work up to that maximum. 

I would ask you to consider these arguments very carefully. Personally, I should very much 
pr~fer the word " respectively " to be left out, and I ask for a separate vote to be taken on this 
pomt. 

!'f.oreover! if the method of global limitation be adopted, it will be necessary, in the chapter on 
public1ty, to g:tve some supplementary indications. Also I think that, as Mr. Gibson said, paragraph3 
of the French proposal (the ~rst two paragraphs of which have already been accepted) should 
~e adopt~d, ~o that the Comm1ttee of Experts may be asked to extend their studies and to furnish 
mformation m r~gard both ~o. the q~estion of transfe:t:ring credits, raised by General de Marinis, ~ 
and to the question of subsidies, raised by the Netherlands delegation. 

The President. - I was about to refer to that enquiry. 

~rd Cec~l (British Empire). -I am sorry to speak again, but I have been asked some 
quest!ons and m courtesy I am bound to reply to them. As to the Netherlands delegation's 
qu_es~10n, I hope I ~hall not be pressed to go far into detail in this matter because it is evident that 
th~ lS a matter which must depend to some extent on the views of the experts. I would have been 
qlllte content to accept the actual report of the experts in which case all the questions put to me 
by the ~etherlands delegatio~ w~:m.ld find an answer. I~ order to find the solution, I accepted the 
suggestion of an expect; eJ?-qlllry If It coul~ be conducted in a way which would not delay matters, 
and I am sure M. Massigli shares my feelmgs on that point; and I think it would be better for me 
tf re~er to the ~xperts and ask them to answer the Netherlands delegation's question. It has been 
c ear Y stated the total an~ual expenditure on land, sea and air forces". What that means is a 
matter for the experts' enqlllry. 

inse W!.th regar~ to ~~e suggestion of the Yugoslav and French delegations that we should not 
ill ~ /es~hv~y I very much hope these delegates will not insist. Just let me give you an 

us ra wn rom gures. Let us take a country where the armament expenditure generally is 
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~ the neighbourhood. of fioo,ooo,ooo annually; I speak without the figures before me but that 
IS roughly the case With my OWl! country. Let us assume that £4o,ooo,ooo goes to the army, 
£4o,ooo,ooo to the :r;avy, and f2_o,ooo,ooo to the air. If there is a total of £IOo,ooo,ooo, with 
the power of playmg about With those great sums, it is quite evident you might entirely 
transform the whole atmosphere of the international situation by suddenly transferring 
fio,ooo,o?o, £2o,ooo,ooo or £3o,ooo,ooo from the military or naval forces to the air force. 
Suppose It t~ed out to be the case, as it may well do, that developments make the air 
force the most ~portant force of all, you have no kind of means to prevent that being done, and you 
<).re not.really gomg to m~e your total budgetary limitation effective at all. I beg my colleagues to 
to consider that. How ~ar.It should be done and to what extent is a matter for the experts. I quite 
~gree on the general prmc~ple that the three should be limited separately, and we shall have to see 
If that can be done practically. 

I wish to_ remove .a misconception which appears to be in the mind of my Yugoslav colleague, 
and ~erhaps m the mmds of oth_er delegations. There is no question of our asking any country to 
alter Its syst~m of budget~; !hat IS not our object at all. If he will cast his eye over the report of the 
exp_erts he will see that. this IS not contemplated. What is contemplated is what we all admit to be 
desrrable-that countnes sha.l!- make a return in some more or less identical form. I say more or 
less~ because the experts admit that there must be some variation in the expenditure on these 
van<;ms armaments for th~ purposes of publicity. You must have some system of that kind. 
Havmg ~!lade that calculatiOn, it is, after all, only a matter of taking items out of your budget 
and puttmg th~m under certain heads, not a matter which would trouble any accountant in the 
least_; any qualified. accountant who was familiar with the system could do it without difficulty. 
Havmg made your return, you have got the facts and there is no difficulty in limitation. Of 
course, if you desire not limitation of the three arms, but the power to transfer expenditure from 
one to the other, that is a different matter. I am afraid I should find myself in decided 
opposition to any proposal of that kind. That would really cut at the root of a great deal of 
the v~ue of budgetary limitation, because, when you are dealing with these great sums in great 
countnes-I should have thought it would have been the same in Yugoslavia-you destroy the 
whole value of the thing if you can manreuvre the figures in such a way as sometimes to spend a 
great deal on one arm and sometimes on another. Therefore I hope we shall insert "respectively". 
Of course, it is entirely for the Commission to do so, but I am afraid I cannot comply with the 
request so courteously put to me by the delegate of Yugoslavia, and withdraw that word. If the 
Commission decides against me, I must submit, but I hope they will adhere to the word 
" respectively", which appears to me to be a very important part of the whole proposal. 

I really think that is all I need say in answer, but I may perhaps just emphasise what I have 
been saying to M. Massigli, because he does recognise that you have got to have entire publicity 
of the very facts which will enable you to make your restriction. I need not develop the argument; 
he will have followed it before it is out of my mouth, and he will know exactly what I desire to say. 
With regard to the suggestion to the experts, I quite agree we must make certain alterations in the 
resolution we passed, so as to include all the items we decide to limit. I would suggest we might 
defer that until we have finally decided what we are to do about the air, so that we may not always 
be tinkering at the resolution. It is understood that all these subjects must go to the Expert 
Committee, and I would press very strongly that there should be no delay in summoning this 
Committee. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania).- The Roumanian delegation has always suppo~ted th~ system 
of budgetary limitation, and has frequently put forward arguments on the subject wh1ch hold 
good for all countries not having yet been able to carry out t~eir modest progr~~me of defence. 
I desire to confirm those observations and to add a few words m regard to the Bntlsh amendment. 
I agree with that amendment in principle; but, as my Yugoslav colleague and the French. delegate 
observed, my delegation would find it difficult to apply the system of the separate apportionment, 
or specification, of expenditure in respect of the three groups. 

In this respect, the position of Roumania is similar to that of Yugosl~via. ~n <;mr country, 
there is only one Ministry of National Defence for all three arms, and the difficulties m regard to 
apportionment, explained by the Yugoslav delegate, apply equally to my country. . 

· As M. Markovitch pointed ~mt, it is ~t of all n~cessary to !limit expenditure and. to 
exercise control over that expenditure. That IS the essential pomt, and there can be no question 
of controlling the system of defence. . . . . 

The difficulties mentioned by M. Massigli apply to countnes havmg a separate MmiStry 
for each arm; but they apply even more strongly to those which h~ve only o_ne Ministry of ~ational 
Defence, whose expenditure on various items-personnel, material, supphes, health seTVIce, etc. 
is indivisible. 

Consequently, in spite of the explanation which Lord. C_ecil has j~st given:~ cannot accept 
the form of publicity he requires, and would ~rg~ the CommiSSIOn to reta~n the BntiSh amendment 

. in its original form, that is to say, the publication of !h~ global _expenditure on _the three gro!'ps 
in combination. This has the advantage, as M. Massig~ has pom~ed !lut, of bemg more.fleXIble 
and it does not run counter to the object in view-that IS to say, 1t will not tend to an mcrease 
instead of a reduction in expenditure. 

Dr Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I think Lord Cecil has misunderstood my _arguments a_nd 
the method which I suggested. In my opinion, this is not a new system. I entrrely agree Wlth 
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Lord Cecil regarding the system of budgetary limit!ltioi?, ~d there is. no reason to ;ear any 
weakening of that system if we content ourselves With lim1tmg expenditure as a who e. 

Our delegation has always been in favour of the application of the indirect method, ~ecahse 
it is convinced that this would bring about a genuine limitation, and b_ecause we reahse t at 
armaments depend on credits. The armaments of a _country may be sa1d to ~epend on many 
different factors, but one thing is certain, and that 1s that cred1t;; .are the p~rmary factor. I 
simply propose that we should make the system advocated by the Bntlsh del~gat101?-, and ~ccepted 
by the Yugoslav delegation, more flexible and less likely ~o crea~e p~achcll;l dlflicultles. dWe 
certainly do not propose to give any country the opportumty of juggling_ w1th figures, an f 
far as Yugoslavia is concerned, we have never wished to do any su~~ thmg. I have mere Y 
pointed out briefly the practical difficulties in carrying out. the Bnt1sh amend~ent. In ~he 
case of our navy, separate limitation would by poss1ble; but m the case ?f the a1r force, ~h1ch 
is an integral part of the army, I do not see how we could be expected to g1Ve separate maximum 
figures. · . . .. 

Lord Cecil gave us a theoretical example. So far as I a!? acquamted w~th Bntlsh psychology 
-for which I have a great admiration-! do not think that 1s a me~hod wh1~h finds much favour 
with it, because you can always take a theoretical example to smt a particular. argu~ent. . 

M. Massigli has also reminded us of the difficulty-! ha~ forgotten to ment10n th1s-wh1ch 
the departments concerned would have in specifying max1mum figures. Eac~ dep3:rtment 
would be obliged to ask for larger credits than it really needed. Conse~~ently, m seekmg the 
separate limitation o~ the expenditure of ea.ch. dei?artment of the War M1m~t~y, we shouldh3:ve 
a higher total than m the case of global hm1tat10n. I would ask the Bntlsh delegate to g1Ve 
careful consideration to this point also. ' 

M. Massigli (France). - I can assure Lord Cecil that, if I believed that we might incur the 
grave risks to which he has drawn attention, I should not for a moment have spoken as I have 
done; but it is manifest that the transfer of credits from one budget to the next could only take 
place within very narrow limits. 

As regards land forces, we have limited effectives directly and material indirectly. As 
regards the navy, we have also directly limited effectives and to a great extent material as well. 
In the case of air forces, both material and effectives have been directly limited. All these factors 
involve regular expenditure, and it is hardly possible to increase one budget to any considerable 
extent at the expense of the others. 

The principal effect of the proposed distinction would be to make it very difficult, and even 
impossible, to modifyfa country's military organisation. Questions of organisation (determination 
of the number of units, etc.) have not been touched in any part of our Convention. I am very 
much afraid, therefore, that objections may be raised to the British amendment; these objections, 
which· may to some extent be unjustifiable, will be based on technical arguments, possibly of 
secondary importance, but no less weighty on that account. Consequently, in spite of my great 
desire to find myself in agreement with Lord Cecil in this matter, as I have done in many others, I 
would ask the Commission to vote separately on the word "respectively". If it be adopted I 
shall, of course, give way, but I think that in this case it would be desirable to insert at the end 
of the article a note similar to that which was added to Article TA, to the effect that, before 
coming to a decision, the Governments will have to take into consideration the studies of the 
budgetary experts. 

M. Cobian (~pain). -I accepted the method of budgetary limitation as a compromise, in 
def~rence to the v1ew of the great majority of the Commission. I need not repeat the reservations 
~hich I made. If the Commission accepts budgetary limitation it follows as a matter of course, 
m my opinion, that the governing idea of the British proposal can be accepted by everyone
except, of course, by the two important delegations which are opposed to the principle. 

Some delegations fear that, if the word "respectively" be adopted-thus fixing the expenditure 
o~ eac~ of the ~hree categories of armamants without any possible exceptions-practical difficulties 
~ anse. This shows ~nee again the danger of adopting principles and solutions which at first 
s1ght may appear very s1mple, but which frequently involve considerable difficulties of detail. 

I! the Commission were a court of law it could easily take a decision by a majority, and the 
question wolJ:ld then be settled; but we are only preparing the way for the Conference: It is our 
duty to ~luc1~a~e an~ explain ~e~ain questions, and to acquaint the Disarmament Conference 
and ~ublic opm10n With the pnnc1pal arguments for and against. What is the use of putting a 
question to the vo_te when we know that, in addition to a majority and a minority, there will be 
numero~s abstent10ns ? I r~mem~er that in another Commission dealing with disarmament we did 
everything we could to av01d taking votes when we felt that they were of no practical utility. 

,~e _are_all agreed on th_e p~nciple and are in sympathy with Lord Cecil's desire to "tighten 
up ~tation and the publication of budgets as much as possible. We do not wish to run the risk 
of seemg various Governments raise difficulties and refuse to accept the logical consequences of this 
method. In t~ese ~ircumstances, I fail to see what would be the value of a vote. I would repeat 
that I am entrrely m fa.vou~ o_f th~ p~nc!ple underlying the British proposal, and I also agree that 
we ought to make th1s dJ_stmctJ?n 1f 1t be l?racticable; b!lt r. think it is dangerous to bind 
o~rselv~s a~ the present trme Wlth<;>ut knowmg whether 1t Will be possible to overcome the 
diffic~ltles m th~ way of the ~xecution and full application of this principle. I shall therefore 
absta~n from voh.ng, thus leavmg my Government free to pronounce upon all the details of this . 
question at the Disarmament Conference. · 
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M. Bourquin (Belgium}.-. I feel somewhat perplexed in view of the very weighty speeches 
we hav~ heard. from Lord Cecil, M. Massigli, and M. Markovitch and other speakers. I will 
not go ~nto th:II argum:nts, but will simply ask Lord Cecil if he could not accept the following 
suggestion, whi~h_l a~t is somewhat improvised: . 
. . The ~oliliii!-sslon mtght agree to accept the total limitation of budgetary e:..:penditure, and might 
u:~d1cate 1ts_ des1re that, where possible, there should be a separate limitation of military, naval and 
atr expenditure. 

We would thus formally decide in favour of total limitation and would express a recommen-
dation in regard to separate limitation. . 

I wo~d add th3:t Belgiu_m is in a similar position to that of Yugoslavia, as explained by 
M. MarkoVItch: our au ~orce IS not a separate arm, but forms part of the army, and these two 
arms ~ave common services. It is obvious that, if we had to limit expenditure on land armaments 
and air armaments s:parately, we could not make a precise and accurate distinction between the two; 
we could only establish what I might call a conventional limitation. We should have to take some 
arbitrary coefficient because there would be no other solution. We might say, for instance, that 
as regards these common services, one-tenth was represented by air expenditure and nine-tenths 
by expenditure on land armaments. 

It might be possible for us to do this; but I wished to make the matter quite clear at the 
outset, so as to avoid any misunderstanding. It must be understood that if we accept separate 
limitation, no accurate distinction will be possible. . . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I should like of course to respond to anything which my 
friend M. Bourquin suggests, and I quite agree to something of that kind. If I may say so, I rather 
think the proposal which M. Massigli hinted at might be a more satisfactory way of dealing with 
the matter. Naturally, it would suit me better that we should insert the word "respectively" 
and have a note saying that the extent to which this could be applied depends upon the studies 
of the Experts Committee. I should be prepared to accept that, if it would meet the views of the 
rlelegates, because I think the situation we have got to now is that it is a technical matter. 
M. Massigli and I would both like the system of the closest possible limitation, but I doubt whether 
it can be done practically as a technical matter. I have no doubt it can be done in some countries, 
and I am inclined to think, in spite of the arguments, that it can be done in all; but it is a technical 
matter which ought to be enquired into by the Committee of Experts. I suggest, therefore, that 
we might make a compromise on these lines. 

PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

M. Massigli (France). - Perhaps Lord Cecil would accept the following text: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to r~~uce 
its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the condttlons 
governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No. . to the present 
Convention. " 

This might be followed by the note at the end of Article T A: 

" In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the 
Conference the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will 
have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do not know whether M .. Ma;;sig~i sees any objection to 
the following form of procedure: that we should first, by way of mdtc~t.w.n to the experts, have 
a trial vote of the Commission to see whether they are m. f~vour .of. dt';'Idii?g the three as far as 
possible. In any case-whatever the result of. the ·vote gtvm~ i;his m~tcatwn to the Confer~nce 
is-I should be prepared to accept this suggestion of M. Masstgli, subj~ct of cou_rse to questions 
of drafting which, I feel sure, he will be pr~p~re~ to leave to. a .dra~tmg commttt~e.. ~ should, 
however like to know what the balance of opm10n m the CommiSsion IS and how far 1t IS m favour 
of Jimiti~g the three arms either respectively or globally. 

The President. -A vote will now be taken on the principle of the separate limitation of 
the three arms. 

· M. Sato (Japan).- I must ask for a preliminary vote: I. am.oppose~ ~o budgetary l!m!tat!on 
of any kind and I should like to know whether the ~ommtsston IS of optmon ~hat. th1s limitation 
should be provided for or not. I am almost certam th:~;t ~ s?all. be m a mmonty of one, but 
the vote will enable my Government to know the Commtsston s VIews. 

l.ord Cecil (British Empire) .. - I only want this trial vote to find out the opinion of the 
Commission because I think it would be useful for the Conference. · 

The President. - I think, on the contrary, that the Commission must first vote on the 
general principle of budgetary limitation. . 

VOTE ON THE GENERAL PRINCIPLE OF BUDGETARY LIMITATION. 

This was adopted by nineteen votes for to two votes against, with_ some abstmtions. 
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VoTE ON THE PRINCIPLE OF THE SEPARATE LIMITATION OF THE THREE ARMS. 

This was rejected by eight votes against to seven for, with some abstentions. 

M. Politis (Greece). - I should like to explain. my vote. I abstained, not because I ~m 
opposed to limitation-by categories, but because there IS so~e doubt as to the methods of applYJng 
that principle. As I did not quite kn?w under what conditions these meth~ds could.l?e accepted, 
I was unable to vote either for or agamst, and I feel sure that other delegat10n.s were m. th~ same 
position. I do not think, therefore, that the vote which has just been taken IS very sigmficant. 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL. 

The President. - I will now put M. Massigli's proposal to the vote. This reads as follows: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to r~~uce 
its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure_ a;n_d the con~t~ons 
governing such limitation or reduction, in. particular as reg~rds the possibility of a distmct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated m Annex No. . to the 
present Convention. 

"Note. -In pronouncing on this article, the ~overnments will take into accoun.t at t~e 
Conference the report requested from the Comrmttee of Budgetary Experts, which wtll· 
have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing up of Annex No. . · . . " 

This text was adopted unanimously. 

SOVIET PROPOSAL TO INSERT AN ARTICLE DB. 

The President. - The Soviet amendments to Article DA have thus been waived and we 
now come to the Soviet proposal to insert an Article DB worded as follows: 

" Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armaments shall be excluded from the national budgets. 

" In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; their full publicity 
shall be ensured. " 

I will now put this proposal, the text of which is before you, to the vote. 

M. Massi~li (France).- I do not wish there to be any misunderstanding in regard to my 
vote. I h~ve already stated that I am in sympathy with the principle laid down in the Soviet 
proposal-namely, that all military, naval or air expenditure should be covered. However, as we 
are going to ask the experts to make proposals covering all this expenditure, I cannot vote in favour 
of the proposal but must await their report. 

. M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - If the Commission adopted 
t¥s amendment it would give the Committee of Budgetary Experts a helpful indication of its· 
VIews. 

The President. - Since the question has been submitted to the experts I am afraid the 
vote would not be very clear. It will all be explained in the report. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -We do not insist. 

This Soviet proposal was withdrawn. 

63. Discussion on the French Proposal to add to the Instructions to the Committee of 
Experts on Bud~etary Questions. 

The Pre~ident. -We still have the French proposal to add to the first two paragraphs 
of the resolution adopted on November 17th, 1930, the following third paragraph: 

. " The_ ~rm;nittee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in connection 
With ~he limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, naval 
and atr forces and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments." 

M. Westma~ (Swe_den). - I shall vote in favour of the French proposal, but I feel bound 
t~ say !hat the d~ssion has confirmed the fears of the Swedish delegation in regard to the 
dlfnculbes of applYJng the budgetary method. Nevertheless, as the Commission has decided in 
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fayo~r of this method, it is to be hoped that the Committee of Experts will find it possible to 
elimmat~at all e':ents, to a lar~e. extent-. tfl.e drawbacks inheren(in the budgetary method. 

In thts connection, I am of opm10n that 1t ts hardly possible not to allow credits to be transferred 
from one budgeta!Y year to the next. To take only one example: Governments miaht be prevented 
by ~rolong~d strikes from acquiring certain material during the current bu~etary year, etc. 
It will be _difficult, therefore, to prevent them from making use of the credits in question during 
the followmg year. 

There is also ~e very serious question of an increase in prices, which might prevent a 
programme from bern~ camed out. All these problems, which arise when we attempt to apply the 
budgetary meth_od, will have to be examined by the Committee of Experts. 

Moreover, if. we look at the model statement proposed by the Committee of Experts on 
~udgetary Questions, we shall see, for instance, that the expenditure on personnel is indicated 
m aggreg~te fi~es, but that there is no mention of the calculations on which those figures are 
based .. It IS obvt?us that the cost of the maintenance of personnel varies appreciably in the different 
countn~ according t<? whether special equipment for hot or cold climates, special rations, heating, 
quartenng, e~c., are mvolved. For all these reasons, the cost of the maintenance of each man 
per da:y, to gtve yo~ a concrete e~ample, necessarily differs in the military budgets of the various 
countn~s a_nd even ~ two successiVe budgetary periods in one and the same country . 

. It IS htghly dest;able, therefore, that the experts should consider the possibility of formulating 
thetr n~w pr?posals_m s_ucha way as to show the part played by these factors. This would certainly 
m~ke 1t easter to JUStify the budgetary figures submitted by the various Governments to the 
Dtsarmament <:;onference, and would also supplement the budgetary information which the 
Governments will have to exchange with one another with a view to a future Convention. 

In conclusion I would say that the result of the work of the experts is bound to play a very 
important part when the time comes for the various Governments to take up a definite attitude 
in regard to the question of budgetary limitation. 

The President. - We can regard this proposal wllich refers to thB third paragraph of the 
resolution of November I 7th,_ I9JO, as adopted. 

64. Discussion on Chapter IV.- Chemical Arms, P?stponed to Third Readina. 

The President. - The text of this chapter was adopted at second reading. It consists 
of a single article in regard to which a memorandum has been submitted by the British delegation 
and a proposal by the German delegation. In accordance with our practice, the examination of 
these two documents will be postponed until we come to the third reading. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -We have already accepted your decision on this point. 

65. Chapter V.- Miscellaneous Provisions: Order of Discussion and General Remarks. 

M. Massigli (France). - I should like to submit a few suggestions in regard to the· order 
of discussion of this chapter, which is both a very important and a very complicated one. It 
deals with widely different questions: organisation, exchange of information, derogations, procedure 
with regard to com~laints. and revisio~, rat~cation, entry_ int? force, and denunciation .. Somewhat 
paradoxically, Section I ts t~at dealing Wlth .t~e organ~sat10n o~ ~he Permanent DiSarmament 
Commission. If we are to discuss the compostbon of thts Commtsston, we must first know what 
its task is going to be. The question of organisation should therefore be t~e la_;;t to b~ dealt 
with under Chapter V. I might even go so far as to say that w_e ought to beg_m Wlth Sect10n II: 
" Exchange of Information ". Th~n. we could go on to the questions of ?erogatlons 3:nd procedure 
with regard to complaints and revts10n. After that, we could den!- Wlth the orgamsatton of the 
Commission as its functions would then have been clearly determmed. Lastly, we should take 
the provisio~s relating to the actual ~onventi~n. We should thu~ ~e dealing with th~s CO!fiplicated 
·question in regard to which there ts a certam amount of repetition and overlappmg, m a more 
orderly fashion. Moreover, the very int~rest~g propo~al submitted by the British delegation 
affects provisions which are to be found m vanous sect10ns. 

PROPOSAL TO APPOINT A SuB-COMMITTEE TO EXAMINE THE QUESTION 

OF THE PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION • 

. M. Politis (Greece). -I had intended to make a similar proposal to ~hat of M. Mass~gli. 
There is a regrettable overlapping between the text dra'Yn up at first r~a.ding and the v~n~ms 
amendments proposed. It is difficult for us to determme the composth?n of a Co!fimlSston 
until we know exactly what it is going to ~o. It would mak«: t~e discussiOn clearer tf yve put 
all the texts relating _to the Permanent Dtsarmament Commtsston together and appomted a 
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:>ub-._..._,111111ittt-e tu undertake a preliminary e:\:amina~ion of them. When we. had. the findit.tgs 
~>f the su~umittee we could decide whether the vartous texts should be combmed m one section 
._ll" shc:>uld fom1 se\'eral sections. 

1 accordingly propose that a very small sub-commit~ee be appointed to exa~ine all the 
texts relating to the organisation, competence and workt~ of the Permanent ~1sarma~ent 
Commission, while the Commission is discussing the question of the exchange of mformat10n. 

Tewfik Riistil Bey (Turkey). - I agree with M. ~oli~is, although;, if we _begin with the 
section which he suggests and leave the question of orgarusabon on one stde_, I mtght not be able · 
to eive a definite opinion at the moment. A large part of the Convention has already· been 
e.x~ned and before we can determine the powers and task of the proposed organ we must 
know the' nature of the guarantees under which it will be constituted. 

In any case, no matter what decision the Commission may come to, it seems to me desirable 
that we should have a general discussion on Chapter V as a whole. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire) .. -I think it would be a ~ist~e at this stage, if you will not 
think it impertinent of me to say so, to have a_ general discuss10n .. We do not r~ally kn~w, 
until we see the work of the suggested sub-conlffilttee, what the defimte proposals wtll be whtch 
"ill be submitted to the Commission.. I understand M. Politis' conception not to be so much 
that the sub-committee will draft a new scheme, as that they will put together the actual proposals 
that are made w that we shall know exactly what we have to discuss. I think that is a preliminary 
thing which ~ught to be done before we enter upon the discussion at all. . At the ~arne ti~e, 
I see no objection to going on with the discussion as to the exchange of mformatton-whtch 
is an entirely separate matter and one that is really governed by Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M .. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) .. -I have !1 fe'I_V remar~~ to mak~ w~c;h 
apply to all the sections of Chapter V, and in order ~ot to waste time m repet~tions I think tt. 1s 
better that I should do this at once. I am speakmg of a general reservation by the SoVlet 
delegation with regard to practically the whole of Chapter V.. · 

We have just finished with that part of the draft Convention which is taken up with questions 
directly referring to limitation and reduction of armaments. The Soviet delegation has taken 
a most active part in this work, trying to get the utmost possible results attainable, if only within 
the limits of the present draft Convention.. Unfortunately, our efforts·have been practically 
in vain. Formally no doubt, we can, and probably shall, suggest amendments during the third 
reading, but we entertain no illusions as to the fate of these amendments .. 

I will refrain at present from a general appraisal of tile work of tlte Commission, merely 
stating that that part of the draft Convention which has already been gone through does not 
satisfy the Soviet delegation in the least, and is not in the least in accordance with the tasks which 
confronted the Preparatory Commission in the opinion of the Soviet Government when it agreed 
to take part in it.. We consider tltat the chapters drawn up are incapable of even being an adequate 
framework for decisions as to real reduction of armaments.. The Soviet delegation in coming 
here had in mind nothing but disarmament, or at least considerable reduction of armaments, 
and not the mere stabilisation of existing armaments-still less their increase for the sake of 
establishing some sort of military equilibrium between States, which is apparently all that is provided 
for by these chapters.. · 

The President .. -I would remind M .. Litvinoff that we are nof having a general discussion .. 

M. Litvinoff (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- I am only making a general reservation 
in regard to Chapter V.. The Soviet delegation cannot attach serious importance to the technical 
and org~tional questions which the Commission is now proceeding to discuss.. The attitude 
of the .. Soviet Government ~o tltese questi?ns will depend ultimately upon the measure of the 
reductio~ of ~ents ~hich may be decided, not by the Commission, but by the Conference. 
The ~ delegation will, therefore, probably abstain from voting on most of these questions .. 
I w_ould !iJre, however, here and now, to give notice of the fact that any solution of these questions 
whic!t binds tlte ~nt of the Convention, control, and so on, with the League of Nations 
and Its organs, will be macceptable to the Soviet Government. 

~ving made this general reservation, the Soviet delegation reserves to itself the right of 
makmg supplementary reservations on individual points in Chapter V if the discussion takes a 
turn calling for this. ' · 

Count Bern.storff (G_ermany). -I h:tve no objection to the method proposed, but as regards 
the exc!tange of ~nformatton, I would pomt out that the Commission has two German proposals 
before_Jt: One lS a!l old pro~l, dea~ng _solely with the Armaments Year-Book, and as the 
~ has decided t~t this questwn lS solely a matter for the Council, it may not wish 
to discuss It here; but t~e lS anotha: German proposal which deals with quite a different matter 
-namely, the PJ;~atwn for the DJSa~~nt Conference. Consequently, it does not belong 
to ~t lS ~lied Exchange of l';lio~twn . m the Convention, which provides for the exchang~ 
of mformatlOll after the Conv~twn lS m bemg; whereas our proposal states that it is necessary 
for the Conf':l"ence to ~~m the present position of all Powers in regard to armaments. I 
therefore desire to submit thlS proposal to the Commission. 
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The President. - It will have to come at the end of the second reading. 

Te~fik Riis~ii Bey {Turkey). -~ow that we are going to discuss Chapter V, it is my duty 
to submit some important considerations on behalf of the Turkish delegation. 

I have every ~ympathy with the desire that there should be guarantees for the working 
of the system of disarmament. Nevertheless, if those guarantees are to be effective they must 
be well thought out and capable of application. 

While international. conventions ca~ o~y exist if the engagements which they involve are 
freel:y respected, and while the moral obligations of States are the true foundation of international 
relations, t~e coml?lex nature of the problem with which we are dealing justifies the desire i:o 
find a special solution by the establishment of special rules. 

It is, doubtless •. f~r this reason, that it has been proposed to set up an organ in the form of 
a permanent commission to see that' the Convention is being properly carried out . 

. ~ould !1 comJ?ission, .such as that proposed in the draft Convention, fulfil that purpose ? 
This iS a pomt which reqmres careful consideration and in regard to which I have something to 
say. 

The ~~ea of an org!ln which would collect and centralise information, hear complaints, carry 
o.ut e~qumes.' and possibly exercise supervision even in the territory of the parties to the Conven
tion, is, I. thi~k, too new, .an~ it~ incompatibility with the principle of the sovereignty of States 
does not JUStify much optimism m regard to the possibility of the Permanent Commission being 
accepted. 

It is therefore necessary to be very cautious in regard both to the powers and composition 
of this organisation, it if is to be successful. · 

If the cause of disarmament is to trimnph, the equal treatment of all countries is an 
absolutely essential condition. I have urged this constantly and urge it now even more strongly 
than before. 

The creation of a commission which did not include representatives of all countries parties 
to the Convention we are drafting would be an anomaly, and would not be in keeping with the 
spirit of equity and realism by which we should be guided and which is undoubtedly the best 
guarantee of success. 

I regret to observe that the text as discussed at first reading, loses sight of these requirements. 

It provides that the Permanent Commission shall consist of the representatives of: 

(a) The High Contracting Parties Members of the Council of the League, for the duration 
of their term of office on the Council; 

(b) The United States of America and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics; 

(c) The representatives of High Contracting Parties to be appointed by the Conference. 

This third paragraph, although making it possible for countries not enumerated in the two 
preceding paragraphs to be represented on the Commission, does not altogether meet the legitimate 
aspirations of the countries concerned. The amendment proposed by the British delegation 
makes the actual position clearer by eliminating even this possibility. 

Although States Members of the Leatrie can be represented o~ the Commiss~on by the 
contracting parties Members of the Council, non-Meml::!er States, Wlth two exceptions, would 
not be assured of any repre~ent~tion on the Commission. ~at is ~o be the positio.n ?f those 
countries the number of which iS very small as compared Wlth the slZe of the Commission, and 
how is their status to be regulated? Will they be excluded from the right~ and.ob~gatio~s laid 
down in the Convention or is it fair thatthey should be asked to accept certam obligations Without 
being assured the same' rights as the other contracting parties ? 

· Notwithstanding its keen desire to facilitate this great work, the Turkish delegation could 
not accept, for fundamental reasons whi~h have be~n app~oved by the Grand :t:l"ationa.l: Assembly, 
any of the obligations enmnerated in this Convention whi~h do not ensure to 1t equality and the 
same treatment as is accorded to the most favoured nations. 

The President. - I did not wish to interrupt Tewfik Riistii Bey, but I would point out 
that there. is a previous question-namely, M. Politis' proposal to appoint a sub-committee. 

Tewfik Rtlstii Bey (Turkey): -I desired to commu!licate and s1;1bmit to !he Commission 
certain general considerations which are not connected Wlth any particular article. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). -There are two proposals before us! ~ne submitted b~ M. Massigli, 
for the postponement of the discussion, and the other by M. Pohtls, for the appomtment of a 
sub-committee. Let us therefore vote on these two proposals, and we shall then know on what 
basis we are going to deal with this chapter. 
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The President. - I think the. Commission agrees with M. Massigli that we ou~t no~ ~~ 
dL--cu..."S questions of organisation .at the moment. We can therefore pass on at once to . Poht1s 
propo...;;a! to appoint a sub-comm1ttee. . 

Dr. Woo K.aiseng (China). -Before a sub-committee is appointed I t~k we should have a 
general discussion to lay down some guiding principles for the sub-committee. 

Dr. 1\larkovitch (Yu.,aoslavia). -Unless I am mistaken, the sole task of th~ sub-committee, 
as Lord Cecil has said, will be to collect the texts of the proposals and to combme them for our 
examination. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). -I agree. 

II traS agrwl ro appoint a sub-committee ro examin_e questions of organisation. 

APPOINTliiENT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

The President. - I propose that this Sub-Co~ittee s~ould C?J?-Sist of !he re~resen~atives 
of the following countries: The Uirited States of Amenca, Belgmm, Bnt1shEmp1re, Chma, Fmland, 
France, Greece, Italy, Japan and Turkey, with M. PoLITIS as Chairman. 

Agrwl. 
The Commission rose at I p.m. 

THIRTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Saturday, NO'IJember z:md, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

66. Chapter V.- Miscellaneous Provisions: Section I. - Organisation: Discussion 
held over. 

The President.- Yesterday we reached the last chapter of our draft Convention. I need 
not remind you that Article OA (Questions of Organisation), cannot be discussed until we receive 
the report of the Sub-Committee which you appointed. . . 

&]. Discussion on Chapter V.- Miscellaneous Provisions: Section II. -Exchange of 
Information: Discussion on Article lA. 

The form and the 
nmnher of tables have 
not been decided as 
reg:uds naval and air 
armaments. 

The German delega
tion makes a reservation 
c:oaa:ming this article, 
the . tables mentioned 
1here:in not providing 
for publicity regarding 
traiDed reserves. 

The Italian delegation 
makes a-reeenation and 
does DOt agree to all the 
di!ltiuoctioos referred to 
iD these tabla. 

First Reading. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare on the model of 
Tables I, II, III, V, VIII and X mentioned in Article A (Chapter I) and 
of Table IV annexed to the present Convention (Overseas forces) an annual 
statement of the average daily effectives on service with its armed forces, 
and on the basis of Tables VI, VII, IX, and XI mentioned in Article A 
(Chapter I), a statement of the actual effectives on service in its formations 
organised on a military basis. 

The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded 
to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months 
after the close of the budgetary year. · 

. The President. - ~ wish to point out at once that the decisions adopted in second reading 
m tJu: Y~ 1:929 a!ld dunng the pr~nt .session in regard to the limitation of land, naval and air 
effectlves mvolve rmportant alterations m the wording of Article lA. 

These alterations primarily affect Tables I, II, III, V, VI and VII of Chapter I (first reading, 
Chapter I.- Effectives: Article AI, Land Armaments). 

These tables were replaced at the second reading by the following: 

Table I. - !rlaximum ann~ forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II (optwnal). - Maxrmum armed forces stationed overseas. 
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Table III. - Max!mum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. - Maxunum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

_basis stationed in the home country. 
Table V. - Maxun~ of ~he forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

basts stationed overseas. · 

Furthermore, at its meeting on November 7th last the Commission decided that naval 
effectives should be limited as follows: ' 

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

At the same time we decided to number the tables drawn up at the second reading for Air 
Armaments as follows: . 

Table I (optional). - Maximum armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table II {optional). - Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. · 
Table III. - Max!mum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. - Maxunum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military 

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

basis stationed overseas. 

Then again, the two-fold system of " average daily effectives " and " actual effectives on 
service " has been replaced by the single system of " average effectives ", which is to be applied 
both to formations organised on a military basis and to armed forces. 

Finally, I draw the attention of the Commission to the reference in Article lA (first reading) 
to Table IV (Overseas forces). This table has been removed from the list given in Article A of 
Chapter I (Effectives) because it was not designed for purposes of limitation but it was retained 
in Article lA for purposes of publicity. . 

The Commission will have to decide whether Table II (Overseas forces), which is mentioned 
as optional in Article lA, should, by analogy with what was decided at first reading, be made 
compulsory when we are dealing, not with limitation, but with the publication of land effectives. 

The same question will arise in regard to Table I (Maximum of armed forces stationed in 
the home country) and Table II (Maximum armed forces stationed overseas), relating to air 
armaments. 

Further, we shall have to add something to Article lA to provide for the publication laid 
down in Article H of Chapter I. 

Iri view of the above considerations, I have decided to submit to the Commission, as a basis 
of discussion for the second reading, the text of Article lA, first reading, amended and amplified 
as follows: 

ARTICLE IA.1 

New drafting proposed by the Secretariat and submitted to the Commission as a basis of discussion.2 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

" I. On the model of Tables I, II, III, IV, V {Land Armaments); I and II {Naval 
Armaments), and I, II, III, IV and V (Air Armaments) mentioned in Article A, Chapter I, 
a statement of the average daily effectives on service with its armed forces and in its 
formations organised on a military basis. · . . 

" Tables II (Land Armaments) and I and II (Air Af~!~~ments) are optional as regards 
the limitation of effectives, but compulsory as regards publicity. 

"2. As regards their armed forces on land: 

"(A) A statement indicating the number of soldiers, other than officers, who have 
completed more than x 3 years of actual service with the colours on the date on which the 
statement was prepared; 

" (B) A statement indicating,_ in ~e case _of con_script ar~ies, the n?illber o~ men 
whose service exceeds the legal penod m force m therr respective countnes, but IS less 
than x• years on the date on which the statement is prepared. 

" 3· As regards their armed forces in the air: 
" A statement indicating the aggregate number of officers, non-commissioned officers 

and men who have completed more than x 3 years of actual service with the colours 
on the date on which the statement is prepared. 

" 4. For purposes of info~ation, an~, if des~red,_a statement indica~ing: the propo~ion 
of recruits not trained as defined m the nationallegtslation, who are embodied m the effectives 
of its armed forces. 

t The wording of Article H (Chapter I) not yet having been determined as regards naval effectives, Article lA will 

be completed later. . . d' "th gard 
• The modifications made in the former text are based ?n the d~cwons tak~n at the second ~ mg WI re 

to Articles A and H (Chapter I) during the first part of the sixth seSSion and du':"'g the present s~on: 
a Nol•. _This figure will.be determined by the ~uration.of the lon![Ost penod o_f actual servtce wtth th~ colours 

which is in force in the conscript armies of the contracting parties at the time of the Signature of the Convention. 
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~re~=~~~tsth~~ie~~': o~n :uoE~~~ufr~~;!o~;~~ ~fte~0~~:r~~~e ~ ~k~ 
bud.:,"t'tary year." 

You will remember ntlemen that the German delegation made a .reservation ~~ fir~t 
reading concerning this' ~icle bee~ use the tables referred to do not prov1de for pubhc1ty m 

respect of trained reserves. A · 1 lA d" s follows· The Polish delegation has submitted an amendment to rtic e rea mg a · 

Article IA. 

PROPOSAL BY THE POLISH DELEGATION. 

" Add a new paragraph 2: 

" • Each High Contracting Party shall attach to the statements referred to above 
an explanatory note showing the elements on which they are base~, in accor?ance. ~th 
the stipulations of Article E and stating for each category of effecbves (recru1ts, militia
men, reservists, territorials: etc.), the number of these effectives and the number of 
days service they have performed.' " · 

The French delegation proposes to add to Section II of Chapter V an article in the following 
terms: 

PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

" Add an Article lA as follows: 

" • Each of the High Contracting Parties J>hall forward to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations within three months of the end of the budgetary year an annual 
statement showing ·the number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory 
military training during the previous year.' " · 

I now open the discussion on Article lA. • 
I venture to remind you once more of what I have so often said about brevity and conciseness 

in your speeches. I would add that the wording of Article H has not yet been settled as regards 
Naval Effectives, so that it will require to be amplified later on. · 

I think I am right in assuming that the Commission agrees to take Article lA in the new 
drafting proposed by the Secretariat as a basis of discussion. 

Agreed. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - The method based on average daily effectives does not 
in all cases give sufficient information. In a standing army effectives are present with the colours 
practically throughout the year, and the average figures do not fluctuate greatly. But, in some 
other military systems, the figures vary and the actual number of effectives may be far above 
that of the average effectives. The object of the Polish amendment is to deal, in the chapter 
on publicity, with this special sihlation which arises under some military systems. 

We have kept our amendment within the bounds of the provisions already adopted for 
limitation; in other words it only relates to effectives in service and .not to trained reserves. 

As there are several amendments to Article lA it might be better to sub-divide this art:cle 
into separate articles; and the Polish delegation would have no objection to its amendment, once 
adopted, forming a separate article. 

The President. - The Polish amendment will therefore, if necessary, be embodied in a 
separate article. 

This leaves us with the Frencp. amendment. 

M. Massi!Ui (France). -Ours is a separate article; it was submitted as such. 

The President.- In that case, we should deal now with this Article IA in the new drafting 
proposed by the Secretariat. If nobody desires to speak I shall regard it as adopted. 

This article was provisionall;y adopted. 

68. New Article IZ (Publicity concerning the Duration of Service): Proposal by the 
Secretariat: Procedure. 

Th-: ~resident.-~ M. Rutgers.observed at the end of our meeting on November nth, 
the publicity tables rega~ding tht; durat1on of service would be out of place in Article lA, which 
only refers ~ average ~ily ~ecbves. I therefore propose, in accordance with a suggestion from 
the Secretanat, that we insert m the draft Convention an Article IZ as follows: 
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Article IZ. 

PROPOSAL BY THE SECRETARIAT.l 

Insertion in the Draft Convention of an Article IZ on Publicity regarding the Duration of Service. 

" Each of the Higl_l Contracting Parties shall prepare, on the model of Table z annexed 
to the :present ConventiOn, an annual statement showing for their land naval and air forces 
respectively: (r) ~he ~umber of days' active service required of th~ annual contingent· 
(2) th~ total durabo!l (m days) of periods of training in the reserve; (3) the total duratio~ 
of serv1ce as defined m Article I of Chapter I. 

" The statements laid down in the present provision shall be forwarded to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations at the same time as those laid down in Article IA." 

~ This draft a'!icle has been prepared on the basis of the decisions taken in the course of the present session 
regardmg the duration of service. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).-. I .want to understand where we are. If this is only a drafting 
m~tter, I hope we shall not deal Wlth 1t now, as we shall have to deal with drafting later on. If 
th1s do~s not ~hange the subject matter I think it should be left over. I cannot see at the moment 
how this Art1cle IZ differs from Article IA. 

The .President.-, T~ is not merely a question of drafting, but of inserting a_new article 
because, m M. Rutgers V1ew, the publicity tables concerning duration of service would be out 
of place in Article IA. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -This is a very important question and we must be quite clear 
what we are doing when we come to vote on it. The texts before us are numerous and somewhat 
complicated because they make constant reference to other texts. I had in u{ind to propose 
that we should appoint another sub-committee to co-ordinate all these drafts. That does not 
see~ to be possible; but I think that we might take the first-reading texts, as they stand, one at 
a tim~. Each of them is the subject of several amendments, which their authors might briefly 
explam to us. 

The President. -I naturally wish to do my utmost to expedite our work. As the procedure 
I had proposed gives rise to difficulties I am prepared to accept M. Bourquin's proposal, which 
appears reasonable. If I understand rightly we ought to take the first-reading text of Article IA 
as a basis of discussion. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium).- That is my proposal. We would take the several articles, and 
the relevant amendments, in succession. The delegates who have submitted these amendments 
would explain them briefly. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -If that course be adopted the first amendment, as I see it, 
will be the Secretariat's redraft of Article IA, but I venture to ask that that be postponed. It is 
purely a question of drafting and I think we had much better take all drafting questions together 
at the end, when we shall see the whole document and no doubt have a drafting committee to 
make general proposals regarding the final draft of the Convention. If there is any change then 
it ought not to be proposed, if I may say so respectfully, by the Secretariat. If this is merely 
redrafting then it ought to be delayed until we have the drafting committee to deal with it in 
common with all other drafting amendments. Let us, as M. Bourquin suggests, take each 
of the texts before us with the amendments of substance and not the amendments of drafting, 
which ought to be left for the present. · 

Therefore I suggest we do not deal with the Secretariat amendments to Article IA, which 
are purely questions of drafting, and that we take the first amendment, whatever it may be, on 
the substance. 

The President. - I think we are all agreed. The Secretariat has, of course, not altered the 
substance of the article under discussion, but has merely adapted the text to the decisions already 
taken. I thought that it would simplify matters if we took that text as our basis of discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am sure the Commission will agree with me that if we 
do that we shall have to be perpetually redrafting other amendments to the substance of Article IA. 
If we make an alteration to the substance Article IA .will again have to be redrafted. It 
would be a great mistake for us to try to redraft now, as we do not know yet what we want to 
put into the redraft. I suggest all questions of redrafting be postponed for the present until 
we know exactly what it is we want to put into the Convention. 

The President. - I would ask- Lord Cecil what he purposes that we should discuss at this 
moment? 
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L~rd Cecil (British Empire). -There are French and Polish amendm~nts to Article lA 
and both the>---e are of substance. I should have thought we ought now to d1sc~ss one or other 
~them. or both of them, one after the other. There is also a British propos~l,1 wh1ch ~ay or may 
not be thought to come before Article lA, proposing the general safeguardmg of th~ nghts under 
Article 8 of the Covenant. Whatever is thought to be the right course as to the particular amend
ments it is for the President and the Commission to judge; all I say is, do let us try and get on 
as fur as possible with the formation of our text. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- A few minutes ago we showed, by our silence, our a~sent to. Article ~A. 
That is tantamount to saying that we are agreed on the principle of that article, wh1~h rema!lls 
the same as in the first reading text. At the first reading we were content to regulate ~h1s ques!10n 
in reeard to land effectives. When we came to Section II, regarding exchange of mformation, 
we ,~ aooain content to provide tables for land effectives. We have drawn up a very clear 
note stating that, as regards naval and air armaments, the models and the number of the tables 
have not yet been settled. At. the. third reading. we ma~e further progress. and we settl~d
though not entirely-· the question of naval and arr effectives. The Secret:u-1at has submitted 
a draft, which is based on the agreentent reached at the first reading but gtves effect to all the 
changes introduced during the present session of the Commission. . 

Lord Cecil has observed,. very truly, that we cannot discuss the wording so long as certain 
questions of substance are in suspense. I think, however, that when we adopted Article IA-for 
I regard it as adopted-we did express our opinion on the principle. When we have discussed and 
approved Article A and Article I, the drafting of the whole passage can be referred to the drafting 
committee which Lord Cecil thinks we should appoint. Then we shall have a text which we can 
adopt definitely. 

We have now before us Article IZ, ·which fills a gap left in the first-reading text. Following 
the method proposed by Lord Cecil, we might express our opinion on the principle embodied 
in that article. As regards its final wording, we must, naturally, await the decisions on <;ertain 
other points, but the Commission should express its views forthwith on the principle-i.e., 
whether it is desirable to have a table such as proposed by the Secretariat in Article IZ. We could 
next decide on the new draft articles submitted by the French, Polish and British delegations. 

If we begin to discuss drafting questions we shall meet the same difficulties at every step. 
There are some provisions of a general character which affect the questions dealt with in the 
first chapters. That is a difficulty we shall have to reckon with. Our work is complicated, 
because the subject itself is complicated. _ 

The President. - I understand that the Commission desires to discuss the Secretariat's 
proposal, Article IZ, as regards the principle it embodies. · 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I am not opposing the adoption of the principle in Article IZ 
as proposed by the Secretariat, but I wish to draw the Drafting Committee's attention at once 
to the fact that a whole series of technical questions will arise in regard to it. 

M. Massigli (France). - Any technical questions can be discussed at once. Drafting 
questions will be settled later on. 

M. We~tman (S~eden). -In point I, in the first paragraph of Article IZ, as proposed by 
the ~e~t, there 15 a reference to the " number of days' active service required of the annual 
co_ntingent . Does that mean the number of days' service actually performed or the number 
laid down by the law in force in any country ? ' · · 

It will be v~ry ~cult for som~ countries !o.rep~y to point 2 in the same paragraph, concerning 
the total duration m days of penods of trammg m the reserve. For instance, in Sweden we 
ha':e no resery~, properly ~peaking. ~e text ought to be more general, and should apply to 
periods of training of all kinds; otherwlSe we cannot reply to that question. 

}I \~· Massigli (Fra~ce). - I think that the Polish amendment should give satisfaction to 
· estlnan. It :prOVI~es for explanatory notes, in which the contracting parties will show 

the number of days servu7 act~~ performed in their respective armies. As regards Article IZ 
proposedCha by the Secretanat, 1t giVes accurate effect to our decisions concerning effectives 
m pter I. · 

as to~eral de Ma~nis (Italy). -. I share th_e doubts of the previous speakers. I am not clear 
serve tO: ~xaet mea~g of thiS article .. For mstance, the annual contmgent does not always 

part ~ t diffe.same periodber. One part of 1t may serve for a given number of days, and another 
•or a erent num . 

of w~h ~assiglc! ~ance~ .- I ho~ I shall not be thought presumptuous in defending a text 
We adop am n . e aut <?r .. But~ truth I am defending the work of the Commission itself 
riat If~~~ Art1el:hi, ~~accurately reproduced in Article IZ, as proposed by the Secreta~ 
Is tha. t what the-openCo ~ . d t_on on Article IZ we are re-opening the discussion on Article I 

ffiiDlSSton esrres ? · 
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DISCUSSION ON THE Two ARTICLES PROPOSED BY THE SECRETARIAT ADJOURNED. 

Lord C~cil (British _Empire). -That is exactly the difficulty I foresaw. Either this is a 
redraft, and 10 that case It o_ught to go to the Drafting Committee before coming here, or else it is 
a fr~~ text, and the Secretariat should not propose tllat either. I do not think they have proposed 
~~yt_ 10g fr:hfbecause tlley are always_most scrupulous about introducing new ideas. Therefore 

IS I~ a re a t. and we shall be wastmg our tinle in discussing it, as it will have to go to the 
Ddr!l-ft10g Comm~ttee first .. I propose formally that tlle two proposals of the Secretariat be 
a ]Oumed, pending redraftmg by the Drafting Committee. 

The President. ~ Does the Commission agree with this proposal ? 
This proposal was agreed to. 

DISCUSSION ON THE POLISH PROPOSAL • 

. The Presi~e~t. - We must now examine the Polish proposal. Does the Polish delegation 
desrre to make It 10to a separate article ? 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - That is a matter which I leave to the decision of the 
Bureau. · 

" G~neral. ~~ Marinis (It~ly). -I would like to know exactly what is meant by the terms 
rec~mts, .m~tlall?-en, reservists, territorials, etc." For instance, the meaning of tlle word 

recruit vanes 10 different countries. In some countries a man who has served tllree montlls 
is no longer considered as a recruit; in others, two, or' four, months may be required. Then 
I _suppose tllat th~ term " militiamen " refers to all formations organised on a military basis. 
F10~y, the mean10g of the words " reservists, territorials " is different in different countries. 
I tll10k tllat tlle meanings of tllese terms ought to be fixed. 

. · General Kasprzycki (Poland). - The words which General de Marinis alludes to are given 
~ brackets, and only for purposes of illustration. The point of tlle amendment is contained 
10 the wo~ds "for each category of effectives ". Except as regards tlle standing army, each 
country will compile tlle list of categories of effectives referred to in Article E as it thinks best. 

. General de Marinis (Italy). - I think that, if we adopt anything so vague, the result 
will be too indefinite, It is essential that every country should know clearly what it is asked 
for, otllerwise it may be suspected of not complying with its obligations. Unless we fix tllese 
things more precisely, any country may be exposed to a sort of prosecution by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. 

I ratller feel that the adoption of this text would be a retrograde step. We were quite agreed 
on a text which showed very clearly what was required. The proposed classification would 
complicate matters. 

In any case, we could not accept obligations the ef(ect of which was uncertain. 

M. Massigli (France). - If I am not mistaken, the Polish delegation's amendment is 
designed to supplement, so far as possible, any incompleteness in tlle general rules for limitation 
which we fixed in Chapter I. Having regard to the diversity of army organisations we had 

-to be content with a few sinlple rules for limitation, by fixing tlle average daily effectives. 
We next provided for publicity tables, designed to show tlle actual number of these effectives 

in a given year. Owing to the diversity of army organisations tlle transmission of tllese fi~es 
to the Secretariat will only give a very vague idea of tlle position in each country. The Polish 
proposal merely seeks to enable each country to show how it arrived at its figure for average _daily 
effectives. Such data, which give a more accurate picture of conditions in an army dunng a 
given year, are very useful and cannot embarrass anybody. As has been said, it is a question ?f 
good faitll. Every contracting party will give tllese average daily effectives, and will explam 
how tlley were computed. - · 

The value of such information will be manifest if any discussion arises regarding a total of 
daily effectives, and if tlle total shown forms the subject of a complaint to tlle ~e_rmanent 

- Disarmament Commission; in such a case tlle explanatory notes would greatly facilitate tlle 
work of this future Commission. 

I believe tllerefore tllat such information cannot fail to be of use, and I support tlle Polish 
amendment .. 

VOTE ON THE POLISH PROPOSAL. 

The Polish proposal was adopted by eighteen votes, with some abstentions. 

DISCUSSION ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL AND ON AN ITALIAN AMENDMENT TO THAT PROPOSAL. 

M. Massigli (France). - The French proposal is due to the same desire for clearness as 
the Polish proposal which you have just adopted. 
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At tht> ~nd reading we adopted the following paragraph as part of Article H : 

"Each country may, if it so desires, show for purposes of i~formatim.~, in a special 
cohmmin Publicity Table lA of Chapter V, th~ proportion. of recr~1ts not tramed as}efined 
in the national lt>gislation who are embodied m the effecbves of 1ts armed forces. 

If any country has a system of prep~tory m~it~ train~ng, the information derived from 
the return of the above-mentioned untrained recru1ts will be mcomplete. . 

We therefore ask that contracting parties having a system of compulsory pre-r~g1mental 
military training in their countries shall show the number of youths who have rece1ved such 
preparatory military training. . . . . . , 

We should thus be observing the spmt of ~e observabo11:s ';Il S:ob-Co~lttee As repo.rt, 
pa.,oe 38, where the majority of that Sub-Comm1ttee. ~ay that _1t. 1s h1ghly des1rable to publish 
complete information in regard to pre-regimental military trammg. 

General de 1\farinis (Italy). - The Italian deleg~tion s~pports t~s pr?pos~, which it 
considers well justified. It would, however, desire to see 1t amplified. In 1ts Vl~'Y· 1t woU:i~ be 
necessary to show, not only those who have received compulsory preparatory military trammg, 
but all who have received any preparatory military training, whether compulsory or voluntary. 

I therefore move to delete the word " compulsorily " in the text submitted by the French 
delegation. 

Thus, all youths who have received preparatory military training will have to be shown 
in a return to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

1\f. 1\fassigli (France). - I thank General de Marinis for supporting my propo~al, and for 
his very interesting suggestion. But I must observe that it involves a difficulty, which ~e. had 
already noticed without finding a remedy for it. In countries wherE! preparatory military 
instruction is compulsory the Government has means of information; it knows how many youths 
are being trained, because they would be contravening a legal obligation if they failed to undergo 
preparatory training. But where military training is optional, the situation is differen~. How 
is the Government to be informed as to the number of youths trained? That is the difficulty, 
and it was because we could not find any solution for it that I inserted the word "compulsorily" 
in my proposal. 

1\f. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - We are now touching on a question of the highest 
importance, which deserves to be thoroughly examined. 

M. Massigli was quite right in drawing our attention to this point. Our system must be as 
complete as possible to enable us to estimate the military value of any army, especially as regards 
effectives. Undoubtedly, the pre-regimental training of youths increases the offensive value 
of an army, and this very important factor must be taken into account. 

General de Mariuis was also right in his comments on the word "compulsorily", which appears 
in the French proposal. But what is the significance of that word ? There are men, especially 
non-commissioned officers, who serve beyond the term required by the law and who are therefore 
not obeying a duty, and not complying with an obligation, but who are contracting a voluntary 
engagement. You may compare that category of men· to the youths performing service which · 
is not a direct obligation upon them. In my view, this question is very important and deserving 
of careful discussion. 

General de 1\farinis (Italy). -I wish to reply to the objection that, as regards voluntary 
preparatory training, it would be difficult for a Government to know how many youths had been 
thus trained. I believe that this preparatory training is now well organised in all countries 
and that the Governments keep careful watch over it, so that I think it must be very easy for them 
to know how many youths have received such training. I therefore maintain my proposal to 
delete the word "compulsorily". 

I have another observation to make. If we vote without giving any heed to each other's 
arguments we shall place the Conference in a difficult position. The arguments which I have 
ventured to of!er have been left un~ered, and the Commission has simply proceeded to vote. 
\Vhen !_asked JUSt now for explanabous regarding the meaning of "recruits", "militiamen", etc., 
I was SliDply_told that every country would do as it thought fit. I pointed out that it would 
be emb~g for some ~overnments to be left in such a state of uncertainty; and a vote was 
taken Without any solutton being offered. By these methods, gentlemen, we do no useful 
preparat?IY work for th~ ~nference. It ~ a mistake to consider that important questions 
can_ be disposed of by maJonty votes. Desp1te such votes these questions will reappear in their 
entirety, I assure you, at the Conference. 

The Presi~e~t.- I must reply to General de Marinis. I am sure he is mistaken'if he believes 
that the Commission pays no heed to his observations. Even if some of them have been left 
unanswered, ~ can assure him_ that they will not be disregarded in the report, and that the 
Conference will, therefore, be mformed in regard to all observations made. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I thank the President for his explanation. 

'!he President. - We will now vote, first on General de Marinis' amendment for the 
deletion of the word " compulsorily " in the French proposal. 

w'th The ~0• Hu~Gibson (United States of America).- It seems to me clear that for countries 
1 a vo untary tary system the words " prE!Paratory military training " would have no 
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practi~aJ application. As long as the word " compulsorily " remains, I have no difficulty in 
ac.c~ptmg ~e. amendment, but if that be struck out the article would apply to a good deal of 
m1lita~ tra~mng over which the Federal Government of the United States has no control, extending 
to trammg m cadet corps in high schools and colleges, boy scouts, and so on. I cannot therefore 
vote for the suppression of the word " compulsorily ". 

M. Massigli (France). - I maintain my text for the reasons I have given. 

VOTE ON THE ITALIAN AMENDMENT TO THE FRENCH PROPOSAL. 

The President. - I put to the vote General de Marinis' proposal for the deletion of the 
word " compulsorily ". 

This amendment was rejected by fourteen votes against to one vote for, with some abstentions. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I would have voted for General de Marinis' proposal, 
but I abstained, in view of the general reservation we have made. 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL • 
• 

The President. - I put the French delegation's proposal to the vote. 

This proposal was adopted by nineteen votes with some abstentions. 

69. Discussion on Article IB: Appointment of a Sub-Committee of Experts. 

ObserotJtions 
and Reservations. 

Owing to the various 
considerations brought 
forward by the J apa· 
nese delegation at the 
meeting of the Commis
sion on April 21st, 1927, 
it formally opposes this 
proposal, and . also the 
proposal of the German 
delegation opposite Ar
ticle TA (Chapter II). 

The Italian delegation 
agrees with the above 
remarks of the Japa· 
nese delegation. 

First Reading. 

(Netherlands Draft.) 
Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement 

of the number (weight) of arms and ammunition and implements of war 
in service and in reserve in its land, naval and air forces distributed between 
the following twelve headings and existing on the date of December 3Ist 
of the preceding year: 

I. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 
2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all 

calibres (number) ; 
(b) Mountings for machine-guns (number); 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3· Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. 
I and 2 above (number). 

4· Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gun-sights and bomb
sights, and fire-control apparatus (number). 

S· (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 
S·9 inches (IS em.) (number); . 

(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre of 5·9 
inches (IS em.) or above (number); 

(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 
(d) Gun-carriages (number), mountings (number), recuperators 

(numbers), accessories for mountings (weight). 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No. S 

above (number). 
7· Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges 

and other kinds of projectiles (number). 
8. · (a) Grenades (number); 

(b) Bombs (number); . . . 
(c) Land mines, submanne mmes, fixed or floatmg, depth charges 

(number); 
(d) Torpedoes (number). 

9· Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
IO. Bayonets (number). 
II. Tanks and armoured-cars (number). 
12. Arms and antmunition not specified in the above enumeration 

(number and weight). 
With a view to the exchange of information as provided. f_or in the 

resent Section, the statement laid down in the presel?-t proVIsions shall 
be forwarded to the Secretariat of the League of Nations before March 
xst of the year following the year to which it refers. 
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The President. - We now pass to Article IB, the draft submitted by the Nether!a._nds 
del~tion providing for publicity in regard to various categories of _arms and ammumtl?n• 
and ~upl~1ents of war in service and in reserve. This proposal was discussed at fi_rst _reading 
during the third session, and the Commission took note of it, without, however, ad~p_tmg 1t. V(e 
must, therefore, proceed to a second reading of this article and come to a final deciSion about 1t. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). - As the :t:'l"e~herlands del~gation's proposal was 
discussed at the first reading, I wiJ! not d~ay the Comm1~1on by repe~tmg the arguments use~ 
by our first delegate during the thrrd session, at the meetmgs on April zxst and 22nd:_I927. 

Our proposal, like others of the same kind, is based on the sixth paragrap~ of Article 8 of 
the Covenant. At the meetings· I have just referred to it was favourably rec~1ved by several 
dele.,oations. Yesterday, again, I told you how little the Netherla!l?-s delegation would value 
bud.,oetary limitation if it were not accompanied by the fullest publiaty. 

As regards the list of material contained in the proposal, our delegation borrowed. it from 
Article" x of the Convention on the International Trade in Arms. 1 As that ConventiOn had 
other objects in view than that of the Netherlands draft or of the Convention on which we are 
now engaged, we believe that this list should be regarded as merely illustr3:tive. . 

You will perhaps allow me to repeat what M. de Brouckere, the Belgtan delegate, satd on 
April zrst, 1927, at the end of his speech on our proposal. He spoke as follows : 

• 

" For these practical reasons, while supporting the pl,"oposal iii princ!ple, I would ask you 
to allow me, before giving my formal consent to the list as now submitted to us, ~o ma~e 
certain reservations and to wait until the list has been examined in greater detatl and,tf 
necessary, revised." 

The Netherlands delegation has no objection to that attitude, provided that the proposal 
be accepted in principle. It might be advisable to appoint a small committee of military experts 
to cast the list. · 

Count Bernstorff {Germany);- I only wish to say that I cordially support the Netherlands 
delegate's proposal, and that I wholly approve the procedure he suggests in regard to it. 

PROPOSAL TO SET UP .A SUB-COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS. 

. M. Bourquin {Belgium). -Reference has just been made to a statement by M. de Brouckere 
m I927- I agree with the suggestion General van Tuinen has just made-namely, that we should 
get a conmrittee of experts to examine the list in the Netherlands draft. I think that will 
certainly be necessary, and I entirely agree. . · 

As regards the principle of publicity, it does not seem absolutely necessary that we should 
vote_before we see the result of the experts' deliberations, seeing that most of us at any rate, have 
admitted that principle when we acceded to the Covenant-which provides for the fullest publicity. 

I '!ould only suggest one alteration in the procedure recommended just now by General 
~ Tnmen--namely, that we should refer the exantination of the purely technical portion of 
this proposal to a sub-conmrittee of experts, and should decide on the article as a whole as soon 
as the expeits have sent in their report. . 

. General van Tuinen {Netherlands).- I desire to thank the two last speakers and to say 
that the Netherlands delegation is perfectly ready to accept M. Bourquin's suggestion . 

. Gener&:l de _Marinis {~ta!y) .. - For the sa~e reason as given by the Italian delegation 
durmgthe ~ton on the hmttabon of war matenal, I now support the Netherlands delegation's 
proposal, and Withdraw our reservation made at the first reading. · 

f Dr: ~a~kovitch {Yugoslavia).- I ~ust make an express reservation regarding the principle 
0 publicity ~ respect of all war material, more particularly in respect of material in reserve. 

In my VIew, the Netherlands delegation's proposal goes beyond the general aims of our 
~ention. T? req~e every country to r~veal the complete and exact state of its armaments 
15 to ask _someth':Ilg which ~o country, COnsCious of its responsibilities, could grant in the present 
state of m_tern~t10nal relatiOns. I am therefore compelled to make an express reservation, and 
wdeouldleg ~evtve, m my own name, the reservation which has just been withdrawn by the Italian 

at10n. 

~ ~= ~ ff:::f:/:·_ ,:docudocument 0.310.M.xog.I927-IX, Minutes of the Third Sessiou, pages 302 11 11q. 
. ment A.x6.1925.IX. 
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. No'Qody is. c~mpelled to perform the impossible. That is a principle. But, apart from 
tJ:Us general pnn~Ip~e, I m~st also ask you to consider the special case of Yugoslavia, and of 
oth~r <:ountnes Simila~ly. Situated. These countries, having no war industries, are obliged to 
mamt3:m a s~all and limit~d reserve o! material. If they are compelled to publish exact figures 
regarding th_eir war matenal, they wrll be placed at a great disadvantage as compared with 
other countnes. I .therefore prefer that we should vote, first, on the principle, and then consider 
how many categones should be provided in the table which the experts are to compile. 

M. Sato (Ja_Pan). -I :nell remember a controversy between M. Rutgers and myseU three 
ye3;rs ago on this very article. That controversy gave rise to a very emphatic reservation· 
wh_ich I had to n;take ol!- the. first-!eading text, and which· I still maintain. There are many 
pomts to be co':lsi~ered m this article: publicity in regard to material in service; publicity in 
regard to matenal m resetye; and, finally, the preparation of the list of war material which the 
Netherlands delegate has JUSt referred to. 

I do not t~~ all these questions can be discussed together. If might be wiser to proceed 
by small sub-divrsrons; but that is a question of procedure on which the Bureau alone can decide. 

Three. years ago ~ debate on this point took place in our Commission. M. Rutgers, on 
that occasion, complamed that I had not read Article 8 of the Covenant with sufficient care 
an~ drew my attention to the last paragraph of that article. Not only am I aware of th~ 
existence of th~t paragr~ph, but I am also familiar with those which precede it, as I always 
commence reading a':! article from the beginning and not from the end. I do not think it possible 
that the first a':ld sixth paragraphs can be in conflict with one another. It is perfectly true 
that we ar~ obliged to. pu~lish the fullest possible information; but, under the first paragraph, 
we are entitled to mamtam the minimum armament consistent with national safety. 

I am, therefo~e, compelled to state that I cannot assume this obligation of publicity in 
respect ~f everything a:f!ecting national security. On that point my Government holds very 
strong vrews, and that IS the reason for my reservation. 

To illustrate what is in my mind I will give you an example. Can you imagine a cruiser, 
or a battleship, putting to sea in se¥ch of its enemies, and announcing beforehand to its adversaries 
how much ammunition it has in reserve ? Surely the captain of such a ship would never agree 
to tell his enemy : "I can fire a thousand rounds, and after that, I shall be at your mercy". 

The same reasoning applies to a country which has to defend itself against external attack. 
Obviously, such a country will not declare the amount of war material which it has in reserve; 
it would not be normal, in matters affecting national defence. At any rate, it would be courting · 
a grave risk, and it is to avoid doing so that my country declares itself unable to agree to a form 
of publicity which would be incompatible with the idea of national defence. 

If we desire to proceed as indicated in the first-reading text, it would first be necessary to put 
all countries on an equal footing. But that is absolutely impossible, having regard to their 
natural resources, their financial and economic capacities, the numbers of their population, their 
geographical positions, etc. These are factors which we cannot alter, and, as long as inequality 
subsists in all these spheres, we cannot contemplate a rigid and complete equality in regard to 
publicity affecting all questions of national defence. If a State feels it necessary to preserve 
silence regarding this or that point which affects its security. it must be free to do so. We must 
be content to do what is possible in existing circumstances. If one country has no great natural 
resources, or if another country has no highly-developed industries, it would manifestly be 
dangerous for. them to publish the same information as could be given by countries more 
fortunately situated. 

I must therefore maintain my reservation concerning publicity in regard to material in 
reserve. 

As regards the list appended to Article IB, I quite agree with the Netherlands delegate 
that this question should be referred to a sub-committee. But I thii:J.k it necessary that. we 
should first discuss it in a general way. We must decide whether we wish to have detailed 
categories, as in the first-reading text, or whether we prefer wider categories.. Personally,. I 
do not much like the headings in the present text; they appear to m~ too det~led, an~. agam 
from the standpoint of security, my Government would find great difficulty m accepting ~e 
proposed list. To facilitate the accession of my country, I wou~d ur~e you to be content. ~th 
wider categories. I shall have further remarks to make on this pomt when the Commrss~on 
discusses it. For the time being, I will merely ask the Commission to undertake a regroupmg 
of these headings. 

May I revert once more to the example I gave you just now, of a w~?iP p~tting to ~ea. 
in a period of emergency, to seek ~ut its enemies. You may !eply that rt IS an mappro:pnate 
example, having regard to the exrstence of ~he Pact of Pans .. Naturally, I canno! discuss 
political questions in this Commission, or consrder the Pact of Pans from that st::'-ndpomt; that 
would be outside our terms of reference. Of course, no one would deny the exrstence of that 
Pact; but it is only two years old. We do not ki:J.ow what its .effects will be. Before the world 
can have confidence in it it must have stood the test of practice for many years: On the other 
hand, the Pact of Paris recognises the rig~t of sel~-deferee and, therefore, I believe personally 
that the illustration I gave you was not mappropnate. 
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The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- Th~ views of the American delegation 
as to the gent>ral subject of publicity and e."change of information are so well known that I shall 
n~t have to take up the time of the Commission in re-stating them now. . · 

1 should like to preface what I have to say by the statement that I q~1te concur as to t?e 
wisdom of setting up a small committee to deal with the details of ~he subject, and I am qu1te 
"illing to fall in \\ith the view of the Commission as to whether this should be done before, or 
aftt>r, a general discussion as suggested by M. Sato. 

I have repeatedly stated in this Commission and its Sub-Committees that the. American 
Government favours the broadest measures of publicity and exchange of information. As a 
matter of fact, we already have very broad measures of publicity-probably there is no Government 
that furnishes fuller and more detailed publicity than my own. I earnestly hope that we ~ay 
be able to a~rree on something substantially along these lines in our draft Treaty, for we cons1der 
that full and frank exchange of information, and publicity, are essential to the success of a~y 
Treaty-that they are essential to the building up of that common confidence and goodw1ll 
without which no treaty will constitute a great forward step. . 

To state the question in the oth~r way, we f~l that ~allure to ado~t verr de~nfte meas~res 
of publicity will saddle our Treaty m advance With a VItal defect which Wlll m1htate agamst 
its success. 

PRoPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION FOR INSERTION OF A NEW ARTICLE IN CHAPTER V. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I am sure that we have all listened attentively to the ve~y 
weighty observations which have just been made by Mr. Gibson, and that every delegation Will 
consider them with the greatest care and attention. As far as the British delegation is concerned, 
they had already given notice of a motion which has a similar object to that of the Netherlands 
delegation. They propose to do it in a very general way by inserting a new article in ChapterV, 
saying: 

" Nothing in this chapter restricts in any way the obligations imposed on any of the 
High Contracting Parties by Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations." 

They propose to put that at the head of Chapter V, Section II (Exchange of Information). 
That would have been one way of dealing with it; whether it would have been the most satisfactory 
way is a different matter. 

I venture very respectfully to express niy doubt as to the accuracy of the reading of Article 8 
by my Japanese colleague. It is quite true that in the first paragraph of that article it is said 
that reduction is to depend on national safety, but that does not say the whole of the provisions 
of this Article 8 depend on the views of each country as to national safety. On the contrary, 
when you come to the sixth paragraph, this obligation is expressed in the most precise terms : 

" The Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information 
as to the ·scale of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes, and the 
condition of such of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes." 

~t is a v~ry wide provision. It does not affect Mr. Gibson or M. Lounatcharsky, nor the 
Turkish delegation, but 1t does affect the other members of this Commission As far as we are 
con~e~ we recognise we are bound by this obligation. As to whether thls is the best way 
of domg It, and what ought to be put into the list, we shall be able to form a much better opinion 
on that, when we see the result of the considerations of the Expert Sub-Committee. 

I dis!lke discussing a~y question twice over. I am afraid if we now discuss the principle 
of the t~g, and then 'Ya1t t? have a report and discuss it all over again, we shall really have 
two en~rrely ~ate discussiOns. It would be, in my judgment, better to wait-after these 
very slig~t preliminary ?bserv:ations-until we see exactly what our experts recommend. Then 
we can ~ the COllSl~erations which have been put forward by M. Sato and others. I also 
feel a .certain reluctance m discussing abstract principles, because you never know where they 
are gom~ to land you, whereas when you see a definite proposal you know what you are letting 
yourself m for by accepting it. 

I hope we shall adopt M. Bourquin's proposal, and not have any vote on this principle which 
seems to me to be decided by Article 8 of the Covenant. . ' 

Count Bernstorff (Gt;nnany). -After what Mr. Gibson and Lord Cecil said I have little 
to add, ~use. I agree With them. My onl~ reason for speaking is that I cannot accept the 
construct~on ~hie~ M. Sato has placed on Article 8 of the Covenant. The incorrectness of that 
~:uction IS eVIdent when w~ remember that between the paragraph relating to security and 

SJxth paragraph of that article we have the fifth paragraph. And as I am referring to that 
paragraph, I would add that M. Markovitch's solicitude should be partly allayed by the fifth 
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paragraph, for as you all know", the two other Conventions on the Trade in and the Private 
Manufac~ure o~, Armm1:ents are awaiting the conclusion of our deliberati~ns; both these 
Conve~t10ns Wtll deal wtth the ground of M. Markovitch's objection. 

. Ftl:lally, .I assume that the proposed military sub-committee will deal with material of all 
kmds, mcludmg material in reserve. 

M. M:'lssi~~i (France). -. V:Ve must d_eal with different questions one at a time. We are 
no~ now discussmg the application of Article 8 of the Covenant, as Count Bernstorff himself 
pomted out yesterday, :when he withdrew his proposal on the exchange. of information, because 
he held that _the Cou~cil of the League must decide on that point. We are now discussing the 
exchange ~f mform:'Ltton,_ for t~e purl?oses of our Convention. For that reason, I am not going 
to engage m any disc?sston, etther wtth M. Sato or with Lord Cecil, regarding the effect of the 
last p_aragraph <?f Article 8 of. the Covenant. That is a question which, with all respect to the 
Amencan, ~usst~n a_nd Turktsh delegations, we shall have to discuss with one another. But 
here •. <;>ur di_sc~sston ts. o~ other ground; we are drafting a Convention, and we are discussing 
publictty Wlthin the lim1ts of that Convention. 

I;Iitherto, both at ~he first and second readings, we have always been guided in regard to this 
que~t10n by. t~e f<;>llowtng rule; that publicity is, in principle, to relate to matters which are the 
subject of limttatio~, except wher~ publicity i~ necessary as an auxiliary means, to enable us to 
keep close touch wtth the evolution of certam types of armaments, or to provide additional 
information regarding a given kind of limitation. 

Seeing that, as regards material, the majority of this Commission has decided in favour of 
limitation by values, the question to be decided is whether we should have publicity in respect 
of numbers or only in respect of values ? 

However, I am compelled to add, the arguments against direct limitation are equally valid 
against direct publicity-that is, against publicity in respect of numbers. This applies in the 
case of the argument relating to supervision, failing which, publicity in respect of numbers would 
be meaningless, for the very good reasons given by M. Markovitch and M. Sato. It is beyond 
doubt that non-industrial countries, possessing no great resources for arming themselves in times 
of danger, will be led to inflate their lists of armaments, since otherwise they would be furnishing 
weapons against themselves. I see no objection to appointing an expert committee, if the 
Commission decides in the sense in which I have spoken; but I think we should ascertain, in the 
first place, whether the majority desires publicity in respect of numbers, although they have 
agreed to limitation in respect of values only. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). - Lord Cecil gave us a very clear argument in favour 
of the proposal before us. It is one that had already occurred to us. On the other hand, we must 
not forget that the complete application of Article 8 of the Covenant will depend on a number 
of other factors, and also on the application of other articles of the Covenant. That question 
has been discussed here, and in other Commissions, and we must realise the weight of the arguments 
used in favour of the interdependence of the different articles of the Covenant. We shall certainly 
have to consider how far, and at what moment, it will be possible fully to apply all the paragraphs 
of Article 8-since it is the full application of that article which we have in mind in the preparation 
of the Disarmament Convention. 

In principle, I do not oppose an exantination of this question by the experts, but I am sure 
that they will find the task very difficult. Nevertheless, such an exantination may be of use; 
though I must reserve my attitude in regard to its possible results. I can see objections of two 
kinds. From a purely formal point of view I am compelled, like M. Massigli, to ask what is the 
scope of Chapter V ? It appears to me that it h~ a nat~ and lo~cal pu_r:pose, w~ch derives 
from the preceding articles. Chapter V cannot, m my Vtew; contam proVlStons which are not 
directly related to those which precede it. 

I can also see certain objections of principle against th~ propos~. We ~ave already dis~ussed 
direct and indirect limitation, and we have seen that certam countnes, parttcularly those wtthout 
war industries will hesitate to publish returns of their war material, in service, or in reserve. 
M. Bourquin himself told us how public opinion is apt to react in regard to such questions. He 
spoke of the distrust which sometimes prevails. Mr. Gibson demands that this information 
should be as frank and full as possible. But that is a very subjective standard. People will 
require certain guarantees; and hi~herto they hav~ not been forthco~g. . 

We must also consider how far 1t would be posstble to draw up such lists. There are certam 
forms of armament respecting which i~ is difficult to. publish in~orma~on. Such, for inst~ce, are 
purely defensive fortifications, the eXtstence of which makes 1t pos;;tble to reduce ~es to .an 
absolute minimum. Is it justifiable to ask a country to make a detruled return of alltts defenstve 

armaments ? d ki I think · shall I therefore feel some doubts regarding the results of such an un erta ng. we 
encounter obstacles which will make it impossible to give a complete table of armaments. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- The Canadian delegation recognises fully that the sixt~ para~ph 
of Article 8 of the Covenant obliges Members of the League to exchange full and frank mfo_rmation 
as to the scale of their armaments. We can see no reason why that should be questioned at 
all. There may be some opportunity for discussion ~d dispute .as to what full and. frank 
information may mean, and, f<;>r that reason, the Cana~tan delegation suppo~ts th~ settmg up 
of a sub-committee to determme what we should do m order to comply wtth thts paragraph 
of Article 8 of the Covenant. Personally, I believe that one of the things most essential to 
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· full and frank information with regard to armaments. It removes fear and suspicion 
pl'llce ts . · t d' · which are responsible for the reluctance of certam count.nes o tsarm. 

We therefore support the setting up of a sub-committee. 

M. Cobilm (Spain).- I agree with M. Massigli that the application of Article 8 of the C<;>vet~ant 
does not arise. Nevertheless, for those co~tries w~ich. hav~ assumed them, the obligations 
assumed under Article 8 are bound to dommate thts dtscussion. 

I also agree with M. Massigli, up to a point, in regard. to the procedure we should adopt. 
M. Massigli has said we must give dire<:tives to the Comm~tt~e of Experts, and that therefore 
the Commission must express its views m regard to the prmciple; but the statements we have 
heard to-day should lead us to reflect. . 

Perhaps those statements throw a shadow on the results of the Conference. I thmk therefore 
that for once we should do well to leave the path of strict logic and ad~pt Lord Cecil'~ proposal. 
Let us leave the e~:perts to discuss the question. Perhaps they may dtscover ~ solution am~mg 
the various views which have been expressed here. I~ that way, we ~ha~ have trme for reflection, 
and we can return with the necessary serenity to thts problem, which ts the gravest of all that 
the Commission has yet approached. . . 

I hope that M. Massigli will accept this suggestion, and that we can defer a dectston on the 
principle until the experts have reported. 

If M. Massigli presses for a vote on the principle I shall have to speak further on the subject. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I shall be very brief. I merely desire to support, in principle, 
the views of the Netherlands delegation. I think that the procedure proposed by the British 
delegation and supported by the Spanish delegation is the best for us to follow. 

M. Politis (Greece). - I wish to say that Mr. Cobian has not only used the language of 
logic but of wisdom. I quite agree with him. 

It would be unwise at this moment to take a vote on the question of principle. It would 
be far more practical to take Lord Cecil's advice, to refer this question to the experts and to 
express our opinion as soon ~ we have had their report. 

M. Massigli (France). -In these circumstances, I feel that I should not press my proposal, 
and I will not ask for a vote; but I make an express reservation regarding the results of the work 
in the form in which it is proposed. 

Colonel Ali Khan Riazi (Persia). -Even though Article 8 of the Covenant is binding on 
all Members of the League, its application would not cover the case of Persia since all her 
neighbours are not Members of the League, and have not accepted the principle of mutual support 
in case of aggression, .as provided by Article 16 of the Covenant. 

Furthermore, as Persia is not a producing country, our delegation could not accept the 
principle of publicity in respect of war material in service or in reserve. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands).- I do not wish to prolong this debate. A first discussion 
was _held on this quesfi:on during the third session- of our Commission in 1927, as recorded in 
document C.3Io.M.IOg.xg27.IX.1 There may perhaps be further discussions after the experts 
have met. • 

May I be allowed to add one observation ? Our delegation fully agrees with what was 
said by Lord Cecil concerning the interpretation of Article 8 of the Covenant. I cannot under
~d ho_w we can propose, in this Commission, to have the fullest and frankest exchange of 
information on naval tnatters, but reserve our right to keep such information secret in regard 
to land tnaterial. 

~r. Wo.o Kaiseng (China).- The Chinese delegation supports Lord Cecil's proposal for the 
appomtment of a sub-committee. It also agrees with M. Politis that we should discuss this tnatter 
as soon as the experts have reported. 

APPOINTMENT OF A SuB-CoMMITTEE OF EXPERTS. 

The President. - We will now vo~e _on M. Bourquh~'s proposal, supported by Lord Cecil 
and several other members of the CommiSsion, for the setting up of a sub-committee of experts. 

Mehmed Muni~ ~ey {Turkey). - The Turkish delegation will reserve its attitude in 
regard to the vote till it sees the results of the Expert Committee's work. 

The President. - Since M. Massigli agrees with us, it is perhaps not necessary to take a 
forced vote. I can therefore decla~e that the Commission agreed on this point. 

~e must now pr?teed to appomt the. sub-committee of experts, which will include repre
sen~hves of the Umted States of Am~nca, France, Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Japan, 
Belgium, The Netherlands, Norway, Spam and Yugoslavia. · 

.. Lord Cecil (Britis~ Empi~e) .. -May _I suggest that it would be. desirable that any other 
mthtary expert who destres to giVe Infortnabon or present his views should be at liberty to do so -? 

' Note by Secrel<wiat. - Minutes of the- Third Session. 
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M. MassigU (France). -. I support Lord Cecil's proposal . 

. The President. - That is agreed. I will ask M. Cobian to be good enough to act as 
Chamnan of the Sub-Committee, which will meet on Monday next, November 24th, at 4 p.m. 

Agreed. 

The Commission rose at I.Io p.m. 

FOURTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, November 24Jh, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

70. Appointment of a Drafting Committee. 

~· Sato (~apan).- I think the t~e has come to consider the appointment of a drafting 
co~.Ittee to giVe final form to t~e articles already adopted. If the Commission agrees with 
this VIew, I would suggest the appomtment of a very small committee, consisting of three members 
only-for example, one memb~r of the British delegation, one member of the French delegation 
and one membe~ of th~ Swedish delegation. A committee so composed will, I think, be best 
able to work satisfactorily. I propose that the President ask the Commission to take a decision 
on this subject, and I hope it will accept my suggestion. 

. The Pre~ident.- The Bur~au fully accepts the Japanese delegation's proposal, and, unless 
I am ~uch mistaken, the Commission as a whole will, I think, wish to set up a small drafting 
comm~ttee of men of outstanding ability, and I will ask the delegations to nominate them. The 
committee should be appointed as soon as possible so that it may set to work without delay and · 
determine the exact wording of the articles already accepted. 

The Japanese proposal was adopted. 

7I. Discussion on Chapter V: Miscellaneous Provisions. - Section II: Exchange of 
Information (continuation). 

PROPOSAL BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION TO INSERT A NEW ARTICLE. 

"Add an Article lA (2) as follows: 

" ' Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

" ' {I) A table indicating the armed forces stationed in each of its overseas 
territories; · · 

" ' (2) A table indicating the formations organised on a military basis existing 
in each of its overseas territories.' " 

The President. - The Commission has before it a proposal by the Italian delegation to 
the effect that an Article lA (2) should be inserted, providing that a table should be prepared 
annually indicating the armed forces stationed and the formations organised on a military basis . 
existing in each of the various overseas territories. The Commission will doubtless desire to take 
a decision on this new proposal, upon which General de Marinis will, I think, probably wish 
to speak. . 

General de Marinis (Italy). - In the Italian delegation's opinion the exchange of informa
tion must be as complete as possible. As reg~rds ov~rseas forces, my de~egation asked tha~ ~tation 
should be established for armed forces stationed m each of the vanous overseas temtones. It 
was pointed out, however; that this procedure was no~ possible because circ~stances might 
necessitate the transfer of armed forces from one temtory to another. But, If I remember 
aright, it had previously been observe~ th~t the data t? be &iven every year might simply. be 
confined to the situation as regards temtonal forces stationed m each of the overseas temtones. 
In our opinion, that information it essential if we are to fulfil ~he undertak!ng we_ have gi~en 
to exchange information which shall r~ally be as comple~e as p~ssible. There IS, I t~k. nothing 
in this proposal which might prove rrksome to countnes havmg overseas possessiOns. 
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Mehroed 1\lunir Bey (Turkey). -As regards ~~ide. A, the Turkis~ delegation proposed, 
both for land and for air armaments, that a separate lumtation should be laid do_wn for the for~es 
in each of the overseas territories. As the proposal was not. accepted at th~ time, the. Turku~h 
and sewral other delegations made reservations on the pomt. The Turkish delegation, still 
taking the same view, now supports the Italian proposal. 

M. 1\lassigli (France). -.Before st~ting my opinion on ~eneral de Marinis' proposal, I 
should like to make clear a pomt on which I feel some doubt m my own mmd. 

When we discussed Article A, and the question of the separate limitation of overseas forces 
was raised, the Italian delegation was averse to ~uch a dist~ction. . J?uri_ng the second reading, 
the French delegation proposed, as a compromise, the optional hmitation of ove.rseas forces. 
The Italian delegation did not accept this suggestion -and maintained its reservatio~. I s~ould 
like to know, first of all, whether the position is still the same, bec~use it is .. surely ~nconsi~t~nt 
to object to the special limitation of overseas forces and at the same time to claim special pubhcity 
for them. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -The point of the Italian reservation was that a distinction 
should be drawn between overseas territories situated near the mother-country-and therefore 
to be regarded, from the point of view of armaments, as forming part of the mother-country
and more distant territories. 

In my opinion, this reservation has no con~ection with our present proposal. I remember 
that, when I made it, the French delegation itself agreed-as will be seen from the Minutes-that 
the Conference should take into consideration the distance of overseas territories from the mother
country, and I regarded this attitude as implying a fundamental acceptance of my view. If 
this reservation be admitted, countries having overseas possessions will still have territories 
which must be regarded as " overseas " in the true sense of the term, and it is these territories 
for which we should like a simple statement to be given every year showing the forces stationed 
there. Such a statement would come under the general category of information. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -Does "armed forces" include naval and air forces as well 
as land forces ? It would be of very little use giving a return of naval forces, for instance, in 
a naval country, because these forces move continually and to some extent that refers also to 
air forces. I do not mind what you put in if the Commission desires it, but I would utter one 
word of caution : It is no use piling up these· returns till they become too burdensome. I am 
a little afraid that some of the limitations we agreed to the other day may overburden the 
Convention. I am always desirous of doing something practical in this matter rather than of 
being led away by the desire to produce something symmetrical. 

M. Sato (Japan). -When we discussed the tables in Article A, we considered it necessary 
to avoid any rigid requirements in regard to the forces stationed in overseas territorieS; and 
the intention was to leave a certain latitude as regards increasing or reducing, in special·circum
stances, the forces stationed in such territories. As we thought it highly desirable that this latitude 
should be allowed, we urged that there should not be too much rigidity in the limitation of these 
overseas forces. 

Accordingly, and in order to retain a certain latitude as regards publicity also, I should like 
the word " optional " to appear in brackets. Those Powers able to publish the strength of the 
forces stationed overseas would do so, while others would be exempt, if they considered it impossible 
~~~ . 

ITALIAN AMENDMENT TO THE ITALIAN PROPOSAL. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -. '!he c;>bjection has been rais~d that this table can hardly 
r~fer ~ land forces ?nly. !n Ill:Y op~10n, 1t would be of no pra7bc~ use to make it comprise 
~and naval forces. _the s1t~tion m~gh~ change soon after publication, because air forces, and 
mdeed naval forces, Situated m one !emtory, may rapidly be transferred to another, whereas 
Sl!C~ a .tr~er would be much more difficult for land forces. I should therefore be quite prepared 
~ limit this table ~ land forces alone. 

It ~ been said tha~ certain complications might arise. I cannot see what complications 
cou_ld anse, but I should like. to point out ~hat a knowledge of such data, even once a year, may be 
~ rmpro:tance ~ the secun!y of count~es adjacent to overseas territories. It is not wholly 
=~ ~ a coun~ry havmg ~ possessiOn near territory belonging to another Power to know 

t orces are kept m that territory. The minimum we can accept is to be informed at least 
once a year as ~ the strength of the land forces in the various overseas territories. 
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I therefore suggest that my proposal should be drafted as follows : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

" (I) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories· 
" (2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing in each 

of its overseas territories. " 

. M. Massi~li (France). -In reply to what General de Marinis has just observed, I should 
like t_o say that, w~en the second r~ading was taken, I did not approve of his views, as he appears 
to ~hmk.. If he will re~er to the Mmutes, he will see that I simply mentioned distance as a factor 
whtch mtght be taken mto consideration by the Conference; I did not say more. . 

As regards the actual amendment proposed, I agree with Lord Cecil that its sole result will be 
to make the work very complex. It is doubtless very important to know-! take my own country 
as an exampl~the number of effectives stationed in Martinique and Guadeloupe; but information 
of the same k~d would be equally important in regard to Bordeaux and Marseilles. If we wanted 
~o take t~at line, w~ should have to apply the system universally. We should be asked to publish 
mformabon regarding all changes of garrisons. You can imagine what suspicions we should 
awaken, what grounds for recrimination, what complaints we should evoke. All that is, I think, 
extremely dangerous. · 

Then again, the phrase " overseas territories " is very vague. Such territories comprise 
colonies and groups of colonies. Is the separate limitation to apply to a particular colonyorto 
a whole group ? 

The question seems to me not to be of major importance in any case, and I should therefore 
be glad if General de Marinis would withdraw his proposal. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I cannot see any possible comparability between the 
distribution of forces in overseas territories and the distribution of forces in the garrisons of the 
home country. 

There is, it seems to me, a vast difference between knowing the distribution of forces in 
various towns, and in overseas territories. 

I therefore maintain my proposal, and I think it is the least we can do in order to comply 
wjth the principle that the exchange of information shall be as complete as possible. 

I do not think that I am asking too much. It is surely desirable to know once a year what 
are the land forces allocated to the various overseas. territories. 

VOTE ON THE ITALIAN PROPOSAL AS AMENDED. 

The President. -I think the Italian delegation's proposal might be put to the vote. 
I would remind you that General de Marinis has himself amended it. 

The new text reads as follows : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually : 

" {I) A table indicating the land forces statione_d in each of i~s. overseas ~errit?ri_es; 
" (2) A. table indica tin~ th_e l~~d forces orgamsed on a military basiS exiStmg 

in each of Its overseas temtones. 

I put the amended p~oposal I have just _read to the vote. 
The Italian proposal was adopted by five votes for to four against, with some abstentions. 

M. Massi~li (France). -I ask to enter a reservation in regard to this proposal. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I wish to make the same reservation. 

72. Discussion on Chapter V. - Section II: Article IC. 

First Reading. 

If the construction of any vessel of war for a non-Contrac~ing Power 
is undertaken within the jurisdiction of any of the Contractmg Powers 
such Power shall promptly inform the Secretary-General of the I:ea~e 
of Nations and shall publish in its Official Journal the d~te .of t~e stgnmg 
of the contract and the date on which the keel. of the shtp ~s latd, ~s well 
as the following specifications: the standard displacement m me~nc tons 
and the principal dimensions-namely, the length at wa~er-lme, the 
extreme beam at or below water-line, me~n draft.at standard di~placement; 
the date of completion of each new ship and Its standard dtsplacem_ent 
in metric tons, and the principal dimensions-namely, length a~ water-hne, 
extreme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement, 
at time of completion. 
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The President. - We now come to Article IC, which was adopted at first reading. 
Article JC provides that. a ~ontracti~g party which. constructs a vessel of war for a non-

contracting party must furnish mformatlon on the subJect. .. . 
A few days ago, when we were dealing with naval material, we adopted an article w~1ch 

was similar, but rather more general, in scope. Since y~u have already adopted tha~ article, 
wu will have to decide whether Article IC should be retruned. It corresponds to Article L of 
document C.P.D.230, l and therefore seems to me superfluous. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I think it is clearly unnecessary to put the thing in twice. 

The President. - I think we are all agreed and therefore Article IC will be suppressed. 

73· Discussion on Chapter V. - Section II: Article IG. 

· ObswruJJimos mod 
R...,aliotos, 

The delegations of the 
British Empire, the 
United StatEs and Italy 
reserve their opinion 
concerning this article. 

First Reading. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretariat of the League of Nations the name and the tonnage of any 
vessel constructed in accordance with Article NH (Chapter II). With 
regard to existing vessels of ~is t:ype, this communication shap. be m3:de 
within two months after ratification of the present Convention. W1th 
regard to vessels to be constructed, the communication shall be made on 
the date of completion. 

The President.- We now come to Article IG, corresponding to Article NH, which deals 
witli the limitation of naval material and which was adopted at first reading. Article NH does 
not differ from the text adopted at second reading a few days ago as Article M in. document 
C.P.D.230,1 except that, in _Article M, 6.1 inches (ISS mm.) has been ~substituted for 
6 inches (IS2 mm.). 

At the first reading, the Italian, British and United States delegations made reservations 
in regard to Article IG. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I ought to say that my ·Government is opposed to_ this 
article for rea5ons which I think the Commission will recognise are sound. In the first place, 
they think any such return would be misleading, because a large number of merchant vessels 
do in fact strengthen their decks in view of possible necessities for the defence of their existence, 
and to enter in a return those which had received payment from the Government for that purpose 
would mislead everybody for the reason that such a return would not indicate all the vessels 
that strengthened their decks. That is one reason. The other, a technical one, is this-and . 
I think it will have some weight with the Commission. We have proceeded in this Convention 
on the theory that what we are dealing with are the forces available in peace for use without 
mobilisation; that is the principle of our Convention.. It is quite plain that a vessel with 
strengthened decks would not be available without mobilisation, it would have no gun on board, 
it would have no trained personnel to man the gun, it would be entirely unavailable without 
mobilisation. The British Government therefore thinks that in this case it would be wrong to 
include this particular class of material, which can be used in war, but which cannot be used 
without mobilisation. They desire me to point out that, if that principle be adopted, you ought 
to have a return of all land transport that can be used-lorries and so on-which would be a 
burden quite intolerable. ·They think, therefore, that an exception ought not to be made for 
this particular kind of material. 
. . Furthe_r, ~ey point o~t that any expense to which they are put in this connection-which 
IS, m fact, infinitesimal-will of course be returned as part of their naval expenses if the scheme 
adopted by the Convention be accepted, and therefore to that extent there will be a control. 
They ~ee~ tha~, on the who~e, it would be improper to accept this clause and they hope the 
CommiSSIOn will not adopt 1t. 

The Hon. Hu~~ Gibson (United States of America).- Mr. President, as a practical matter 
I canno! see tha~ th~ paragraph is of any particular importance. It would be a very different 
~tter if the stiffenmg of decks were a very difficult operation or called for a great deal of 
t~e, ~ut as a matter of fact I am info~ed that this can be done at any time within a week. 
~hich lS even a generOllS allowance of ~rme for. adequate stiffening operations. I do not think 
It a very great advan~e, from the PC?mt of VIew of our Treaty, to have a thing of this sort, 
but .I shoul~ not be disposed to stand m the way of its adoption if very much desire be shown 
!or .It, pr~ded we. find we are all in a position to carry out this obligation. As Lord Cecil 
md1cated, It sometimes happens that a shipping company will stiffen the decks of its ships 
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~thout being. required to do so by the Government, and while the Government is disposed to 
gJ.Ve retux:ns. It ~ay not have all the necessary information. Some doubt has arisen among 
our. techmcal. advisers as .to. whethe~ there is any agency which we can definitely be sure will 
be m possession of ~ i;his mformation, and I cannot help thinking it would be a mistake to 
ass?nle. a tr~aty ?bligation that we are not sure we are able to carry out. If it be desired to 
rnamtam this article, I sh~ be glad to make telegraphic enquiry of my Government, and shall 
be ready to state the position of the American delegation on receipt of an answer. 

Ge.neral de Marinis (lt~ly). - The Italian delegation agrees with the arguments and 
conclusiOns of the representatives of the British Empire and the United States. 

M. Sato (Japaf!-)· -I am in favour that this article should be retained. We have adopted 
a clause co~esponding to the ~ormer text of Article NH, which lays down the principle that 
no preparations shall be made m merchant ships for the installation of warlike ai:marnents for 
the I_>Urp?se of converting su~h s.hips into vessels of war. We allowed, as an exception in 
certam crrcurnstances, the stiffe~mg of decks. In time of war, -merchant ships must be 
en~bled to defend themselves agamst attacks by submarines or other vessels of war. That is 

- 9.mte t~~; but we :USo know-. history proves it-that merchant ships have been converted 
mto am~iliary wars~Ips, and w~ !mo_w the damage they cause. We must bear that in mind. 
. . Article IG provides for publicity m regard to merchant ships whose decks have been stiffened 
~ t.Irne. of p~ace. I agree that there will be difficulties in the way of such publicity. We imposed 
li~mtabof!-S .m respect ?f warships at Washington and in London. If, on the one hand, we 
drrectly limit the ~atenal of ~a val forces, and if, on the other, we cannot exercise any supervision 
over merchant ships With stiffened decks which may be transformed into auxiliary warships, 
then we shall leave a way open to all kinds of possibilities. I am therefore of opinion that 
publicity is essential in the present case. 

In the circumstances, I am very gratified to be able to accede wholly to the views of those 
of my colleagues who favour wide publicity in all matters. , 

I therefore warmly support the proposal made at first reading by the Netherlands 
delegation. I hope that despite the difficulties-and in my opinion they are not insurmountable 
-the Commission will adopt this proposal. · 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I consider this question of auxiliary warships to be of very 
great importance. The part played by merchant ships transformable into warships will become 
more important as the tonnage of fighting ships, in the strict sense of the term, is reduced. 

The number of merchant ships convertible into auxiliary warships is unlimited, and therefore 
publicity is of particular. importance in their case. The transformation of a large number of 
merchant ships would constitute a serious danger, particularly for Powers with small navies. 
Indeed, at the second Peace Conference these merchant ships were christened " chameleon-ships ". 
Lord Cecil has said that the principle of the Convention was to deal only with armaments utilisable 
immediately upon mobilisation. I was not aware of any such principle. I remember how, side 
by side with Lord Cecil, I pleaded for the limitation of trained reserves. The majority was against 
us, but that does not mean that the principle was formally rejected. It is the same here: only in 
the last few days the principle of an article providing for publicity for arms, ammunition and 
war material in service and in reserve has, I believe, been discussed and adopted. The question 
will be discussed still further, but I do not think that article can be set aside on the ground that 
the principle invoked by Lord Cecil would be violated. . 

If I am informed aright, the stiffening ?fa deck so .as to enable .it .to carry, for example, ten 
15 ern. guns would contrary to what Mr. Gibson has said, be more likely to take a month than a 
week. Ind~ed, at Washington it was agree~ to prohibit in time of peace I_>reparations for t~e 
transformation of merchant ships into auxiliary war vessels. If an exception were allowed, It 
would presumably mean that the question. w~ considered to be of very definite .importance. 
An exception was allowed-namely, the sbffenmg of d~cks to enable !fierchant sh~p~ to carry 
guns of a calibre not exceeding 15 ern. If .t_hat. exc~p~Ion were o~ no Importance, if It w~re so 
simple a matter to stiffen a deck after mobilisatiOn, If It only requrred a. few. days, woul~ It .not 
be better simply to drop this exception altogether and not to allow any stiffenmg of decks m time 
of peace? . . 

In any case, Mr. Gibson is.n?t opposed t? the ~Icle. ?e merely expr~ssed certam doubts 
about it. The possibility of g~vmg mformabon ariSes, I thmk, out of Article M of document 
C.P.D. 230, 1 which provides as follows: 

" No preparation shall be made in merchant. ships in t~e ?f peace for the installatio~ 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of convertmg such ships mto vessels of war . . . 

No exceptions to this prohibition can be allowed unless the Governments concerned 

are informed. · · · h d 1 taril d t d 1 may add in conclusion that, even before the war, some countries a vo un y a ?P. e 
this kind of publicity in regard to their auxiliary cruisers, and for that reason I hope the CornrnlSSion 
will retain this article. · 

' N ou by Ssc,.tariat. - See Anne)( 2. 



-228-

1 · f n was one of those which at the first reading 
M. Masslgli (France). -. The French de ega ~t shi s in uestion represented an important 

voted for Article IG. I~ conSidex:ed th_at the merchtries Je con;truction and plans of ships of this 
war potential, mon: particularly Slvalnce, mhso~t~ cobnfore building is begun. That is evidence of the 
kind must be submitted to the na aut on Ies e 
value of such vessels for war purpo;es. f h t Lord Cecil has just said. Since we have been 

I must admit, mo~ver, thh orce ~- w d ~ t war potential is an elusive factor, and in these 
working out this Co~venbon, we ~ve dre ISe t :nstitute an essential element of the text we are 
circ1imstances, and SinCe the questu;m oes ~o c . . • 
preparing. the French delegation will abstrun from votmg. 

VOTE ON ARTICLE IG. 

The President. - I put to the vote Article IG, adopted at first readin~ .. 
Article IG was adopted by seven votes for to three against, with some abstent~ons. 

Discussion on Chapter V. - Section II: Article ID. 

Ol=nlatiows mtd 
Resert~ali<ms. 

First Reading. 

The!German deJega. 
tion makes a reservation 
concerning this article, 
considering that publi
city should be applied 
to all aerial war material 
and hence to material in 
reserve and stocks of 
material. 

(Italian Draft.) 
Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statem~nt 
showing the maximum figures a ttrun
ed during the year in respect of 
the number and total horse-power 
of aircraft, and the number, total 
horse-power and total volume . of 
dirigibles in commission accordi~g 
to their distribution laid down m 
Article AA (Chapter II, Section III 
-Air Armrunents). 

(French Draft modified.) 
Each of the High Contracting 

Parties shall prepare an annual 
statement showing the maximum 
figures attained during the year in 
respect of the number and total 
horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution as 
laid down in Article IA of the present 
Chapter. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- In view of the fact that the Co~s!on has before it a proposal 
dealing with the limitation of the total horse-power of aircraft, It mtght be well t? postpone !he 
consideration of Article ID until the third reading when the runendment of the Canadian delegation 
will have been disposed of. 

l'tl. l'tlassigli (France). -May I point out that there is a text regarding military aviation 
which has already been adopted at second reading ? The Canadian delegation is the only one to 
submit an runendment modifying rules adopted at second reading, though the principle is admitted. 

This important discussion must, therefore, I think, take place now; we ought not to defer it to 
the third reading, when we shall probably be working hurriedly and will perhaps be unable to 
give it the attention which it deserves. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -I do not press my proposal. 

The President.- We have before us an Italian proposal and a French proposal in the 
first-reading text. The British delegation has submitted a proposal as follows : 

" Should read : 
"Arlicle ID (First Reading). 

" ' Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing 
the maximum figures attained during the year in respect of the number and total horse
power of aircraft, and the number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in 
commission as laid down in Article AA of Chapter II, Section III, Air Armaments. 

" ' This statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations within three months after the close of the budgetary year.'" 

. The President. -. The first paragraph of the British amendment does not seem essentially 
different from the Italtan first-reading draft. In the second paragraph, the British draft provides 
for the annual statement to be published within a time-limit of three months after the close of the 
budgetary year. 

At the first reading, the Gerntan delegation made a reservation regarding Article ID because 
it does not relate to air material in reserve and in stock. 

Lord Cecil (British E~_Pire).- I do not think it is necessary for me to trouble the Commission 
on t~ first part of the Bntish amendm~nt. As far as I can see, the only difference between the 
I~_an~ Fr~~ drafts and our ~wn m the first paragraph is that they speak of "according to 
their distnbution . We have dectded, as I understand it, not to make a distinction according 
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to their distribution and therefore it will be as laid down in the relevant article. That is a drafting 
matter and I need ~o~ trouble tJle Commission about it. With regard to the three months I do 
not know whether 1t 1s appropnate to put that in here. Sometime or another we shall have to 
make a state.ment as to when all this information is to be returned, and I should have thought it 
would come ~n ~ett.er there. I do not think that there is any idea on the part of my Government 
to make a distmcbon ~ere between this information and other information; it is put in merely 
for the purpose of proVIding a period within which the information must be given. 

<?eneral de Marinis (Italy). -The Italian delegation maintains its proposal, and accepts 
· the shght amendments proposed by Lord Cecil. It also agrees to add that the statement shall be 
forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months after the 
close of the budgetary year. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I wish to point out that in Article lA a period of three 
months is referred to, and no doubt that is where the three months comes from. I had not noticed 
it when I spoke just now. I think this is a matter which should go to the Drafting Committee 
so as to arrange for the delay applicable to all these returns. 

M. Massi~li (France). - The French delegation also accepts the British amendment and 
withdraws its own first-reading text. , . 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Our reservation is, of course, maintained, and I shall vote 
against this article. 

. VoTE ON ARTICLE ID modified. 

The British proposal was put to the vote ana acloptecl by seventeen votes for to one against, 
with some abstentions. 

75· Discussion on Chapter V. - Section II: Article IE • 

Obseroations and 
Reseroations. 

The German delega
tion reserves the right to 
give its definite opinion 
at the second reading. 

.. 
First Reacling. 

In order to ensure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each. of 
the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showmg 
the total number of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered in the territory 
under jurisdiction of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

The President. - The British delegation submits an amendment as follows : 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

" Article IE (First Reading). 
" Add at end : 

" • together with the expenditure by Government or local authorities.' " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - This article refers to expenditure on aircraft. We have 
not et decided whether we are going to limit expenditure,. because that has been ;referred to 
the fhird reading. Therefore I should have thought tJlat this should stand over unt~ we reac~ 
the third reading, because it is rathe~ ~~cult to proVIde for the return of the expenditure until 
we know whether we are going to lirmt 1t or not. 

M. Rutgers (Netherland~) .. -. I think we might now discuss everything in this article 
unconnected with budgetary hm1tabon. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -Surely it is not a good plan for us to have the discussion 
· al th fir t part of the discussion now and another part later on when we come to adopt 

p1eceme e s d · · hi · t "t · t i take to th f 1 ' s rely if we are not going to take a eclSlon on t s pom • 1 lS a grea m s . . 
be~~r ~th a cllscu~ion. 1 venture to ask the Commission to try to observe some regulanty m 
our discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - My ~oint is, that ~ order to avoid a piecemeal discussion, 
we must consider Article IE now, immediately after Art1cle ID. . 

Article IE itself does not d_eal with ?- _qu~ti~n of budgetary expenditure on armaments. 
It deals with publicity of expenditure on c1vil aVIahon. 
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The British deleeation's amendment also relates to expenditure on civil aviation. It is an 
admitted principle fuat civil and military aviation must be kept absolutely separate. 

There is no question here, therefore, of limitation of armaments by budgetary means. 

Count Bernsto;ff (Germany). - In view of the close connection between Article IE ~nd 
Articles AD and ZD, in regard to which we shall have to decide whether the d:aft ~onvenho!l 
is to deal with civil aviation, I think it would be advisable to postpone the discusston of this 
article until we deal with the other two articles. 

POSTPONEMENT OF DISCUSSION ON THE BRITISH PROPOSAL. 

M. Sato (Japan).- I think we must now dis~~ss Article. IE, which hasnot~g. t? do with 
the limitation of air budgets. It relates to publictty regarding aeroplanes and dirigibles. 

I do not quite agree with Count Bernstorff regarding the ~~nnection he speaks of beh~een 
the three Articles IE, AD and ZD. Article IE relates to publictty, but the other two articles 
do not. 

I therefore propose that we now discuss Article IE in the form ~t received as .a result. of t~e 
first reading. As regards the British delegation's amendment, I think Lord Cecil was nght m 
proposing that it should be postponed until the third reading. · 

The President.- We are in fact dealing with a question of publicity, and I t.hink we ought 
now to discuss Article IE without the British amendment, which may be constdered later. 

-Agreed. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -It would be somewhat illogical to adopt a rule such as that 
proposed in Article IE. Though we have left the question of material in reserve on one. side, 
we ·should be undertaking to deal with civil aviation. Even supposing that we may discuss 
armaments that can be used without mobilisation, can we really deal with material which cannot 
be classified as· armaments at all ? ' 

Moreover, the separation of civil and military aviation is a principle laid down in the experts' 
report, and it has been adopted by the Assembly, and by this Commission also. 

If we deal with civil aviation here, we are, it seems to me, calling in question the whole 
principle of the complete separation of civil and military aviation, which has been accepted by 
the Leaglle Assembly. I personally have no objection to this article, but I cannot think it will 
enhance the value of the Convention. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I earnestly hope that the Commission is not going back 
on its decision on first reading on this point, which seems to me one of the most vital points in the 
whole Convention. There is no doubt that the great blot which remains on our Convention 
is the extreme difficulty of limiting the air arm in this regard. · Anyone who has studied the matter 
willagreewithme, I am quite sure. One of the reasons why it is difficult is because undoubtedly 
a certain proportion of civil aeroplanes can be used, not for defensive, but for aggressive purposes in a 
war. The great aggressive purpose of aircraft, so far as we know it, is the power of dropping bombs · 
on any object they desire to attack. The experts are undoubtedly unanimous that any civil 
aeroplane, probably without any change and certainly with a change which can be made in a few 
hours, can be utilised for that purpose. ·Therefore it is of the utmost importance that we 
should do something or other-! will not say limit, because we cannot limit-at any rate, 
~o get ~ormation. as to how many of. these aircra!f exist, so that, if there be a sudden unexpected 
mcrease m a particular country of arrcraft of this particular character, the other parties to this 
Convention may be informed of it. · 

It seems to me a very vital matter, and I confess I have some difficulty in reconciling the 
speech that M. R~tgers has just made .wi!h the speech he. d~livered half an hour ago, in which 
he was successful m persuading the ma]onty of the Comm1Ss1on. He may say that that applies 
also to me, but the answer to him is that the Commission decided against me and in his favour. 

Therefore we m~ t~ke that. decision of the Commission on the general principle of this 
matter. Now ~ find 1~ a little cunous that he should deliver a speech which is destructive of his 
f~er. contention ythich was successful. At any rate, quite apart from that debating-point, 
which lS not a very rmportant matter, I a~ very strongly of opinion on the merits, and as a matter 
of prudence and car~, that we ought to sttck to this article which 'seems to me of vital importance 
to any scheme of disarmament. 

dis . M •. Ma.ssigli (France). -.1 have eyery respect for considerations of procedure and for legal 
tmct~, put, as Lord Cec~ has s~1~, we must sometimes face hard facts: we must bring 

the Commisston face to face wtth realities. 

Civil aviation has already foryned the subject of keen discussion here. I will not go over 
the arguments adduced on both s1des, but before taking a final decision we are in duty bound 
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to ascertain the tru~ circumstances in which the problem arises to-day; and I am convinced 
~>~hat, when they realr~e th~ facts, t~e delegations which object to any mention of civil aviation 
m our draft Convention will recogmse that the present position is too serious for the question 
to be neglected. 

I will not. recal?itulate the f~cts already knoWn or the arguments adduced iri the past: I will 
take up the discussion at the pomt where we left it, and I will only cite such new circumstances 
and new facts as are calculated to influence our decision. · 

. As regards the theo~etical ~ide. of the question there is an extremely important document 
whrch must be prought mto thrs discussion, and which indeed has already been mentioned. 

Before c_ommg to Gen~va you _all ~eceived from the Secretariat a volume, drawn up by the 
Commumcat~ons ~nd Transrt Orgamsatron, entitled " Enquiries into the Economic Administrative 
and Legal Srtuatro1_1_of International Air Navigation ".1 This document contains a report by 
th~ 'Yell-known Br~trsh ~xpert, General Groves, on the relations between civil and military 
avratron. I only wrsh thrs r~port had been read by everybody; I only wish it were given publicity 
thro~ghout the world. ~~e showing great moderation, it states facts· which are of extreme 
~avrty,_ and the con.d?S1~ns rt reaches are very definite. The author categorically claims that, 
m certam respe~ts, crvil arrcraft undeniably possess very great' and inlmediate value for purposes 
of offence. This work has. been placed in the hands of the delegations and I will not therefore 
make further reference to rt; I merely remind you of it in passing, and I now come to concrete 
facts. 

If we examine what has taken place in aircraft construction, both civil and military, in 
t~e last two or three years, we find that military aviation has evolved on definitely defensive 
lmes, and has concentrated on chaser planes, whereas civil aviation is evolving in an entirely 
different direction. · · 

M. Rutgers reminded us just now of a recommendation m·ade by one of the League Assemblies, 
and he expressed the hope-which was also voiced in the report of the Brussels experts-that the 
distinction between civil and military aviation would be drawn with increasing dearness. That 
is all very well; but facts outweigh wishes, and at the present time we must perforce realise 
that technical developments are by no means taking the direction which the Geneva Assembly 
hoped they would take. On the contrary, there is no doubt whatever that at the present time 
civil aircraft, through their great transport capacity and the principles on which they are 
constructed, may be said to have become the ideal type of offensive military machine, the ideal 
bombing aeroplane. That is a fact which we milst take into account and which military experts 
can no longer ignore; yet in the draft Convention we propose to limit-apart, of course, from 
whether the Canadian proposal is adopted or not-the total (glob,U) horse-power of aircraft. 
By so doing, we should be preventing military aviation from developing powerful types of 
machine. Moreover, we shall probably also limit the number of such aircraft-in fact, we shall 
set very definite limits both to the power and to the value of military aircraft. Consequently, 
if we neglect civil aviation, too, we may find the problem completely changed in a few years. 
A country having a powerful fleet of c~vil aircraft and a highly ~evelop~d aeronautical indus~ry 
might, in the first place, have at its disposal at the shortest notice a large numbe: of ~ombmg 
aeroplanes; and further, through the mass production of extremely powerful machmes, rt could 
supplement the material drawn from civil aviation with a view to inlmediate aggression. Those 
are facts which we dare not overlook. . 

I will not go into details here, and I certainly do not wish to appear to be advert~in& any 
particular type of machine; but I. must ~ay this, that, since yre came to Geneva, an mcrdent 
has occurred and there is a machme whrch has been much discussed, though not as much as 
I should like: I have here a weekly journal pu?lished in Madrid, containing an. ~rtic~e of such 
interest that, with your leave, I venture to read rt to you. Our colleagu_e M. Cobran will pardon 
me if, instead of reading it in his own beautiful C~tilian to~gue, I only gr':e a rat~er poor Frel!ch 
translation. The pilot of the machine referred tom the. artrcle m_ade to a JOurnalist the followrng 
statement, which, so far as I know:, has not been demed. I will shortly send the text of the 
article to the Bureau. 

" This machine, which looks like a commercial aeroplane, may rapidly be converted 
into a terrible engine of war. It is so arranged as to be abl~ to carry four guns ~f small 
calibre which can :fire in full flight, and also several machme-guns. I! ~an raprdly be 
armed 'and can :fire in all directions, including the rear. For war purposes rt ~s an extremely 
formidable instrument. It can carry s.ooo kilogrammes of bombs and, startmg for examl?le 
from Saragossa, can drop them on. London, Paris, Rome, Brussels, etc., and return to rts 
starting-point without landing." 
And here the pilot might almost seem to have had our Commission in mind: 

" The machine can fly at a height of 6,ooo metres carrying its full load, so that it will 
be out of range of attack. At that height it will be free fr?,m all attack from the ground, 
since anti-aircraft grms have not so great a range as that. 

This text speaks for itself, and I will add no comment; I think the Commissio.n has . ~nderstood. 
I will sa this however, that if a machine with features of such outstanding rrulitary va!-ue 

can be built ln a ~ountry in which, under ~e terms of a Dec~ee-Law of 1926, the con?truchon 
of any aircraft capable of being equipped wrth arms of any kmd such as gun~, ~achine-l?llns, 
etc., is forbidden-a country, too, which certainly is anxious to observe rts mternational 

1 No~ by 58cr8tariat. - Document C.JJ9.M.I39·'93o.VII. 
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obligations-if, I say, such a machine can be built in that. c?:mtry,. we may justifiably ask 
what the po...<Jtion might be in countries where no suci;t proh1b1tion. eXlsts ? •· 

These are facts which the majority of the delegation~ cannot 1gn~re. I only hope th~t a 
solution will be found which will enable us to take them mto account m our draft Convention. 

l\1. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I think all the reason~ in favour. of this article have 
already been stated. 111. Rutgers, with his well-known l?enetr.atto~, has pomted ~mt to us th~t 
we are perhaps acting illogically in trying_ to e~~ody th1s article m our Convention. Ther~ 1s 
certainly some little inconsistency, but I think this small and purely formal defect should not we1gh 
against ·the concrete facts, which have now been laid before us. . 

This is not I think a matter of material alone; it is also directly concerned wtth the number 
of air pilots at'the disposal o~ ~army. Eve~ commercial aircraft in ~erv_ice means one expe
rienced pilot. As you know, 1t 1s e~rem~ly difficult for a!l army _to mamtam a permanent s~a~ 
of pilots, because the upkeep of a pllot 1s a ~ery exp~nstve affarr. 0!1 the other. ha~d, c1~l 
aviation maintains a very large staff of expenenced pllots. Then agam, commerctal rurcraft m 
use can always be kept up to date as regards technical developments, whereas military aircraft 

'in reserve are of comparatively little _use because they do not possess. the nece~ary counterpart 
in human material-that is to say, pllots. They cannot keep pace wtth techrucal developments 
like commercial aircraft. 

For these reasons, commercial aviation represents an enormous and unknown force const~~tly 
at the disposal of the various States, and I think there is no occasion to stress the need of publicity. 
Such publicity, moreover, will ·be an easy matter, since in every country there are re~sters of 
commercial aircraft. Each country need only draw up a statement based on these reg~sters of 
commercial aircraft and place it at the disposal of the Secretariat. This publicity would apply 
equally to all countries, and I therefore see no objection to the nlle being applied by all and to all. 

The Hon. Hngh Gibson (United States of America). -While I may be wrong in all my 
views on this subject at least I am consistent, inasmuch as I would prefer to delete both the 
articles referred to by Lord Cecil and M. Rutgers. 

I have been very much impressed by the arguments put forward by those in favour of 
maintaining the text. I recognise their preoccupation. I recognise the very great importance 
of this entire subject, and the need for devising methods of dealing with it effectiTely, but I do 
find difficulties in it purely on the basis of form. It seems to me that, in a treaty for the limitation 
of arms and material of war, we are getting on dangerous ground when we try to provide any 
form of limitation, however attenuated, for civil aviation, or any form of what might be called 
war potential. 

As to the substance of this, I do not need to assure this Commission that we are in favour 
of the fullest publicity. We already give it; we have annual and semi-annual reports, in a very 
detailed statistical forJll, in regard to civil aviation, but as a practical matter I cannot help feeling 
it would be better to deal with this whole subject outside this Convention. 

My objection is purely on the difficillty of form, and solely on that ground I shall vote for the 
deletion of the article. If the majority finds in favour of maintaining the article, I shall readily 
be able to fall in with it, and furnish the desired information. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -The articles we have discussed relate to material in reserve 
stiffened decks and budgetary expenditure. We are concerned at the present moment with thing~ 
that are not military in character but are essentially civilian. At the same time I am not absolutely 
opposed to the article. My difficulty is that, while we provide for publicity regarding civil 
aviation, we are going to dispense with it in regard to military air material. 

If M. Massigli would plead for publicity regarding military aviation with the same lucidity 
as in the speech we have just heard, I feel sure the whole Commission would be ready to follow 
him and adopt his view. Whatever we may say, military aviation is really more dangerous 
than civil aviation. . 

I have also to congratulate Lord Cecil on the decision that the Commission has taken. 

~- C>bian (:'pain). - I ~esire to thank M. Massigli for having adduced evidence in the 
Spa~h language m su~port of lJ!s arguments. But I must remind him of one fact, the importance 
of '!hich no one can fa~ t_o realise_. Two years ago a Committee, of which Count Bernstorff was 
chairman and M. Mas51gli, Mr. Gtbson and other delegates were members tried to draw a dis
tinction between civil and military aviation, and no one was then able to' tell us how to do it. 

llfor~er. to_ return to the problem of publicity, I have always said-and my acts have 
~een consistent With my words-that my country was prepared to carry out the utmost publicity 
m 51-II fields. I have ito cou~se. th~refore but to giv~ my vote for the proposals before us. I am 
qutte prepared to vote for limitation of every descnption provided that supervision is instituted. 

<Aunt Bernstorff (Germany). - I must make a reservation in respect of this article I 
fully approve the ~rguments set forth by Mr. Gibson and M. Rutgers. It seems to me extra
~d!nary tha~ such 1rnportance should be attached to civil aviation, while no attempt is made to 
bmtt or publish the returns of material in reserve for war purposes. 

M. Massigli also_ spoke of the military value of a civil aircraft of my own country. In reply 
I beg to quote certain remarks made by M. Brocard, an expert of his own country, and, I think, 



-233-

formerly chairman of the Co · · f . , . . · 
of the official · al . .mnusswn. ran<:ruse de I aVIation. I take them from the reports 

Journ contrurung the discussions of the Chamber of Deputies. 

"Y . 
. t f ou spo~e just now", said M. Brocard, "of commercial aviation and our alleged 
m en ton,;:/ ¥smg our commercial aircraft for war purposes. I refute that allegation not 
~~v~~~~ 0 se~tim~nt, but on pureir lo&ical grounds and purely in our own interest. ' We 
We shoul terest m usmg 0~ com!ller~1al a1!craft for war purposes, particularly for bombing. 

ffi . t fd thherefore be actmg With mcredible stupidity if we made commercial aircraft less 
e c1en or t e express f · th · · . . . pui'?ose o usmg em m trme of war, when we are wholly free to 
build bo.~bmg aircraft, wh1ch are far superior since they are designed for that specific 
purpose. · 

f . ~fte~ mak_in_g c~rtain entirel:y: mistaken observations regarding Germany's alleged intention 
~oil~:~~ er CIVIl arrcraft at a g1ven moment for military purposes, M. Brocard continues as 

" Bu! do not forg~t that! in order t~ do so, we must reduce the speed of the aircraft, 
we J:?USt mcr~ase the s1ze of 1ts fuselage m all directions and we must lower its maximum 
a!tamable he1ght; we must make it far more VI!lnerable. If I had the honour to command 
p1~ots who had to fight against commercial aircraft so transformed, it would be a splendid 
thrng for me; we should be_fig~tin_g against ~ircraft whose speed would be reduced by 20 or 30 per 
c~nt, wher~as our supenonty rn speed 1s based in some cases on very slight margins of 
differenc~ rn per;formance. To transform our commercial aircraft would be an error from 
every pomt of v1ew." (Applause.) 

I have often explained to this Commission why I cannot agree that a disarmament convention 
should deal with civil aviation. It is important for Germany as for other States to know the exact 
state of. developme~t of ~viation ~the various countries. For some years now we have published 
an officml and detailed h~t of all rurcraft. We should be very glad if, apart from this Convention, 
all States agreed to publish annually a statement contain4lg particulars of their civil aircraft; but 
I cannot agree that such an agreement should form part of a purely military convention. 

M. Sato (Japan). - I have been greatly impressed by the speeches l have just heard, 
particularly those of Lord Cecil and M. Massigli. I find however-contrary to what I thought
that the Commission does not unanimously share their opinion, and, for that reason, I should 
like briefly to explain why I wish this article to be retained. 

There is no universally adopted rule for publicity in the matter of civil aviation. There is, 
it is true, a Convention for the regulation of air navigation. There is also a special commission, 
set up as a result of the adoption of that Convention and called the C.I.N.A. 1 Several important 
countries, however, are not yet parties to the Convention; and that is a fact which the Preparatory 
Commission must bear in mind. 

Up to a point, we may compare civil aviation to the mercantile marine. Their functions are 
approximately the same: but, in the case of merchant ships, full and comprehensive details have 
to be registered-! refer to the registration at Lloyd's and with the Bureau Veritas. This registra
tion or matriculation is quite sufficient and is universally recognised. For civil aviation, on the · 
other hand, I repeat, there is no universal convention. An agreement providing for universal 
registration and publicity is urgently necessary. If a number of important delegations prefer this 
question to be settled outside our Convention I see no objection, provided that the same result is 
reached. In order to make our task easier, however, we should, perhaps, provisionally retain this 
article and leave the Disarmament Conference free to treat the question separately, if it thinks fit. 

As regards the comparison b~t~een civil ayiation and military air materia~ i!l re~erye, I do 
not entirely share M. Rutgers' opm10n. There IS no b~r t<;> the develop~ent of c!vil.av!abon, and 
I personally am glad that is so. On _the ?ther hand,_ m v1e~ of the rap_1d, and I m1ght even_s::'-y 
unforeseen, development of civil aviation, It would be rmpossible to have m rese':'e large quantities 
of military ~ir material, since it would soon be rende~ed obsolete by_ fresh techmcal d~velopments. 
No country therefore would conceivably make the rm~take of stockrng a large qu<~;n!Ity ?f ~eserve 
material for its military aircraft. Consequently th~re 1s no true par~el betwee.n c1vil av1~bon and 
military air material in reserve. We ther~fore migh~ very well disre~ard th1s compariSon, and 
concern ourselves with publicity, though withou! placmg any ob~t<;cle m the _wa:y: of the ~evelop
ment of civil aviation. For these reasons, I am rn favour of retammg the article m question. 

Colonel Martola (Finland).- I support t~~se v.:ho. have asked to retain the art~cle. I th!n~ 
it is impossible to restrict the development of Clvil a~at10n; but we.must also recognise that c1_vil 
aircraft may be utilised at once not merely for military puroses m general, but for offenSive 
purposes. We cannot agree that' a countr:y:. in determining the milit<;ry aircraft _it needs, .s~ou!d 
pay no regard to the civil aircraft of its neighbours. In that connection we consider public1ty m 
matters of civil aviation both natural and necessary. 

1 Nots by ths SeCYstarial. _ Commission internationale de navigation a6rienne (French title); International Commis-
sion for Air Navigation (English title). . · 
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General Dumitresco (Roumania).- The Roumanian delegati~n ha.d the honour.to submit 
the first propo..<:al recognising the importance of civil aviation. We still think tha~ nothing should 
be done to check the development of civil aviation; on t~e other h_and-as ~n~eed. has been 
~"llised by the various Sub-Committees and at the seSSl';ms of th1s Commlsslon Itself-!h~ 
military importance of civil aviation cannot be ignored. In pomt of fact, the development of CIVIl 
aviation its characteristics the facts that have been adduced, and that are well known, all show 
that we ~ust constantly b~ar in mind the possibility of civil aircraft being transf?rmed, in a very 
short time, into military aircraft. Civil aircraft may be used, not only for bombmg, but also for 
observation, for scouting, for liaison work, for ambulance services and _for othe: p_urposes: . . . . 

As civil aviation is in full course of development we can readily adm1t Its possibilities m 
time of war. The least we can do, therefore, is to subject it to the requirement of publicity. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE POLISH DELEGATION. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -The previous speakers have fully stated the arguments 
in favour of the interdependence of military and civil aviation. A number of examples have been 
given, and I should like to add another. Dr. Hans Oppikofer, of Konigsberg, has published an 
article on the legal problem of commercial aviation. In a special chapter entitled " State 
Supervision of Air Undertakings of the Home Country " the author observes that the importance 
attached by the State to air navigation is primarily political and not economic. He notes that the 
policy of a number of the great Powers in regard to air communications is the outcome of a desire 
to increase their war potential with an eye to military needs. · 

One way of dealing with this question would be to limit civil aviation. Some delegations have 
spoken in favour of such a course. As a compromise we adopted the solution contained in the 
first-reading text. It was, however, no more than a compromise. 

I think it would be expedient to supplement Article IE by inserting, after the words " the 
total number of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles ", the words: "and the global horse-power". I am 
rather late in making this proposal, but, if the President will allow me, I will submit a written text 
and we might decide on it at the third reading, if it is not possible now. · 

The President. - Although this amendment has not been circulated I doi not think the 
Commission will object to adopting it. . . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I am afraid I could not accept that amendment. If we :rre to deal with horse-power, we must deal with a number of other circumstances. My information. 
15 th_at horse-power is a very inadequate method of measuring the strength or the aggressive power 
of arrcraft. I hope the Polish delegation will not insist on pressing its amendment at this stage. 

ADJOURNMENT .OF THE DISCUSSION O:tr THE POLISH PROPOSAL • 

. General Kasprzyc~i (Pola~d).- I myself suggested that we should not discuss my proposal 
until we came to the third reading, as the proposal had not _been distributed. 

VOTE ON ARTICLE IE (FIRST-READING TEXT). 

The President. - I will ask you to yote on the text adopted at first reading, it being 
~derstan~ that the proposals of Lord Cecil and General Kasprzycki will be discussed at the 
third reading. 
. M. Sato's suggestion that the Conference should be recommended to deal with the subject 
m a ~ate protocol will be mentioned in the report. 

Article IE, as adopted at first reading, was adopted by seventeen votes, with some abstentions. 

' 
76. Discussion on Chapter V.- Section II: Articles DA* and DB*. 

First Reading. 

PREAMBLE TO ARTICLES DA * AND DB*. 

Wher~ i~ is in the general interest that the expenditure on armaments 
should be lim1ted, and 

~ereas the High Contracting Parties a~e not agreed at present on 
any satiSfactory method of accomplishing this object, and 

Wh~~ t~e High Contracting Parties consider that, as a preliminary 
to such limitation of expenses, full publicity should be secured so that on 



Observations and 
Reservations . 

In putting forward 
this article, the Prepara
tory Commission takes 
note of the fact that the 
work of the Committee 
of Experts on Budgetary 
Questions is not com
plete, and that it hopes 
to produce a relatively 
simple schedule. The 
Preparatory Commission 
is of opinion that the 
model statement should 
be as simple as possible 
consistently with the 
achievement of its ob
ject. 

The German delega
tion has accepted the 
principle of the simpli
fication of the model 
statement On condition 
that the model state
ment is employed exclu
.sively for the publica
tion of expenditure on 
national defence and not 
for purposes of com
parison and limitation. 

The Italian delegation 
reserves its opinion con
cerning Article DA until 
it has examined the 
model statement in 
question.~ 

, The British delegation 
makes a reservation with 
regard to the second 
paragraph of this article. 
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PREAMBLE TO ARTICLES DA * AND DB* (cont.) 

ab ftuttureh occasion it may be possible again to approach this qu~tion with 
e er ope of success: · 

th . Thill High Contracting Parties agree to arrange for the publicity of 
e~ ~ dt~ry. naval and air expenditure in accordance with the provisions 

con ame m the two following articles. 

Article DA*. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre

tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement of 
!he amount proposed to be expended on its land, naval and air armaments 
m the current financial year. 

This ~ommunicatiori shall be made not later than .... months after 
the entry mto force of the legal provisions authorising the expenditure. 

Article DB*. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre

tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing 
the amount actually expended on its land, naval and air annaments during 
the preceding financial year. 

This communication will be made not later than .... months after the 
close ofthe financial year. 

Nots by the SeCYslariat. -In order to avoid confusion between Article DA in Chapter III and the Articles DA* 
and DB* above, these last-named should be re-lettered to conform with the series IA, IB, ete. 

PROPOSALS BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

"Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions. 

"Substitute the following article for Articles DA* and DB*: 

" ' Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual 
total amount expended on land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. 

" ' It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement 
showing the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the 
upkeep, purchase, and ~anufacture of war material as defined in Article DB of Chapter III 
of the present Convention. · 

" ' This communication shall be made not later than months after the 
close of the financial. year.' " 

The President. - In view of what we decided in regard to Chapter III dealing with 
budgetary limitation, the preamble of Articles DA* and DB* may be omitted. 
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The British deleeation proposes that these two articles should be replaced by a single article, 
0 . 

as shown above. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do not think I have very much to ~ay a?out this; w~ have 
already discussed it in another form. The only point we have not dectded 1s the question of 
limitation of e.xpenditure in the air arm. · . 

But, in any case, whether we decide on limitation or not, I do !l?t know ~hethe~ th1s affects 
the question of publicity. I hope everybody is in favour ?f pubhctty evel?- lf not. m favour of 
limitation, and I hope, therefore, we will agree to this wh1~~ only states m :prectse terms the 
necessary return that must be made if we are to have pubhctty as to expenditure. · 

l\1. 1\lassigli (France). -Is it possible for us to vote on this point before the experts' opinion 
on publicity in regard to material is known ?' , . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -With regard to air forces we have ad~pt.ed t~e I?rinciple of 
limitation and therefore I should have thought that we ought to adopt th1s m prmctple, but I 
quite agree that some note ought to b~ a~ded t~ indicate _the form in_which th~s. obligation should 
be carried out (whatever form M. Mass1gli may like). This must a watt the dec1s1on _of the experts. 
I think, as we have decided on this principle once, we ought to decide on it agam. Moreover, 
limitation is one thing, publicity another. M. Massigli and I are sincerely ~g;eed as to the 
ineffectiveness of publicity; but still it is something, and this is merely for pubhClty. · Therefore 
I should have thought we could go as far as this. Of course, the experts may require a change 
as to the exact way in which it is to be done, but that is a different matter. 

l\1. 1\lassigli (France).- I think Lord Cecil and I have not the same experts in mind. I did 
not mean the budgetary experts, but the experts who are to discuss the question of war material, 
and whose conclusions will substantially affect the question now under discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do not want to be unduly tenacious, but surely that is a 
question of whether we are going to make a list of particular articles. Certainly a very important 
question. This is only the totals; but publicity as regards totals is a very desirable thing, and 
therefore I hope we can accept the proposal as it stands. I do not want to overburden the Sub
Committee, who will have a very difficult task as it is. 

l\1. Massigli (France). - _/is regards total (global) publicity, I agree. I may, however, 
revert later to the question of detailed publicity. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I do not quite understand what M. Massigli has just said. 
It is a sufficient reason for not discussing the matter now. I should like to ask the British 
delegation a question. 

The first-reading text contains the words: "of the ·amount proposed to be expended". In 
place of these words the British proposal reads: "the actual total amount". · • 

Up to the present, it has been intended that the figures of various items should be published 
in accordance with a model form. Does the British delegation propose that only one figure should 
be published ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very sorry I cannot answer that question off-hand 
as I have not the French text before me at this moment. The authorised text in this case is 
evid~ntly the·English text, because it is an English amendment and we drafted in English and 
not m French. The words are: "in a model form". No doubt the British had in contemplation 
the_ mode~ form p~esented by the experts. The budgetary experts have drawn up a model form 
which satisfied us m London, and we drew up these articles assuming that that model form would 
be accepted. As a matter of fact, as M. Massigli has pointed out, in certain respects the work of 
the bu~getary experts ought to be enlarged and we raise no objection. Therefore, if any change 
!>e desrred the new model form will be adapted. At present, the model form of this amendment 
JS the model form of the report of the budgetary experts. " . . . shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showing the actual 
total amount expended on land, sea and air forces . . . " The object is to reach the total amount 
expended on land, sea and air forces, but the form in which that is given is the model form drawn 
up by the experts. 

bee M. Sato Oapan). -· I think it .would be better to adjourn the question until to-morrow, 

I 
~lluse there appears to be some IDJSunderstanding, and I think the point requires reflection. 

WI speak to-morrow. 

The President. - . . . when we have the report. 

M. Politis (Greece). - . . . when we have the reports of both Committees. 

M. Sato Oapan). -Very well, then, I will give a brief expla~ation now and we shall vote 
to-morrow. ' 
he ~e first paragraph of the British proposal speaks of a " model form ". But we have instructed 

t dg~ry experts to draw up a model form for the limitation of expenditure and we have 
not yet gtven them any instructions as regards publicity. Will the budgetary e~perts' powers 
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be _extende~ to ena~le them to .~tablish a model form for publicity ? That point must be made 
qmte clear' otheiWISe the position of the Committee of Budgetary Experts will be somewhat 
confused. 

~ do not see any fundamental objection to the British proposal but I think this point 
reqmres to be made clear. ' 

• TdhehPresident. -When we have adopted the text we will give detailed instructions as 
regar s t e model. 

'thLtoh~d Cedcil
1 

(Bf ritish Empire). -Yes, I think it would be convenient for the experts to deal 
WI IS mo e orm as well as with the other. 

The President. - We will postpone the vote until to-morrow. 

The Commission rose at I.I5 p.m. 

FIFTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, November 25th, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

77. Discussion on Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions: Section II. - Exchange of 
Information (continuation): Articles DA* and DB* (continuation). 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH PROPOSAL. 

The President. - This morning we will continue the discussion of Articles DA * and DB* 
drawn up at first reading. 

I stated yesterday that it would be better to do without a preamble, and I understood that the 
Commission agreed with me on this point. We then proceeded to examine Articles DA* and DB* 
and the British amendment relating to them. 

At the end of yesterday's meeting there was a very interesting discussion between M. Sato 
and Lord Cecil. Some uncertainty still existed as to whether the budgetary experts who had been 
instructed to draw up a model form in respect of the limitation of expenditure, should also be 
asked to deal with publicity. Lord Cecil was of opinion that the experts should deal with both these 
questions, and M. Sato agreed with him; but no vote was taken. 

I think that we might perhaps vote now, as I hope I am right in saying that the Commission 
agrees that the Committee of Budgetary Experts should also deal wit~ publicity. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -To avoid any misunderstanding, 
I wish to state, on behalf of the Soviet delegation, that it will abstain from voting on all questions 
relating to publicity. The reasons for this attitude have been explained more than once by our first 
delegate, particularly in his last statement on November 2oth. 

The President. - I will not re-read the British proposal. Will those who are in favour of 
it kindly signify their assent by a show of hands ? 

The British proposal was adopted by twenty-one v_otes. 

78. Discussion on Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions: Section III. - Derogations: 
Article XA. - Procedure. 

First Reading. 

(British Draft.) 
The provisions of the present Convention 

shall not prevent any of the High Contractin_g 
Parties from increasing its land, naval or a1r 
armaments beyond the agreed figures: 

{I) If a war in which it is a belligerent 
has broken out; or · 

(French Draft.) 
If one of the High Contracting Parties is 

compelled by the unjustified aggression of 
another Power to resort to the measures of 
mobilisation referred to in ArticleD (Chapter 
I), it shall immediately inform ~he Secretary
General of the League of Nations and shall 



(British Draft) (cont.) 

(2) If it is threatened with a rebellion, 
or 

(3) If this increase is effected with the 
consent of the Council of the League of 
Nations. 

Notice to all the other High Contracting 
· Parties shall be given by the Party increasing 
its armaments in pursuance of this article. 

Subject to any agreement to the contrary 
by the Parties to this Convention, a High 
Contracting Party increasing its armaments 
in pursuance of the first paragraph of this 
article shall, when peace is restored or the 
rebellion has come to an end, reduce its 
armaments to ~he amounts agreed upon. 

PROPOSAL 
BY THE BRITISH 

DELEGATION. 

The British delega
tion submit the fol
lowing draft, to replace 
Article XA (Deroga
tions) of the first
reading text: 

The provision of 
the present Conven
tion shall not pre
vent any of the High 
Contracting Parties 
from increasing the 
peace strength of its 
land, naval, or air 
armaments beyond 
the agree figures: 

(I) If it is faced 
with menace of 
organised rebel
~o~ or general up
nsmg; or 

(2) If this in
crease is effected 
with the consent 
of, and subject to 
any conditions 
laid down by, the 
Council of the 
LeagneofNations. 

Notice to all the 
other High Con
tracting Parties and 
to the Council of the 
League shall be 
given forthwith by 
the Party so in
creasing its arma
ments, together with 
a statement of the 
reasons for such in
crease. 

Subject to any 
agreement to the 
contrary, the High 
Contracting Party 

PROPOSAL 
BY THE YUGOSLAV 

DELEGATION. 

The delegation of 
the Kingdom of Yugo-. 
slavia-submits the fol
lm\--ing draft in lieu of 
the text adopted at 
first reading for Ar
ticle XA (Derogations) 

The provisions of 
the present Conven
tion shall not pre
vent any of the High 
Contracting Parties 
from increasing tem
porarily its land, 
naval or air arma
ments beyond the 
agreed figures: 

(I) !fit is threat
ened with im
minent aggression 
or if a wrongful 
act of aggression 
-has been com
mitted against it; 

(2) If it is faced 
with the threat of 
an organised re
b.e~on or general 
nsmg; or 

(3) If the in
crease is effected 
with the consent 
of the Council of 
the League of Na
tions and subject 
to all conditions 
specified by the 
Council. 

This possibility of 
increasing land, naval 

· or air effectives, in 
exceptional circum
stances, does not imply 

(French Draft) (cont.) 

ipso facto be released for the duration of the 
conflict from the obligations which it incurs 
under the present Co~vention. . 

If the High Contractmg Pa;ty IS a Memb~r 
of the League· of Nations, .1t s):lall remam 
subject to the general obligations of t~e 
Covenant and to the decisions of the Council. 
The Secretary-General of the League . of 
Nations shall be responsible for summonmg 
the Council as quickly as possible. 

PROPOSAL 
BY THE AMERlCAN 

DELEGATION. 

If, during the life of 
the present Conven
tion, a change of cir
cumstances constitutes 
in the opinion of 
any High Contracting 
Party, a menace to 
its national security, 
such High Contracting 
Party may modify 
temporarily, in so far 
as concerns itself, any 
article or articles of 
the present Conven
tion, other than those 
expressly designed to 
apply in the event of 
war, provided: 

(a) That such· 
High Contracting 
Party shall imme
diately notify the 
other High Contract
ing Parties of such 
temporary modifi
cation, and of the 
extent thereof; 

(b) That simul
taneously with the 
notification referred 
to in point (a), the 
High Contracting 
Party shall make to 
the other High Con
tracting Parties full 
explanation of the 
change of circum
stances referred to 
above. 
Thereupon the other 

High Contracting Par
ties shall promptly ad
vise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons 
for such temporary 
modification have 

PROPOSAL BY THE 
AMERICAN DELEGA-
TION AMENDED BY 
THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

If, during the life of 
the present Conv~n
tion, a change of cir
cumstances occurs 
which, in the opinion 
of any High Contract
ing Party, is such as 
to constitute a menace 
to its national secur
ity, the said High Con
tracting Party may 
modify temporarily, .in 
so far as concerns It
self, any article or 
articles of the present 

· Convention, otherthan 
those expressly design
ed to apply in the 
event of war, provided 

(a)Thatsuch High 
Contracting Party 
shall immediately 
notify the ·other 
High Contracting 
Parties and at the 
same time the Per
manentCommission, 
through the Secre
tary-General of the 
League of Nations, 
of such temporary 
modification, and of 
the extent thereof; 

(b) That simul
taneously with the 
notification referred 
to in point (a), the 
High Contracting 
Party shall com
municate to the 
other High Con
tracting Parties, and 
at the same time, to 
the Permanent Com
mission, through the 
Secretary-General of 



PROPOSAL 
BY THE BRITISH 

DELEGATION (cont.). 

increasing its arma
ments in pursuance 
of the first para
graph of this article 
shall, when the oc
casion for the in
crease has ceased, 
reduce its arma
ments tothe amounts 
agreed upon. 
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PROPOSAL 
BY THE YUGOSLAV 

DELEGATION (cont.). 

any modification in 
the obligation of Sta
tes Members of the 
League of Nations to 
C<;>~ply with the pro
VlSlons of the Coven
ant in case of conflict. 
. A party increasing 
1ts armaments in con
formity with the pre
sent article shall be 
bound to notify all 
the_ other contracting 
parties immediately, 
stating the reasons 
for the ·temporary in
crease. When these 
reasons ilo longer exist 
and the said contract
ing party has reduced 
its armaments to the 
agreed figures, it shall 
notify the other con
tracting parties of the 
fact. 

PROPOSAL 
BY THE AMERICAN 

DELEGATION (cont.). 

ceased to exist, the 
said High Contracting 
Party shall reduce its 
armaments to the level 
agreed upon in the 
Convention, and shall 
make immediate noti
fication to the other 
High Contracting 
Parties. 

~QPOSAl:. BY tHE 
AMERICAN DELEGA-
TION AMENDED BY 
THE SUB-CoMMITTEE 
(cont.). 

the League of Na
tions, full explana
tion of the change 
of circumstances 

. referred to above. 

Thereupon the other 
High Contracting Par
ties shall promptly ad
vise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons 
for such temporary 
modification have 
ceased to exist, the 
said High Contracting 
Party shall reduce its 
armaments to the level 
agreed upon in the 
Convention, and shall 
make immediate noti
fication to the other 
High Contracting 
Partie:;. 

The President._ - Section III consists of a single Article, XA. · 
T~e. texts before you are as follows: the French proposal, submitted at the first reading; 

the Bnbsh proposal, shown above, which replaces the proposal submitted by that delegation 
-at the first reading; the proposal of the Yugoslav delegation shown above· the proposal of the 
United States delegation shown above. ' 

Further, the Sub-Committee has agreed upon a text which is a slightly modified version of the 
American proposal. I should be glad if the Commission would take the amended American proposal 
as a basis of discussion. 

I ask M. Politis, who presided over the Sub-Committee, charged with the co-ordination of 
certain texts in Chapter V, to be good enough to explain that text. 

M. Politis (Greece). -The Sub-Committee which you appointed to examine and co-ordinate 
the various texts relating to the Permanent Disarmament Commission naturally had to deal 
with Section III, Article XA, relating to derogations, as well, because there is a very close connection 
between the powers of the Permanent Commission, as they will be submitted to you, I understand, 
to-morrow, and this question of derogations. 

There were several texts dealing with the question of derogations; the British delegation stated 
that it would withdraw its amendment and would agree to the American delegation's amendment; 
we also hoped that, as the substance was the same, the Yugoslav delegation would not press its 
proposal but would accept the American proposal. This text was examined and accepted by the 
Sub-Committee with certain modifications-namely, the addition to each of paragraphs (a) and (b) 
of a reference to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, to the effect ,that the various 
notifications, either in regard to any measure taken for the suspension of a particular provision of 
the Convention or in regard to exceptional circumstances which might have occasioned such a 
suspension, must be made to the Permanent Disarmament Commission as well as to the contracting 
parties. · 

The resulting text is perfectly clear and logical, and the Sub-Committee hopes that the 
Commission will adopt it. If further explanations appear to be necessary during the discussion 
I shall be happy to give them .. 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE YUGOSLAV PROPOSAL. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -The Yugoslav delegation withdraws its amendment to 
Article XA and will accept the American proposal, which it considers quite satisfactory. 

PosTPONEMENT OF DISCUSSION ON ARTICLE XA. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I rise on a question of procedure. I am do~btful whether 
it is desirable for us to discuss this until we have the whole scheme of the Sub-Comm1ttee before us. 
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:U. Politis has wry rightly pointed out that when we began to disc~ss the q?-estio!l of .the Pennan~nt 
Disarmament Commission we found ourselves inevitably drawn mto a discussiOn of the question 
of dero:,.cratious, because the two things hang together ~o very much. I rather doubt wh_et~er 
it is "ise for us to beeiu a discussion on derogations until we know exactly what the Commissio_n 
is e-oing to do with rekd to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. I should have thought It 
wo~d be better proc~dure to adjourn the discussion on derogations until we are able to see the 
whole propo.<;aJ.s that come from the Sub-Committee, and to judge them as a_ whole. I_f my ~olleagues 
on the Sub-Committee do not agree with me, I am quite ready to go on with t~e discussiOn, but I 
think, as a matter of convenience, that it would be better to take the whole thmg together. 

M. Politis (Greece). -On further consideration, I think that Lord Cecil is right. For the 
members of the Sub-Committee the position is quite clear, since they all know what has been done, 
but as regards our colleagues on the Commission who did not take P<l:rt in the Sub-Comrn!-tt~e's 
work, doubts may arise at any moment as to the exact nature of .this Permanent Commission, 
its powers, and the connection between its other attributions and those mentioned in the article 
relating to derogations. With a view to avoiding preliminary explanations, which would not be 
complete or very clear to the members of the Commission until they have the Sub-Committee's· 
te:\.i: and its accompanying report before them, it would be better to adjourn the discussion. In the 
end this will save time. · 

However, in order to avoid holding up our work, I propose a procedure which is somewhat 
different from our usual method. Instead of postponing our discussions until to-morrow-that 
is to say, until you have the texts before you-and thus wasting to-day's meeting, I suggest 
that, as proposed by Lord Cecil, we should adjourn the discussion on Article XA and should take 
Article H, the only one in the first section which was left outstanding at the first reading. In order 
to fi~ the second reading down to and including Section II of Chapter V, we might take the third 
reading of all these texts, leaving until to-morrow or the day after-according to whether we 
complete this third reading to-day or to-morrow-the articles dealing with organisation, Article IF 
which relates to the Permanent Commission, Article XA on derogations, the whole of Section IV 
concerning the procedure with regard to complaints and revision, which will be included in the 
documents to b~ distributed to you to-morrow, and, finally, Section V, relating to ratification, 
entry into force and denunciation of the Convention. 

Moreover, it is possible that amendments may be submitted to Section V; if there be any, they 
will ~ave to be examined, but, as an exception to our general method, we could begin the third 
reading of the texts adopted at the second reading down to and including Section II, after which 
we co~d comJ?lete the second reading of the other texts, and immediately afterwards, if necessary, 
the third reading; we could thus save time and complete our work more quickly. 

The President. -The procedure suggested by M. Politis is what I had intended to propose. 
I think with him that we can proceed at once to Article H. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BELGIAN DELEGATION TO INSERT A NEW ARTICLE. 

M. B~~rquin (Belgium). -I fully _agree with _Lor~ ~ecil's proposal, which has been supported 
by M. Politis and al?proved by the President. I think rt IS better to postpone the discussion of the 
proble~ of derogati~ns as a whole. However, I would remind the Commission that the Belgian 
delegation h~ subrmtte~ a proposal_ touching on this question, but which is of a strictly limited 
character: this proposal. IS as follows: · 

PROPOSAL BY THE BELGIAN DELEGATION TO INSERT A NEW ARTICLE IN CHAPTER V 
SECTION III (DEROGATIONS). 1 ' 

" Article XB. 
" The High Contractin~ Parties sh_all! as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures 

accepted b~ them under Article I ~ a limit for th~ total period of service which their annual 
continge~t IS compelled to serve, 111 so far as, owmg to a falling-off in the number of births, 
such .~n mcrease may be necessary to safeguard the rights conferred upon them by Article A. 

Nevertheless, ~hey may 1!-ot exceed the figure laid down in virtue of Article I as a uniform 
standard for the penod of service." 

M. Bourquin _(Bel~um). - We could perhaps discuss this to-day, because althou h it 
tspecialouc~ 0~ tderogations, It does not prejudge the solution of the problem but d~als wit~ one 

pom. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia) I s rt th B 1 · 1 
the amendment proposed b th B. -1 . udppl 0 

• e e gian proposa as to procedure· and also Y e e gian e egabon. · 

to a!;:~na~~;~s.ky (Unio~ 0~ Soviet Socialist Republics). -It is somewhat difficult for us 
amendments for ~he ~J!r~oie~~~g.ecause the Soviet delegation has not had time to draw up 

' Note l>y the Suretaruu. - This proposal is disCWIIIed at the sixteenth meeting. See page 
2

5
2

• 
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. Cou';lt Bernstorff (Ge~ny); -I have no objection to the proposed procedure, but I should 
hke.to pomt out that the exammatlon of the German proposal concerning publicity was postponed 
until the end of the second reading. 

79· Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives (continuation): Article H (continuation). 

Observations and 
Reservations. 

The second paragraph 
of Article H. has not 
been discussed in connec
tion with naval and air 
effectives. 

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

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

First Reading. 
In order to prevent the number of 

officers, warrant officers and ser
geants from exceeding the legitimate 
requirements of each army, the 
tables relating to land armaments 
mentioned in Article A above shall 
indicate a maximum number of 
officers, warrant officers and ser
geants which each High Contracting 
Party shall undertake not to exceed. 

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

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

Second Reading. 
The tables relating to land arma

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

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

In conscript ~es. the number of 
men whose service exceeds the legal 
period in force in their respective 
countries but is less than xl years, 
shall be shown for each High Con
tracting Party in the annual state
ments for which provision is made 
in Article lA of Chapter V. 

The,.tables relating to air arma
ments mentioned in Article A shall 
indicate, in the form of aggregate 
figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together, the maxi
mum number of soldiers who may 
have completed more than x1 years 
ofi actual service with the colours. 

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

Each country may, if it so desires, 
show for purposes of information, in 
a ·Special column in Publicity Table 
lA of Chapter V, the proportion of 
recruits not trained as defined in the 
national legislation who are em
bodied in the effectives of its armed 
forces. 

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

1 No~. - This figure will be determined 
by the duration of the longest period of 
actual service with the colours which is in 
force in the conscript armies of the High 
Contracting f. Parties at the time of the 
signature of the Convention. 

The President. -We will now pass on to Article H. The examination of this article, as 
regards naval effectives, was postponed until the second part of the Commission'.s sixth session. 
The Sub-Committee which was asked to draw up an acceptable formula, discussed several 
proposals, the last of which has just been circulated and is as shown below. 

SuB-COMMITTEE'S PROPOSAL. 

"Article H.- Naval Eflectives. 

" Between the third and fourth paragraphs of the second-reading text insert the following: 
" • The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate 

the total of naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned 
officers and men together. 
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" • It is understood that separate particulars will be furnished in the annual statement, 
for which Article lA provides, of the number of officers and men who have completed 
more than " years of effectivE: active service. ' " 

This proposal by the Sub-Committe~ was not :l:cce:pted ~y the -who_le Sub-Committee, ~ut 
only by a majority. The French delegation ~3.l! m~mtamed 1ts reservation at the first reading 
to the effect that it would only accept the lim1tation of the .num~er of o~cers an~ ~en of ~e 
land and air forces who have completed more than " years serv1ce prov1ded a sJffillar rule 1s. 
applied to naval forces. 

PROPOSAL BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION: VOTE ON THIS PROPOSAL. 

The President. - Since the wording proposed by the Sub-Committee does not satisfy 
the Soviet delegation, the latter has asked for a vote to be taken on its proposal. Consequently, 
before a decision is taken on the addition proposed by the Sub-Committee, we must vote on the 
Soviet proposal. 

I will now put to the vote the Soviet proposal which is as follows: 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION TO THE TEXT ADOPTED 

AT SECOND READING. 

"Article H. 

" Considering that the increase in the number of officers, warrant officers and seamen in 
general remaining in active service after serving for the full term required in their navy, above 
and beyond the existing proportion, facilitates the deployment of the naval forces in case of 
mobilisation and makes it possible, inter alia, for the navy to utilise commercial tonnage, the 
Soviet delegation proposes the addition of .the following paragraph to Article H: 

" • The tables concerning naval armaments referred to in Article A shall indicate 
separately a maximum number (r) of officers, (2) of warrant officers and seamen remaining 
in active service after serving the full term required in their navy. I The High Contracting 
Parties undertake not to exceed this number.' " 

This proposal was rejeeted by six votes against to one for. 

VOTE ON THE SUB-COMMITTEE'S PROPOSAL. 

The President. -. I will now put to the vote the Sub-Committ~e·s proposal. 

M. M~ssigli (France). -.I am oblige~ to maintain the views which I put forward in the 
Sub-Comm1ttee. I shall abstam from votmg and I would ask that the French delegation's 
reservation be inserted at the side of the article. 

The Sub-Committee's proposal·was adopted by twelve votes for to one against. 

So. Beginning of tlie Third Reading: Procedure. 

The President. - I propose that we should now begin the thlrd reading. 

M: Lou~atchar~ky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- It is understood that the Soviet 
delegation will have 1ts amendments ready for the Coffilnission to-morrow. • 

M. Westma!l (Swe~en).- It~ it would be advisable to have a text printed before we 
proceed to the third reading; otherwJSe we should be obliged to search the Minutes for the exact 
form of the texts adopted, and that would be no easy matter. 

The President. - In these circumstances, it would be best to adjourn the meeting. 

Sr. Appointment of Rapporteurs. 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I have one proposal which might be made with t 
difficulty .. Some of us have been thinking the Rapp?rteurs should be appointed as soon as 

0~ssiblJ 
as there will be a good deal of work to ~o. and, owmg to the rapidity of this Commission pwe rna ' 
~d~~~{- find do~rsetb· ~ompelled ~o discuss the report. I venture to propose we should appoiJ 

as.t hethlS an h . Ian as our apporteurs. I understand the former has some little doubt 
o w er e can accept. · 

1 
This term refers to ordinary seamen remaining in effective active e · f 

term of service in the navy of the country in which eftecti . s ~~ or a. term longer tha.n the compulsory 
ve active servtce JS the longest. 
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. . M_. Pol!tis (G_reece).- In other circumstances, I should have been very glad to accept the 
mVItation With which I have been honoured but unfortunately I am obliged to decline it as I am 
still in a stat~. of C?nvalescence and am not ~ell e~ough to undertake such a heavy task. i feel sure 
that !d· ~obian will be able to draw up a report which will give the Commission full satisfaction, 
but, m View of the enormous amount of work which it will entail, I suggest that we should add 
anothe~ Rapporteur and I venture to propose M. Bourquin, who has already given us proofs of his 
sound judgment and zeal. 

· M. Cobian (Spain). -I desire to thank the Commission for its further proof of confidence 
and to support M. Politis' suggestion. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium).- I wish to thank M. Politis and M. Cobhin,.but as I am a newcomer 
I doubt whether I am in a position to perform this task satisfactorily and whether, to use a term 
frequently e~ployed here, I can be regarded as a "trained reserve". 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -. I deeply regret that M. Politis is not able to accept the 
duty which we hoped to entrust to him, and I am still more sorry that his inability to accept is 
owing to his convalescence not being entirely complete. I am sure I voice the wishes of all my 
colleagues in hoping that that. period will be a very short one, and that he will soon be restored 
to the complete and admirable exercise of his abilities. The only thing that comforts me is his 
suggestion that M. Cobian should take his place, and I feel sure that we could not do better than 
appoint M. Bourquin to assist him. I am quite certain that if M. Bourquin's training is not 
sufficient now, it will be long before he has finished the report. 

The President.- Although we regret that M. Politis is unable to accept this duty, we are 
all very glad to note that M. Cobian and M. Bourquin have agreed to draw up the report. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I would remind the Commission that only the first paragraph 
of our proposal in regard to the first-reading text of Article I, Chapter I, was voted on; it was 
rejected, but the second and third paragraphs are still before the Commission. I would ask the 
President to be good enough to submit them to the Commission at the beginning of to-morrow's 
meeting. 

The Commission rose at 10.50 a.m. 

SIXTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Wednesday, November 26th, I9JO, at ].]op.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

s2. Discussion of the Texts proposed by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the 
Examination of Certain Parts of Chapter V. 

The President. -You will remember that, on Friday _last, we decided. to set up a Sub
Committee to undertake the preliminary examination of certam proposals relatmg to Chapter V, 
in particular Sections I and IV. . . · · Th ul 

This Sub-Committee held three meetings under the cha1rmanship of M. ~olitlS. . e res ts 
of its work are given in documents C.P.D.278 and C.Pp.279, 1 which contam respectively the 
report by the Sub-Committee and the texts proposed by it. . . . 

I think the Commission should be e:ctremely ~t.eful to the Sub-Committee for dischargmg 
the task entrusted to it so quickly and With such lucidity. . . 

P h M Politis will be good enough to add some explanations to the report which we have er aps . . . C . . 
received, and I will ask him to address the ommlSSiOn. 

STATEMENT BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE SuB-COMMITTEE. 

M. Politis (Greece). -You have before you the Sub-Committee's report, which has been 

distributed in documeJ?-t C.P.D.27b8: f f this report in order to facilitate the discussion 
I should like to g1ve you a n~ summary o 

f h · 1 h" h the Sub-Committee subiDlts for your approval. 
o t e artic .es w iC b th t the Sub-Committee had first to examine the various amendments 

You will remem er a · h · · · f p t Disarmament d t Art' 1 OA relating to organisation and tot e mstitut10n o a ermanen · . 
pCropos~ . o Thic e as the question whether.such a Commission should be set up and, lf so, what ommission. ere w . 
were to be its composition and funct10ns. 

• Nou by tho S•~•tariat. - See Annexes 3 and .f. 
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In the first place, the Sub-Committee natur~y c~msidered the po_ssible a~tivities of such a 
Commission. It was unanimously of opinion that tts pnmary duty-as, mde~d, 1t _mu~t norm~lly 
be for any such organ-would be to watch over the application of the Con~entwn whtch 1s now bemg 
drawn up, to collect information in regard to its execution, and to s~bm1~ an '!-nnual report to the 
parties concerned, the Council of the League and the world's pubhc-smce 1ts report would be 
published. 

This, then, would be its primary function. From the _first-r.eading tex!s, it appeared that 
the Commission might have a second duty-that of dealmg wtth ~omplamts. If_ one State 
complained that another Stat~, p~rty to the Convention, ~ad. not earned o~t. the arhcles of ~hat 
Convention properly, or had mfrmged, or attempted to mfrmge, ~he prov1s1ons of any arttcle, 
it must be enabled to state its complaint to some authority; and so 1t woul~ b~ necessary ~o have 
an organ to investigate such complaints, not as a court, but _as. a commtss!on _of en9.~rry-an 
examining commission. After investigating the case, the Commtsston would gtve lt!l optmon, and 
that opinion could then be utilised by the contracting parties in con~erring with each other upC'n 
the situation which had arisen as a result of the breach of the Convention. 

Again, when examining the article relating to derogations, the Sub-Committee considered 
that the Permanent Commission might undertake a third function. It recognised that this clause, 
although necessary, was of a very grave nature and that the suspension of the Convention, whether 
wholly or in part, in the event of a situation arising which endangered the safety of a country, w3:s, I 
repeat, an act which might become necessary, but which was none the less of the greatest gravtty. 
It would therefore be essential to delimit the cases in which this right could be exercised, to provide 
guarantees, and here again to have an organ competent to examine the situation and to give '!-n 
opinion to the contracting parties and, so far as they are Members of the League, to the Counctl. 
Here again the Sub-Committee considered that the Permanent Disarmament Commission would 
be the most suitable organ for the purpose. 

Fourthly, and lastly, in the event of the French delegation proposing-as it had announced
to supplement the general clauses providing for a revision of the Convention in exceptional 
circumstances, and of this proposal becoming an article of the Convention, it would be necessary 
for such requests for revision to be examined by some organ which would render an opinion; and 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission appeared to be the most appropriate organ. 

This completes the review of the possible functions of the organ which will have the. duty of 
watching over the application of our Convention. 

The Sub-Committee considered it essential to establish .such a Commission. It was unanimously 
of opinion that it was necessary to provide in the Convention itself for a permanent body having 
the functions, or at all events some of the functions, which I have just described. 

What would be the composition of this body ? 

On this point, the Sub-Committee was not unanimous. The minority was in favour of 
universal membership-that is to say, that all the contracting parties should have the right to appoint 
a member. The majority of the Sub-Committee, however, considered that an organ consisting 
of more than fifty members would be unwieldy, and that its duties would not be performed with the 
necessary despatch or elasticity. They therefore held that the Commission should have a limited 
number of ~embers, but that it was difficult, if not impossible, at the present moment to go into 
fu~er details, and to say exactly how many members this Commission should include and by 
which Governm~nts they should be designated. That is an eminently political question, which 
can only be dectded by the Conference according to the opinions expressed and the general course 
of the proceedings. 

Th~ S~b-Co~ittee accor~gly proposes that you should lay down in the Convention-to 
be preciSe, m Arttcle OA-the pnnctple that there should be a Commission with a limited number 
of members, and that their number and the States which will nominate them are to be determined 
by the Conference itself. · · 

A second question, relating to the composition and nature of this Commission was examined 
by the Sub-Committ~e, which unanimously recognised that, whatever the number ~f members and 
by whatev~r countnes they we!e appointed, they should not, strictly speaking, be Government 
representatryes, but should be mdependent and able to act according to their conscience and in 
the general mterests entrusted to them. 

Howe~e!, certain delegations:--for instance, the French delegation, which was good enough to 
agree. provistonally to. the~e. findings-made a reservation, asking that the question should be 
exammed later, as thetr ongmal preference had been for a Commission of an essentially technical 
character. 

· lpe remainin~ questions were n_ot difficult to settle .. The Sub-Committee unanimous! a eed 
that, .m a Convention such as ours, 1t was better not to establish a rigid procedure but thit ·f 
suffict~nt to ~y ~own general principles and leave it to the Commission to draw up its own r~e~~~ 
pr~ ur~, wh~hm the bo~nds of the Convention, whose execution it was to watch over and to 

~~: s~:u~~ ~~e~ak~~oe~~~a:~: c~~~~!~~~~e~~;un~~~;~~~~~:;~~~~ofhe~~~~::~.f~=t~~~! 
., 
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of voting, principles relating to procedur d 1 · 
the report, which would be the final t ft an the ~ction •. an?, finally, regarding the publication of 

The Sub-Committee has . ac a er e mvesbgation of a case by the Commission 
It has added to this article a ~c~o~dil}gly redrafted Article OA under the title of " Organisation ". 
I have just mentioned TheseeararenthnumArtb~rloffother texts expressing the various proposals which 

F · e rc es rom OA to OI 
or the same reason the Sub C 'tt · 

Information) This is Artl 1 IF -h.o~mi ~e proposes a new text for Section II (Exchange of 
It also s~bmits a new t~~t . '; ~~ p~Ir'(<bes for t~e collect~on and publication of information. 

just mentioned. m ec wn erogations) settmg out the proposals which I have 

. di~asd tdly! itn Section IV (Procedure regarding Complaints and Revision) the former Article ZA 
Is VI e m o two parts and has been redrafted. ' 

I under~t~nd that the French delegation has already submitted a text to su lement the 
gp· eneral prtoVID~rons at the end of. t~e Convention. This text mentions the subsidiafyP r6le of the 

ermanen rsarmament Commission. 
It w~~~si th~nd ~r the reulasdons for. which th~ Sub-Committee proposes a series of new texts. 

C t
. e g a 1 you wo examme them m the same order as that of the old texts of the 

onven ron, as adopted at first reading. 

DISCUSSION ON THE TEXTS PROPOSED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

k The President.- I thank M. ~olitis _for hi~ very clear s~atement. I propose that we should 
ta e document C.P.D.279 1 as a basrs of discussron and examine each article separately. 

" SECTION I.- ORGANISATION. 

"New Article OA. 

"!~ere s~all be set up at the Seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmame~t 
Com!l'rsswn wrth the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall 
consist of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the 
Governments of the following High Contracting Parties . . . (list to be drawn up by the 
Conference). . ' 

:· Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be 
appomted for x years but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

"They may be assisted by technical experts." 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- Might I say once for all, so as not to be continually making 
observations about translations, I take it that this is a very rapid translation into English and 
that it will no doubt be revised. There are several corrections which should be made. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- I was very much impressed by the French delegation's proposal 
that the Permanent Commission should be completely independent. Is it necessary to lay down 
in Article OA that the members of this Commission are to be appointed by the Governments of the 
contracting parties from a list drawn up by the Conference ? • 

Could not the members of the Commission be appointed directly by the Conference itself ? 
It would be just as easy for the Conference to agree upon the names of the members to be elected 
as it would be for it to designate the Governments which in their turn are to choose a representative. 

In any case, I think it is premature to exclude this possibility at the present stage, when we 
are discussing the various methods of constituting this Commission. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I understand that the words "Members of the Commission 
shall not represent their Governments " mean that they will not commit their Governments and 
will possess complete independence. For this reason, I think that we should mention a matter 
which is not referred to in any other article; I am alluding to the expenses of the Commission. 
In order that it may be completely independent, I think that the simplest thing would be for the 
cost of the meetings, the travelling expenses of the members and their technical experts, the cost 
of publications, etc.-which would not be very heavy-to be borne by the League. If necessary, 
it might be stipulated that the League will_ defray the expenses of its Me~bers and that non-Me~ber 
~tates will pay their own expenses according to. a ;;cale to be_fixed. Wrthout some such provrs10~, · 
rt would be impossible for the proposed CommissiOn to act mdependently, or even to act at all, rf 
it had not the necessary funds at its disposal. It might also be allowed to draw up its own budget, 
as it should be a practically autonomous organisation. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China~.- I should lik~ t? thank M. Westman for supporting the Chinese 
proposal in regard to the election of the Commissron and to make the followrng statement: 

The Chinese delegation had the honour of beir_rg represented on the Su?-Committee an_d t~ok 
part in the discussion of the various texts of Section I of Chapter V relatmg to the constitution 
of a permanent organ. 

' N oto by th• S•cr•lariat. - See Annex 4· 
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Before discussing the substance of the question, I ~ho~d li~ to ed_Press t~~ E:U~~n!o;~dla~~ 
co-operating with you in a task of such profound humarutanan v ue an one w IC. 

peac~. am well aware of the difficulties that still have to be overcome in regard to ~h~ orgfn;~atio~ 
and composition of the Commission; we shall ask the Conference for a pracbc so u Ion ° 
these difficulties. . · · f · ' that in After studying the Sub-Committee's report, the Chmese delegation IS o opm10n . • t 
order to ensure a fair settlement of the question and in particular to saf~guard the sovereign Y 
of States Members of the League, it is prude!lt ~nd lo~cal that. all the sign~ tory Stat~ s~o~~ 
be represented on the Commission. The prmc1ple laid down m the Turkish propos s o 
therefore be carefully considered. · · h f 

However, the majority of the Sub-Committee was in favour of a ~rna~ Commission; t ere ore 
the question for the Chinese delegation is: What method of nommabon would be the~ ~ost 
practical? We consider that the States must be designated by t~~ C~m.ference. The Comrmss~on 
which the Sub-Committee has proposed to you must be a semi-JUridical organ! whose workmg 
must be impartial. The members of the Commiss~on will not r~present therr ~overnment~. 
If the Commission is to be independent and stable It must be designated ?Y elect~on, and this 
election must be carried out by the Conference. Any one of the contractmg p~bes sho~~d be 
eligible as a member of the Commission, provided it fulfils one of the two followmg conditions: 

(a) Is a present or former Member of the League Council; 
(b) Whether a Member of the League or not, is in a special position in regard to 

disarmament, owing to its geographical situation, the size of its population and the extent 
of its territory. 
Why should we consider such a method of election unsuitable for the Commission ? I 

would remind you of Point Xr4 of President Wilson's message to Congress of January 8th, rgr8, 
which reads as follows: 

" A general association of nations must b~. fo~ed under specific cov:ena.nts. for ~he 
purpose of affording mutual guarantees of political mdependence and temtonal mtegrity 
to great and small States alike." 

and on February nth, discussing before· Congress the reply of the German Chancellor, Count 
Bertling, to the statement of allied war aims, President Wilson said that: 

" Each part of the final settlement must be based upon the essential justice of that 
particular case and upon such adjustments as are most likely to bring a peace that will be 
permanent; people and provinces are not to be bartered about from sovereignty to sovereignty 
as if they were mere chattels and pawns in a game, even the great game, now for ever 
discredited, of the balance of power . . . all well-defined national aspirations shall be 
accorded the uttermost satisfaction that can be accorded them without introducing new 
or perpetuating old elements of discord and antagonism that would be likely in time to 
break the peace . " 

I do not wish to refer to all the proposals before us, which all possess a technical va.Iue' 
but which, unfortunately, do not conform to the spirit of fairness which ought to dominate our 
great international work. Notwithstanding the goodwill of my Government and the fervent 
desire of our people to strengthen still further the ties of friendship which unite them to other 
countries, an international institution based on equal conditions would never be acceptable to 
my country. • 

I have no intention at the moment of critici&ing any particular method, as the Sub-Committee 
has decided _to leave that question to the Conference. If the Preparatory Commission is in 
agreement With ~e Sub-Committee's report, I shall therefore take part in the general discussion. 

I feel certam that all the difficulties we have encountered and which still lie before the 
Prepa~tory C?mrniss~on, wip. be settled in a satisfactory niann~r at the Conference. The sage 
who srud that It was Impossible for the most powerful man in the world to create a star did not • 
foresee the work of disarmament. 

China will_ al':'l'ays associate hers~lf with the generous efforts made in a field where the 
greatest goodwill lS necessary to achieve the results which we all desire. " In order to attain 
this object we will co-operate wi_th th~ peoples ~! the world who meet us on a footing of equality 
and _will go forward side by side With them. Those words are the political testament of 
President Sun Yat-Sen. 

Colon.el. Ali Khan Ria~i (Persia). - As regards the method of selecting the members of 
the CommiSSIOn, my del.egabo~, although it agrees with the principle of universal membership 
advocated by t~e '!urkiSh, Chmese .a~d F_im;ish delegations: c~msiders that since, for practical 
reasons, the maJonty of ~he Commission Is m favour of a limited composition, account should 
be ta~en. of a factor w~1ch h~ not yet been mentioned-namely, that the functions of that 
Commission may som~bmes he ~mts1de the international sphere and that it may be one day 
called ~pon to superviSe the nat~onal armaments of a country. This would necessitate, at all 
events m theory, absolute equality between the contracting parties. 

I agree .that the great Powers, whether Members of the League or not, have themselves 
more autho':lty than the rest put together and that, in maintaining the principle of e ualit 
~ey are entitled to perma~ent representation, if tf!ere is to be real disarmament, and if 'iccou~t 

taken of the support wh1ch those Powers can giVe to common action· but I do not a ee th t 
thhe. ohther Members of t~e Council have necessarily a right to be represe~ted on this Co~issio~ 
w 1c must be of a umversal character. ' 
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My country has always been a. faithful supporter of the League, of which it is a Member. 
It has ~een a Member of the Council for the last two years and hopes to remain a Member, but 
the c~mce of the Members of the Council depends solely on the goodwill of the Assembly and 
sometimes on the h~zard ?f eve~ts or ?f the vote, irrespective of the defensive requirements 
of ~oups of countnes 'Yh1ch, bemg netghbours, are directly interested in the maintenance of 
eqUllibnum between thetr armed forces. 

I ~onten~. t~erefore •. that the other members of the Commission should be appointed for 
a certam penod m rotation and that c?untries (whether they are members of the Council, or 
~embers C?f the Lea9lle• or not) belongmg to groups which have common militaryi'nterests-a 
hst of whtch countnes should be submitted to the Conference by a Committee of Experts-
should be trea~ed on a footing of equality. · 

More~ver, m the case of a grave emergency, the Commission would work in conjunction with 
the Council; and the _non-permane~t Members of the Council would naturally desire to be heard. 
The advantage of this system, which would make the Commission independent of the Council 
would .b~ that if certa!n other Po'Yers became ~embers of the League, the machinery of th~ 
Comm1~1C?n would contmue t? function normally wtt~out any disputes or the necessity for revision. 

Th1s 1s ;me.rely a su11gestion; but I reserve the nght of my Government to return to it at the 
Conf~rence tf, m all?catm% ~e s~ats on ~he <:~mmissio~. countries ~hich v?luntarily agree to a 
certam measure of mvesbgation mto therr military affarrs over a gtven penod are not given an 
opportunity of discharging this function in respect of other contracting parties during the next 
following period of the Permanent Commission's mandate. 

M. Fi~r:Unge~ (Czechoslovakia).-. Our.dele~at~on felt certain doubts in regard to this text 
and had ongmally mtended to make observations similar to those of the Netherlands and Swedish 
delegates; on further reflection, however, we consider that this text takes account of all eventualities. 
We fully realise the importance of restricting the size of this Commission, since it must be organised 
so as to be able to meet as often as required and to take decisions. . 
.. We think the Conference will be regardfull of all political and geographical considerations. We 

are, however, a little sceptical of the rule in this article that " Members of the Commission shall not 
represent their Governments ", although we fully understand the important reasons which led 
the Sub-Committee to emphasise the personal responsibility of the members. 

We are of opinion that the appointment of the members should be left to the respective 
Governments; first, because-for obvious reasons-the Council must be entirely eliminated, 
and, secondly, because the Conference will not be a permanent body. 

It should therefore be left to the respective Governments to appoint the members of this 
Commission in the case of resignation or death. 

The question of the expenses of the delegates also arises and will have to be discussed further, 
but it appears to us that the respective countries should pay their 'own members. We have not yet 
reached a final conclusion on this point, but we regard it as a secondary question. There are some 
other organs of the League whose members are paid directly by it and perhaps the same rule might 
apply in this case. 

You see, therefore, that after feeling certain doubts in regard to the text, I am now in favour 
of this article and I wished to explain the reasons. 

M. Colban (Norway). -The suggestion in the second paragraph of Article OA is a new 
one, and I doubt whether the Commission has had sufficient opportunity to weigh the arguments for 
and against it. 

I am prepared to accept the text before us and consider that as far as possible the Permanent 
Commission should be independent of the individual Governments. However, I hope that mention 
will be made in the report of the Swedish delegate's suggestion, with which I agree, and that the 
Conference will examine other methods in addition to the principle laid down in this text. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -In the _last statement made by 
its first delegate, the Soviet delegation expressed its views as regards the formal questions now before 
the Commission. · . . 

The true effect and value of the miscellaneous provisions in Chapter V depends entirely on the 
final solution of the problems of. disarmament adopted by t~e. Confe~ence itself. The Soviet 
delegation will abstain from votmg on the system of supervlSlon whtch has been proposed, 
especially as the draft drawn up by the Sub-Committee, of which M. Politis was chairman, has left 
all the important questions unsettled. · 

· I would add that the Soviet delegation is in favour of the idea of the complete equality of all 
countries in regard to the organisation of the proposed Commission. My delegation will reserve 
the right to state its views in regard to certain other sections of Chapter V. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- With regard to what has been said by the Swedish, Norwegian, 
Chinese Czechoslovak and Persian delegates, it is quite evident that, if we accept this paragraph, 
all thos~ questions will be open to the ~nference to consider. Therefore, I do not think I should 
be really justified in discussing the part1cular proposals that have been put forward. 

With regard to what fell from the ~etherlands delegate, may I say that th3;t matter was very 
carefully considered by the Sub-Comrruttee. They thought that on the whole 1t would be better 
to leave it for the present and to see how the <:ommissi.on was finally cons~itu~ed before entering 
into the question-which never has proved a difficulty m any of our organtsations-as to exactly 
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how the members are to be paid. They will be paid, no doubt, either by the coun~ries to which the 
delegates belong or out of some central fu;'1d-t~e I:ea?ue fund or a f~nd co_ntnbut~~ by all the 
contracting parties. I hope that is not a pomt wh1ch IS likely to be of senous difficulty, 1t has never. 

proved so in the past. · f hi b d I th" k "f 
I myself attach the very highest possible importance to the crea~10II: o t s o Y· . m I 

we can get that done it will be an immense step towards the orgam?at10n of the reduction 3:nd 
limitation of armaments. You will then have a permanent internabon~l bc;>dY always studying 
this question, always watching over the execution of whatever conven~10n 1s agree_d upon, a~d 
always ready to propose in?provements and p~rfections with regard to 1t. In my VIew, that Will 
start an entirely new era m the whole questiOn of armaments. Therefore, I attach enormous 
importance to it. · 

No doubt it is very important that the principle of the equality of States should never be 
forgotten and we must certainly make provision-or the Commission must-in regard to that 
principle: but I very earnestly hope myself that, in having regard to that principle, we shall 
not lose ~ight of the even greater importance of constituting a body which will be independent, 
vigorous, and powerful. I think that is what we want most of all, and, therefore, I personally should 
have some little difficulty in assenting to many of the proposals which have been made, because 
I am afraid that in practice they would mean a form of selection which experience has not altogether 
justified. I will not put it higher than that. Therefore, I personally am very glad that the 
Sub-Committee did leave it in this way for further consideration by the Commission. As the views 
of the British delegation were clearly stated before the Sub-Committee, and are stated in the report, 
I need not develop them on the present occasion. 

M, Massigli (France). - Like Lord Cecil, I will make my remarks very brief, since my 
observations in the Sub-Committee are mentioned in the report. . 

Although, as Lord Cecil pointed. out, the question is still open, I should like, in view of the 
importance of the problem, to state briefly the reasons why the French delegation advocated a 
somewhat different system from that proposed in the draft; it reserves the rig):lt to return to that 
system at the Conference. • 

We think it desirable that the members of the Commission should be appointed by the 
Governments. If they are dependent on the Governments-although only to a very smal). extent
the members of the Permanent Commission will not be likely to take hasty decisions. Since they 
will not represent their Governments, they will not commit them, but will merely give technical 
opinions and the Governments will be left to decide what political action is to be taken in regard 
to those opinions. Lastly, as technical experts, they will give opinions based solely on technical 
considerations, which are the only considerations they will have to take into account. 

These are the three principles underlying the French proposal and my Government reserves 
the right to put them before th~ Conference. ' · 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - The second paragraph contains the following phrase: 
" They shall be appointed for x years . . . " Does this refer to the term of office of the members 
of the C~mmission, so that they may be appointed in rotation, or does it refer to the duration of the 
ConventiOn ? · 

M. Politis (Greece). -The duration of the term of office of the members of the Commission. 

The President. -Note will be taken in the report of the observations made by the various 
members. 

Article OA was adopted. 
"Article OB. 

" The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary
General of the ~eague of Nation~, _within t~ree months. from the entry into force of the 
prese?,It Convent10~ to elect a prov1s10nal Pres1dent and Vice-President. 

Thereafter 1! shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

:· It may_ also, if summoned by ~ts President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases 
proVIde_d for m the _Present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made 
by a High Contractmg Party." 

Article OB was adopted. 
"Article OC. 

b . " Thf the Com~~ion shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the 
aslS o e prOVISIOns of the present Convention." 

full Dr. Mtr~ovi~ch (~ugoslavia). - This article provides that "the Commission shall have 
Cone;>n~f~n ~ ayTo ownh tits o""!'. Rulesd of Pr.ocedure on the basis of the provisions of the present 

. w a prOVISions oes thiS refer ? · 

M. Politis (Greece). -To ~ll the provisions of the Convention. 

of th~rCo~~~T~~~h (Yugoslavia). -I cannot see which provis;ons apply to the Rules of Procedure 
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Th Md ~?litis.~G{eece). -As I have already explained, the Commission will have several duties. 
~~e u Ie

1
s ~ e ~overne~ by the various provisions of the Convention-in particular, by the 

~ec Ions ~e atm_g to mfonnabon, derogations and revision. The Commission will have to take 
mto ~onsiderahon all those provi~ions when it draws up its Rules of Procedure. It will have to 
take .mto account all ~lauses which relate, whether directly or indirectly, to its existence and 
wm:kmg. If we had Wished: to explai~ this more fully we should have had to draw up a very long 
article ~nd the Sub-Committee considered this unnecessary. It was of opinion that a clause 
drawn. m_ general tenns was sufficient to indicate clearly the mandate mven to the Pennanent 
Commission. o-

Dr. Mar~ovitch (Yugoslavia).- I do not wish to add to the length of Article OC. I merely 
thought _tha~, It. would be bett~r ~o o~it the words " on the basis of tlle provisions of the present 
Convention smce the Commission IS to draw up its own procedure. However, I will not press 
the matter. · 

Article OC was adopted. 
" Article OD. 

"The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members 
are present. 

"Article OE. 
" Any ~igh Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 

shall ~e ~nbtled to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the 
Co~ISSion during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is 
considered. 

"Article OF. 
" Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. · . 
" All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the 

members present at the meeting. · 
"_In the cases provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats 

to national security) the votes of members appointed by the Parties concerned in the discussion 
shall not be counted in determining the majority. 

"A minority report may be drawn up." 
Articles OD, OE and OF were adopted. 

"Article OG. 
. " Each member of tlle Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 
any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is 
being examined by the Commission." 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands).- This article stipulates that" Each member of the Commission 
·shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any person heard or consulted who is in a position 
to throw any light on the question which is being examined by the Commission". I do not think 
it is our intention to give a member of the Commission, as the text appears to imply, the right to 
conduct an enquiry on his own initiative. I think it would make it clearer if we were to say that 
the Commission shall be entitled to hear or consult any person who is in a position to enlighten it. 

M. Politis (Greece). - No doubt is possible. Each member will be entitled to have any 
competent person heard or consulted, so as to enlighten the Commission. It is the Commission 
itself which will hear the evidence or opinion of that person and which will thus be enlightened on 
the question which is being examined by it. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -· I will not press the matter further. 
Article OG was adopted. 

" Article OH. 
" Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that in any report by the 

Commission account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if 
necessary in tlle fonn of a separate report. " 
Article OH was adopted. 

" Article 01. 
" All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions sp_ec~ed in each c~e in the 

present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be ~ommumcated to 
all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be 
published." 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -In Article OI it is stated that " all reports by the Commission 
shall . . . be communicated . . . ", and in Article IF, third paragraph, that " all reports 
shall be communicated forthwitli . . . " 

Would it not be better in botli cases to use the text of the second paragraph of Article IF: 
"The Commission shall . . ", as tllese reports are to be published by the Commission and 
not by the Secretariat. 

M. Politis (Greece). -Does M. Rutgers' observation refer to the fact that the word " forth
with " is not included in Article OI ? 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - It is stated that the reports s~ be ~ommu~ica~ed, but it 
is not stated by whom, and, in the second paragraph of the followmg article, which Isra better 
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shall b · ted by the Commission. It is nece5sary 
te.xt, it is stated that the report rteshcoallmmbum~~municated whether by the Commission 
in each case to say by whom the repo e c • 
or by the Secretariat. . . , 

M. Politis (Greece).- In this p3:rticular c!lse the word~g :s1~ s1~~F ft1 ~h:t~~:~~!~0~J 
reports will be communicated, and, m the ~bird paragra~ o IC h •? Obvious! by the 
the Commission's reports sha.11: be comm~mic.ated forthwi{h. t. ~y ~ .omt. ted that th~ method 
Commission. Moreover, in Article 01, which IS the ge!lera ar ICe, I ISs a . determined 
of effecting this communication in each c~e •. the que~tiOn of d3:te, fo~l et£", ~ll ~e mission to 
by the Rules of Procedure of the CommissiOn. This makes It poss1 e or . e om 
go into all the details of procedure. The text. merely lays down a ge~e~al ~le. . 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - If it is understood that the CommiSsion IS to publish the 
report I am satisfied. 

Article OI was adopted. 

"SECTION II. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

"New Article IF. 

" The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the infon;nation supplied 
by the High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League m pursuance of 
their international obligations in this regard. · . . 

" Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the mfo~atlon sub
mitted to it and on any other inform~tion tha~ may re~ch 1~ from an authonsed source 
and that it may consider worth attentiOn, shoWing .the situation as regards the fulfilment 
of the present Convention. . · . . 

" All reports shall be communicated forthwit~ to all the H1gh Cont;actmg Parties • 
and to the Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed m the Rules of 
Procedure of the Commission." · · · 
Article IF was ad~pterl. 

" SECTION Ill. - DEROGATIONS. 

"New Artirle XA. 

" If, during the life of the present Convention, a change of c~rcumstanc~ constitu~es, 
in the opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its natlo~al secunty, such H!gh 
Contracting Party may derogate temporarily, in so far as concerns 1tsel~, from any artic!e 
or articles of the present Convention, other than those expressely designed to apply m 
the event of war, provided: 

" (a) That such High Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other. ~igh 
Contracting Parties and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, of such t~mporary derogation, 
and of the extent thereof. 

"(b) That, simultaneously with the notification referred to in point (a), the 
High Contracting Party shall communicate to the other High Contracting Parties and, 
at the same time, to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary
Gener3.1. of the League of Nations, a full explanation of the change of circumstances 
referred to above. 

" Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly take concerted counsel 
as to the situation thus presented. · 

" When the reasons for such temporary derogation have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, 
and shall make immediate notification to the other High Contracting Parties." 

M. Colban (Norway). -I can vote for this article in the same sense as the British Prime 
Minister, who stated at the London Naval Conference that this stipulation was inserted in the 
hope that it would never be necessary to apply it. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - All the derogations have a 
common object-namely, to enable any particular State to cancel the whole Convention at a 
favourable moment, and thus nullify its value, which is small enough already. It is useless 
to add that a breach of the Convention by one of the signatory States will necessarily serve as 
a prete:ct for its infringement by other signatories. I must therefore declare that the Soviet 
del~ation cannot accept any system which, by means of articles providing for derogations will 
depnve the Convention of all value, and furnish a legal pretext for an increase in armaments. 

The President.- I think the whole Commission will share the hope expressed by M. Colban. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I just want to say that, if I construed the article as 
M. Lounatcharsky construes it, I s~ould certainly not be prepared to assent to it, nor do I think 
that an.y member of the Sub-Comrmttee would assent to it. We do not contemplate, and I do 
not believe 3;ny of my coD:eagues contemplate, that the object of this article would be to reduce 
the Convention to a nullity, or enable any contracting party to escape from its obligations 
~e suppose that this provision can only be put into force, or used, under very, very exceptionai 
circumstances. I share to the full M. Colban's aspiration that it will never be used, and I share 
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it with some confidence for I feel sure there is little likelihood of its being used if the Convention 
be adopted. 

If anyone reads. paragraphs _(a). and (b). and t}le par~graph that follows these two particular 
paragraphs, t~ey will see that It IS practically Impossible that these can be used lightly, or 
casually, or ~Ishonestly, and I am sure that no Power which consents to this Convention would 
agree to action. of that kind; if it did it would suffer heavily for it. 

M. Massigl~ (France). - I should like to support Lord Cecil's observation. It would be 
most r~grettable .if I~ were thought outside the Commission that, in drawing up this Convention, 
we _des~re to nullify Its v3fue. Any Government conscious of the importance of the declarations 
which It 11?-a~es a~d publishe~, and which desires to apply Article XA, must bear in mind, not 
~ml~ th~t It IS obliged to _no_tify the action which it takes, but also to justify that action and to 
Justify I~ before a Com~ss10n consisting of competent persons who are in a position to ask it 
for details and explanations, and if these are not satisfactory, to place it in an awkward position. 

To ~uggest. that thi~ article was drawn up by representatives anxious to provide a means 
of enablin~ their countnes t~ evade their obligations, is really to misconstrue the work which 
w~ are domg_ here. Surely, It was necessary to provide for grave circumstances which might 
anse. That IS the only reason for the proposed article. 

. M. Politis (Greece).- As Chairman of the Sub-Committee which drew np this text, I think 
. It my duty to confirm what Lord Cecil and M. Massigli have said. · 

.If you read the text you will see at once that this exceptional right granted to contracting 
P_arties cou~d not ~e used unless a State. were actually confronted with circumstances of excep
tio~al graVIty whtch endangered its national security, and that it could not otherwise assume 
so Important and grave a responsibility. . 

l am therefore convinced that, when M. Lounatcharsky said just now that this text would 
. fu:msh _a pretext for cancelling the Convention, he did not really comprehend the purport of 
this article. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - Perhaps I may be permitted to 
elaborate certain remarks made in regard to this article. 

The American suggestion regarding the original Article XA concerning derogations has been 
circulated and is reproduced at the. beginning of the Minutes of our fifteenth meeting.1 It is now 
before us in a slightly modified form. 

I should preface my remarks by the statement that the form in which this suggestion is 
couched is not motivated by our own concern. We have accepted in two instances-in the 
Washington and London Treaties-much more rigid fomiS of escape clauses. Our concern is to 
make the Convention, which we hope to write, generally acceptable, and, in the present Treaty, 
we are, as far as the United States is concerned, prepared to accept much more rigid conditions for 
escape clauses than any thus far suggested. However, it is obvious that the delicate problem 
of release from Treaty obligations is one of infinite variety, applying in a different measure and in 
different ways to nearly every country. It is clear that we cannot expect to embody in this 
Treaty provisions applicable to any one set of conditions alone. Furthermore, it seems to us 
that it is hopeless to seek to lay down in such an article, an itemised statement of all the various 
special sets of circumstances which would justify a country in seeking relief from its obligations 
under the Treaty. · 

Our point of departure is the belief-and we are convinced it is sound-that, when a menace 
to international security exists in the opinion of any people, no Treaty provisions will survive as 
against the imperious demands of self-preservation. Moreover, however carefully we draw up 
an itemised statement of the various sets of circumstances which would justify a State in seeking 
relief from its Treaty obligations, many of them would doubtless feel a genuine and understandable 
reluctance to bind themselves for a definite period, because of the unforeseen and unforseeable 
circumstances which might arise menacing their very national existence, beyond any prescribed 
in our list. Aside from the clearly foreseen factors and those I have referred to as unforeseen 
and unforseeable, there exists a third category-namely, definite apprehensions as to the future 
which cannot be entered in any Treaty. 

In view of these considerations, I feel the soundest course is to provide the broadest possible 
escape clause, and we feel that, by broadening the opportunities for escape, we shall, in fact, 
increase the probability of observance. In the first place, with its right of self-preservation fully 
safeguarded, a nation will feel more fully justified vis-a-vis its own people in laying down low 
figures for the duration of the Treaty. In the second place, they will be willing to undertake the 
obligations of this Treaty without specific reservations covering their national apprehensions. 

It may be objected that we are leaving altogether too wide a latitude to each country to 
decide for itself the circumstances under which it must be freed from its Treaty obligations, but, as a 
practical matter, we feel that no State would be likely, for light and frivolous motives, to ass'!-me 
the very heavy responsibility of upsetting a worldwide agreement, thus risking the oppro~:mum 
of an outraged public opinion. When, added to this, it is realised that every State must giVe m full 

• No16 by S11&1'1larial. - See page 238. 
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h' h · t · ffies its action to the other contracting parties an explanation of the reasons for ~ lC 1 J~S 1 causes would 
then I firmly believe that _we have such a check th~t ol ndlydthe.~_ost vitfs:~1 ~:~~~'::tions, were we 
induce it to take such actwn, and would surely be me u e ~ m any 
gifted with sufficient vision of the future to draw up such a list. . 

M Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I lim perf~ctly ready to. ad~J 
that when they drew up the text before us the members of the Sub-Comm1tte.e were amma e 
by the best intentions; but in the eyes of o?r delegat~on ~his section of Chapter VIS veb·~anger~~= 
and is unacceptable to the Soviet delegatiOn. I thmk It would be much better to a 1 e Y . 
general rule of absolute observance of the obligations.contracted ;_that would be a _mu~h su~er basis 
for the Convention. We should not provide for entirely exceptional cases of th1s c arac er. 

VoTE oN ARTICLE XA. 

The President. - In view of M. Lounatcharsky's declaration I am obliged to put this 
article to the vote. 

Article XA was adopted by twenty-three votes for to one against. 

Proposal by the Belgian Delegation to insert a New Article in Chapter V. -
Miscellaneous Provisions: Section III. - Derogations. 

" Article XB. 
" The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitle~ to ex~eed t~e figures 

accepted by them under Article I as a limit for t~e total peri~d of se~ce wh1ch their ~nual 
contingent is compelled to serve, in so far as, owm&" to a falling-off m the number of ~1rths, 
such an increase may be necessary to safeguard the nghts conferre~ up?n them by_ Article A. 

"Nevertheless, they may not exceed the figure laid down m VIrtue of Article I as a 
uniform standard for the period of service." 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -Our proposal provides for an exception to the ~ule of t~e limi~ation 
of the period of service. I desire to state at once that we have not the shghtest mtentwn. of 
decreasing the value of the ~rinciple of the limitation of the period ?f ~eryic~. I need not remmd 
you that the Belgian delegation was one of the first supporters of th1s hmitatlon,_ and I can assure 
you that it is certainly not the object of our proposal to detract from the practical value of that 
principle. · 

We have, however, to face hard facts, which we cannot ignore. I know that we have not 
met to discuss figures. I would nevertheless ask your permission to mention just a few, to shoVI;' the 
considerable decline in the birth~rate in belligerent countries during the war. As regards Belgmm, 
the number of male births in 1910, which provides the present contingent, was 90,149; by 1915, they 
had fallen to 63,483 and, by 1918, to 43,654; the births in 1918 will provide the 1938 contingent. 
If you compare the figures for 1918 and for 1910 you will see that there is a decrease of over 
so per cent. This is a fact I wished to point out. 

No Goverrunent can afford to overlook that fact. There is the difficulty. As regards effectives 
we have agreed on two rules of limitation: first, the rule in Article A, which limits average effectives, 
the maximum average effectives being determined by two factors-the size of the contingent and 
the period of service. The second rule is the limitation of the actual period of service. If the 
period of service be limited conventionally under Article I and if the contingent be reduced in· 
the proportion which I have just mentioned as a result of the decline in the birth-rate, some 
countries will have a shortage of effectives which may be so considerable as to endanger their 
national safety. . 

After careful reflection we considered that, in order to retain the full value of the rule for 
the limitation of the period of service, the most practical and the safest course would beto provide 
for a derogation, but of a strictly limited character. 

I would draw your attention to the fact that our proposal strictly circumscribes the application 
of the exception for which it provides. First, as regards cause; there is only one case, which is 
clearly specified, _in which an exception could be allowed to Article I-namely, a falling-off in 
the ~umber. of births. ~hat is a definite fact which can be verified by everyone, and there is 
nothmg arb!trary abo_ut 1t. We_ have also limited the _extent of our derogation by stipulating 
that the penod of service may be mcreased up to the maximum, but solely in so far as this increase 
may be necess~ry to safeguard the rights conferred upon States by the provisions of Article A 
fixmg the max1m'!m average effectives.. Moreover, it is provided that in no case may what has 
been called the umform standard-that Is to say, the maximum period of service for all countries
be exceeded. 

I think, ther~fore, that we have taken the necessary precautions to prevent any improper 
use of the exception. 

I woul~ dr<~;w your attention to what will happen if this proposal be not accepted. The 
Conference IS gomg to be held, and, at the Conference, the Governments will propose figures in 
regard to. the maximum period of military service. · 

It will then be ~ecessary for the Governments to bear in mind the state of affairs to which 
I have .called_ attention-namely, the very considerable falling-off in the number of births during 
a ~am pe~od. Unless the proposed safety valve be provided, they will ask for a maximum 
penod sufficie!lt to mee_t all the d~nger~ arising out of this situation. It must not be forgotten 
that the rnaxJmum penod of service will not only serve as a limit, but also as a magnet. This 
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rna:Umum will attract the Governments, who will be inclined to work up to it. This is a fact 
which I have already pointed out. 

. ~ am very anxious that the lowest possible maxima should be fixed in our Convention. If 
.thi_s IS to. be done we must take the necessary precautions; and I cannot see any other way of 
domg this than the way we have proposed. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE CzECHOSLOVAK DELEGATION •. 

~· Fierlinger (Czec~o~lovakia). - Everyone will recognise the justice of the arguments 
submit~ed by M .. Bourqum Il_l favour of his proposal, which is a logical consequence of fixing 
the p~nod of service. You will remember that we have already had a very interesting discussion 
on this matter, wh~n we endeayoured to show that countries having conscript annies were anxious 
to red~ce the pe~od of service t? the shortest possible time. But there are certain logical 
concl~sions re~ultmg. from the f~mg-off in the number of births; and in compensation for the 
resultmg deficiency, It would obVIously be necessary to raise the maximum to some extent. 

I shall therefore vote in favour of M. Bourquin's amendment, but think that it might be better 
to say expressis 11erbis: " . . . in so far as this falling-off in the number of births may affect 
the number of effectives in service fixed by the present' Convention". This wording seems to 
me somewhat clearer, but I will not press the matter if this is really what M. Bourquin's proposal 
means. 

M. Massigli (France). - When we were discussing Article I, I endeavoured to explain 
how Articles A, I and E, taken in conjunction would operate, and I referred to the problem 
which has been so clearly put before us by M. Bourquin. I should now like to say that, since 
France is in the same position as Belgium, and the curve of the birth-rate during the war in France 
was in precisely the same direction as in Belgium, my delegation fully supports the Belgian proposal. 
The problem with which the Governments will be confronted is a very grave one. They will 
have to choose between several different solutions, which it may perhaps be possible to combine. 
M. Bourquin's proposal offers us one solution, and I shall therefore vote in favour of the proposed 
text. 

As regards M. Fierlinger's amendment, this seems to agree in principle with the Belgian 
delegation's amendment, but I think that the latter is clearer. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- When we were discussing Article I, I brought this point very strongly 
before the Sub-Committee and I received the assurance that mention would be made in the 
report of the very grave objections to the present wording of Article I when it is taken in 
conjunction with the table in Article A. 

I therefore opposed the establishment of a uniform standard in addition to a maximum 
for each country, which woUld naturally take into account all the factors we are now discussing. 
The fixing of a common maximum might make it very difficult for some countries to reconcile 
the strength of their contingent with the period of service. 

That is exactly the problem which has been stated by the Belgian delegation. I entirely 
agree to the exception proposed by M. Bourquin, but I am not sure whether the best place for this 
exception is in the chapter dealing with derogations or whether it would not be better to insert 
it in Article I, which has not yet been finally adopted. 

In these circumstances, I venture to make the following proposal: Would it not be best to 
do away with the second maximum-that is to say, the uniform standard mentioned in paragraph 2? 
If that were done, all these difficulties would disappear. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DET-EGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -.I fully recognise t~e point and the difficulty ~hich 
M. Bourquin has pointed·out, and I qUite agree that so~ethmg ought to be do!le to ~eet tt. 

I am a little anxious about the actual form of his proposal. It leaves It entrrely to the 
contracting party in question. to say at. any moment that, owing to a declin~ of births, it is to 
be entitled to increase the penod of service. I understand very clearly from him-and, of course, 
1 recognise that-that in no case is the party to be allowed to increase the total number of effectives. 
He does not desire or suggest that. 

It is only the period of service that is to be increased, in order to enable t~e total number 
of effectives to be reached. That, of course, makes the proposal of much less Importance. At 
the same time, I have a little reluctance to give to any Power of its own ipse dixit the right to 
suspend the operation of one of the articles of the Conve~tion, an_d I should be very m?ch happier 
if M. Bourquin were prepared to accept an amendment mtroducmg the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission here as a safeguard against any unauthorised or improper application of the kind. 
1 am taking M. Bourquin's origi!lal form-_not "1th M. Fierlinger's amendment-and I would 
ask him whether he would allow It to read like thiS: 

" The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures 
accepted by them under Article I as a limit for the total period of service which their annual 
contingent is compelled to serve . . " 

And then, instead of " in so far as ", say: 

" . . . if the Permanent Disarmament Commission is satisfied by them, or by such 
High Contracting Party, that owing to a falling off in the number of births . " 
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And 50 on, so that it would depend on satisfying the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

I suggest that to M. Bourquin for his consideration and for the consideration of the 
Commis.~ion. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -I desire to thank Lord Cecil for reco911ising the justice of our 
proposal. Our object is quite clear. We are not in any way seek.m~ to evade the rule as 
to the limitation of the period of service but, on the contrary, to retam Its fuJ!. :value. We are 
prepared to submit the application of this exception to any control or Sl;lperviSI<?n. No doubt 
can exist as to our intentions, especially as we have made a proposal which has JUSt be~n sub
mitted to you and to which we shall refer later, providing that all disputes concemmg the 
interpretation or application of the Convention will be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice. This shows that there is no question of leaving th~ matter t<? _the 
discretion of the various Governments; on the contrary we court every possible supervision. 
I am prepared to agree that, when a country is faced with a situation such as that whic~ I 
described just now, and is compelled, or thinks it is compelled, to increase the period of service 
laid down in the Convention, it shall be bound to notify the other contracting parties and the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, as provided for in the section on derogations where we 
have allowed for cases of imminent danger. 

At the same time, I have considerable difficulty in accepting Lord Cecil's amendment in the 
form he suggests, for the reason that, in principle, he proposes to give the Commission, not only 
the right to be notified of, and to examine, the question, but also the right to decide. This 
would transform the character of the Commission and I could not agree to this for the reasons 
which I explained the other day in private conversation with Lord Cecil. I think that there 
might at a given moment be some overlapping between the powers of the Permanent Disarmament . 
Commission and those of other organs such as the League Council. I should feel some appre
hensions about allowing the Permanent Disarmament Commission to give decisions, but I am 
quite prepared to agree that if a country makes use of the right mentioned in the proposed text, 
it should be bound to notify the other contracting parties an4 the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. If the Commission .thinks fit to adopt the proposal which we have submitted 
in regard to the competence of the Permanent Court of International Justice, I am sure Lord Cecil 
will feel that all necessary safeguards are provided, since recourse will be had to a court of justice. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I am not opposed to the Belgian proposal but I should like 
to be sure that I understand it rightly. I followed M. Bourquin's statement very carefully and 
I take it that the words " as an exception " and " falling-off in the number of births " refer to 
the exceptional circumstances which he mentioned and not to a steady and permanent decrease 
in the number of births. 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE BRITISH AMENDMENT. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am much obliged toM. Bourquin and perhaps his suggestion 
would meet me. There is to be included, I understand, somewhere or other the substance of 
sub-paragraphs (a) and (b) of Article XA, and he also proposes to add to the Convention a 
genera': article requiring the appli~ation and interpretation of its terms to b~ submitted to the 
Court If anyone challenges ~ythmg ~one under it. With these two provisions I think you 
get a clear control by an outside body If there be any attempt to misuse the powers in this article. 

. M. Mas~lgli (Fran~e). -_The Permal?-ent Disar~l!lent Commission will have no difficulty 
m understanding the P?SibOJ?-• smce th~ pe_nod of servic~ IS ~ed by law and can only be modified 
by another law, the discussiOn of which IS bound to gtve nse to very full explanations. 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE CzECHOSLOVAK AMENDMENT. 

The ~re~ident .. - M. Fierlinger has withdrawn his amendment. 
No ObJec~IO~ havmg been. made to M. Bourquin's proposal, we can regard this as adopted 

by the Comm15510n; the question whether it would be better to insert this in Article I will be 
settled Ia ter. 

The Belgian proposal was adopted. 

84. Discus.sion ofthe Text proposed by the Sub-Committee entrusted with the Examina
tiOn of. Certain Parts of Chapter V (continuation): Section IV. - Procedure 
regardl!"g Complaints and Revision (Texts intended to replace all Articles 
in Section IV). 

"New Article ZA. 

Co " Tht. e ~igh Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this 
nven 1011 IS a matter of concern to all the Parties." 

New Article ZA was adopted. 
"New Article ZB. 

that ·~~~t~~rin/a~~ ~~~~f ~:!e:~~~t ~onv~ntti<?n: a High Contra<:ting Party is of opinion 
mam ammg armaments m excess of the figures 
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agreed upon or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the 
present Convention, such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the 
League, before the Permanent Disarmament Commission . 

. " ~he Co~mission, after hearing a represc:ntative of the High Contracting Party whose 
action 1s questioned, should such Party so desrre, and the representative of any other Party 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall present 
a report thereon as soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of 
the League. The report and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

" The High Contracting Parties shall take concerted counsel on the conclusions of 
the report. 

" If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of 
Nations, the Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such 
circumstances in virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations, with a view to ensuring 
the observance of the Convention and to safeguard the peace of nations." 
M. Westman (Sweden). - I should like to have confirmation of my understanding of the 

second paragraph of this article, dealing with a complaint made by one Government against 
another, the latter having the right to send a representative to plead before the Commission. 
I understand that this right to send a representative does not exclude the right granted under 
Article OE to a Government to send a member to sit at any meetings of the Commission during 
which a question specially affecting its interests is considered. I understand therefore that 
the Government would have two representatives: one to plead and the other to sit on the 
Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). - M. Westman's interpretation is quite correct. 
Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I think that there is an omission in the second paragraph 

of Article ZB. I do not know whether this is intentional or not. It is stated that: " The 
Commission . . shall present a report thereon as soon as possible to the High Contracting 
Parties and to the Council of the League". Since the word "report" is used, it would appear 
that. the Commission has only to state the "facts of the case, whereas, in the third paragraph, 
it is provided that: " The High Contracting Parties shall promptly take concerted action on 
the conclusions of the report". In my opinion, the Commission should have the right to submit 
conclusions as to the complaint in question. I accordingly propose that the second paragraph 
should be drafted as follows:. 

" The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting .Party whose 
action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party, 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall give its 
opinion in regard to the complaint in question and shall, as soon as possible, present a 
report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League." 
This text makes it clear that the Commission's task would not merely be to give a statement 

of the facts, but also a definite opinion on the question. 
M. Politis (Greece).- The meaning of Article ZB is that suggested by M. Markovitch. This 

is shown not only by the explanation given in the report and the verbal explanations which 
I had the honour to submit at the beginning of this meeting, but also by the following paragraph 
which deals with conclusions. The reason the text was drafted in this manner-which is 
possibly imperfect-was to provide greater elasticity and to avoid going into details which might 
have been inconvenient to some of the delegations. But there is no doubt as to the meaning. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I am satisfied with M. Politis' explanation. 
Article ZB was adopted. 
The President. - As some amendments to Section V (Ratification, Entry into Force, 

. Denunciation) have not yet been submitted, I will adjourn the discussion of this question until 
to-morrow. 

Bs. 

The Commission rose at 6 p.m. 

SEVENTEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Thursday, November 27th, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

Discussion on Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions (continuation): Section V. -
Ratification, Entry into Force, Denunciation. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BELGIAN DELEGATION TO INSERT A NEW ARTICLE AMONG 
THE FINAL PROVISIONS. 

" The Belgian delegation proposes to insert among the Final Provisions of the Convention 
an article reading as follows: 

" • The High Contracting Parties agree to submit to the Permanent Court of Inter
national Justice all disputes concerning the interpretation or application of the present 
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Convention, unless they agree in any particular case to have recourse to some other 
judicial procedure or to arbitration.' " 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -I do not ~h_ink our pr?posal calls fo~ any le?gthy explanations. 
Yesterday Lord Cecil expressed some amuetr rega~ding the d~rogatlons wh1ch we are compell~d 

to insert in our draft Convention, and I share h1s anx1ety. Mani!estly ~e ~~st take st~p.s to avoid 
abuses, and I think that the best way to avoid them is to proVide for ]udicml. supems10n by an 
organisation whose impartiality is beyond question, and which is, so far as possible, removed from 
political considerations. . . . . . 

Our proposal, which provides that disputes concernmg e1ther the mterpret~t10n or t_he 
application of the Convention are to be referred to the Perm~nent C_ourt of ~nte~atl?na~ J ustlce 
at The Hague, or, in any particular case, to some other arbitral tnbunal, 1s pnmanly mtended 
to prevent abuses from arising. · . · . . 

I admit, however, that it has also another rum-namely, to afford to countnes. wh1ch are 
unjustly accused of infringing the Convention the opportunity of justifying their action, and of 
doing so in the most effective manner. 

For instance, if my own country were accused of unduly increasing its armaments, I would 
wish to defend myself, and to do so in such a way that the atmosphere of suspicion which 
inevitably surrounds accusations of this sort should be entirely dissipated. For that reason, 
I would wish to be heard by judges. 

. I think that a country which could say to its accusers: "Let us state the case fully and 
frankly before a judicial or arbitral tribunal, whose decision I will accept in advance "-such 
a State, I say, would thereby give evidence of its good faith. I therefore believe that this article, 
which we submit to the Commission, offers a twofold practical advantage: it constitutes a check 
on abuses, and at the same time it affords protection to countries unjustly accused. I should 
say that there is yet a third reason of a more general and, if you will, of a more theoretical character. 
We all know that international life is in process of organisation, and it is admitted that, in this 
new process, the development of judicial procedure is playing a supremely important part. It 
forms indeed the natural pivot for the working of that organisation. 

In these circumstances, we should take every opportunity which offers to develop that idea, 
to propagate it, and better still, to assist countries to put it into practice, and it would be a sign 
of real progress if, in a Convention concerning armaments--i.e., concerning something which 
most closely touches the sovereignties of States-we were to. affirm the principle that, above 
all sovereignty, there exists a reign of law, and a procedure for judicial control; that would 
indeed be a step forward and it was one of the reasons which led us to make this proposal. 

M. Politis (Greece). - I heartily support the Belgian delegation's proposal and I would 
add a reason to those given by M. Bourquin-namely, that the clause which he suggests has become 
a common form in the last few years in all Conventions, and it would really be surprising if it 
were omitted from a Convention so important as ours. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I need hardly say that the United 
States Government is in very hearty accord with any movement to increase the force and authority 
of judicial procedure in the settlement of international difficulties. 
. In looking over the text of the ~elgian proposal, it has occurred to me that we might render 
It somewhat more clear and make 1t somewhat more acceptable to certain States. I do not 
want _to make a counter proposal, but I should like to read a suggested phrasing with the suggestion 
that 1t be referred to whatever Committee puts this Belgian proposal into final form for such 
consideration as it may be possible to give it. The suggestion I put down in these terms: 

" The High Contracting Parties agree that all disputes concerning the interpretation 
or application of the present Convention shall be submitted to the Permanent Court of 
International Justice or to any judicial or arbitral procedure which may at the time be in 
force between them." · 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I gladly accept tl'le wording proposed by Mr. Gibson. 
·~-., 

. Lord Cecil 93ritish E~mpire). -.I am entirely willing to accept that also. The only thing 
~ ~hat I. agree With M~. Gibson t!tat It !tad bet.ter go to the Drafting Committee to see whether 
It IS all nght from a stnctly technical pomt of View. I support in the warmest way M. Bourquin's 
proposal. 

The President. - The Drafting Committee will naturally have to give final shape to the 
texts we adopt. 

I?r. Markoyitch (Yugoslavia). -As. the Belgian proposal, which I support, is going to the 
Draftmg Committee, I ask you to consider whether the word " application " is essential to 
the text. 
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Everyone will agree that the interpretation of the Convention must be submitted to the 
Pe~anent Co~rt of International Justice; but as regards application, the Convention has already 
provided certam means of supervision in the shape of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

M. _Bourquin spoke _of t~e desire that a country might feel to justify itself in view of an 
accusation brought agamst It before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. That leads 
me to ask t~e following question: If a country which is justly, or unjustly, accused of infringing 
the Convention be requested by the Permanent Disarmament Commission to justify its action 
what will be the situation if it invokes the article we are now considering ? 'Which of the tw~ 
procedures will apply ? 

If the Commission is not prepared to discuss this question at the present moment, I ask 
that the Drafting Committee may bear it in mind. · 

~- P_oli_tis (Greece). -_The point raise~ by M. Markovitch is more than a question of 
draftmg; It IS an extremely Important question of substance. As was pointed out yesterday, 
the _Permanent Disarmamen~ Commission will not be a court; it is an organ, of a remarkably 
flexible character, which will not render judgments but only express opinions. It may be 
regarded as representing the role of an examining magistrate in the system of procedure which 
we are now considering. It is probable, and it is certainly desirable, that disputes will be 
regarded as settled when the Permanent Disarmament Commission has rendered its opinion. 
Still, we mu~t provide for cases where such opinions, having no obligatory force, are not accepted 
by the parties; the dispute will then become a suit at law, and we need a judicial or arbitral 
procedure to settle it. 

I therefore press for the maintenance of the word " application " in the Belgian proposal 
and ·I do not think it will produce any gap in our system. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I confess I am not wholly reassured by M. Politis' explana
tions. He seems indeed to contemplate a radical change in the system we have been elaborating. 
According to him, the Permanent Disarmament Commission will in reality be the Permanent 
Court at The Hague. I did not think that was the intention of our Commission. 

When a complaint is pending before the Permanent Disarmament Commission, and before 
that body has expressed its opinion, will it be open to the defendant country to invoke the 
present clause in order to set aside the opinion of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
which is alone competent to decide the question ? 

In any case, I would like an answer to the following question: Has the Permanent Court 
of Justice at The Hague the necessary competence to deal with military and political questions? 
For the questions will be of that nature; and I should have thought the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission was best qualified to resolve them. 

That was the ground of my hesitation. The word "application" appears unnecessary, 
since from that point of view we have the various arbitration Conventions, and the Covenant 
of the League, which may be invoked when a dispute arises between two parties. The word 
" interpretation " should therefore be sufficient. 

The President. - As M. Markovitch has not made any definite proposal we shall now 
vote on M. Bourquin's amendment, bearing in mind Mr. Gibson's proposal, which will be revised 
by the Drafting Committee. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I felt som~ doubts, similar to those of M. Markovitch, and I listened 
with great interest to his explanation of his apprehensions concerning the Belgian delegation's 
text. This is a very important question. If the text stand as it is, there might be a conflict, as 
M. Markovitch has pointed out, between the powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
and those of the Hague Court. 

I think the question has not yet been sufficiently studied and should be further examined 
before we take a decision. I am not sure how that can best be done, but perhaps the Bureau can 
suggest the means, either by appointing a com~~tte~ of. jurists, specialists in the~e questions, 
or in some other way. Once we have taken a deciSion It will become harder to alter It. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -. I hope my friend, M. Sato, will not insist ~n his I?roposal, 
because I really think myself there IS no danger such as he fears. I have been lookmg agam at the 
text of the clause we adopted with regard to the Permanent Disarmament Commission, and it is 
quite clear that the function of that Commission is to examine the facts and present ·a report 
thereon. There is no question of a controversy between any two particular States. It rna y or rna y not 
amount to that; but they merely present a report on the facts, and it seems to me there is a very 
great advantage, from both points of view, in having the possibility-as M. Bourquin has pointed 
out-of going to a judicial tribunal which will express a definite opinion as to wh~ther 
the Convention is being properly appl_ied or not. What I ~ould venture to suggest to_my fne~d. 
M. Sa to, is this: Suppose. we accept this ~ow on second rea~g: before we get to ~he third rea~mg 
of this item, there will be ample trme for all the JUriSts connected with the vanous 
delegations to examine the matter, and if there really be a difficulty on this question it can be raised 
later on. I prefer that course to referring the matter to another sub-committee, which means 
considerable delay, and is open to other objections which M. Sato is well aware of. 

The President. -· I also would ask M. Sato not to press his proposal, though I do not agree 
with Lord Cecil as to the possibility of examining the question further at the third reading-but 
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sim 1 because M. Sa to's observations will be mentioned. in the. repo~t, which will go to the 
Conlfeience, and the latter will therefore have an opportumty of d1scussmg them. 

M. Sato (Japan). - 1 am quite satisfied with Lord Cec~'s expl'!-nations ~egarding the 
possibility of a more careful study of this question during the _third readmg. I thmk, however, 
that it would be better to leave such studies to the Conference Itself. 

The President.- I would .remind the Commission,. to avoid any ~onfusion, thll:t the third 
reading will serve only for _the dis~ussi?n of certain amendments relatmg to exceptional cases. 
It will not be a general third readmg m the legal sense. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia).- There is no difference between us regarding t_he principle, 
only certain doubts regarding the text, as the wording causes some of us t? fear a conflict of ~o~ers 
between an arbitral tribunal, or the Hague Court, and the Perma~ent D1sarm_ame~t Comr~ns~1<~n. 
It is very important. to note. that we a~e agreed on the princ~ple of arbitration or JUdicial 
settlement; but we Wish to avoid any conflict of powers. I also thmk that a further study of the 
article will be necessary for that purpose. 

86. Procedure: Proposal for the Other Articles of Chapter V to- be examined by a 
Sub-Committee. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). - I take this opportunity of asking the President what 
procedure he proposes for the discussion of the ot~~r articles of Ch~pter I. Experience. has shown 
that it was an excellent plan to entrust the reviSion of these articles to a Sub-<:;ommittee u~der 
M. Politis' chairmanship, and its work has been of great advantage to us. Would It not be possible 
to refer the texts now before us to a similar sub-committee, or to the same Sub-Committee, and to 
provide thus for a further study of M. Bourquin's proposal ? In that case, we could now go straight 
on with the third reading, and, after completing it, proceed with the other articles. 

M. Holst! (Finland). - I support M. Fierlinger's proposal. There are other articles of 
Chapter V which will have to be examined in detail, and I agree with him that we might refer 
them to M. Politis' Sub-Committee. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- If I have understood Lord Cecil, he proposes that we should 
take no decision for the moment on the Belgian proposal, but leave it open to delegates to submit 
further amendments or new texts between now and the third reading. 

The President. - Accordi;ngly, M. Markovitch, if there are any amendments they will be 
brought up at the third reading. 

The Hon. Hu~h Wilson (United States of America). ·- The suggestion made by 
M. Fierlinger is a very sympathetic one to the American delegation, not necessarily in its application 
toM. Bourquin's proposal only, but also to the rest of the clauses of this Convention. It seems that 
if they can be studied in sub-committee before coming to the Commission it would certainly result 
in a saving of time. 

PROPOSAL BY THE GERMAN DELEGATE THAT ARTICLE EA BE DISCUSSED IN PLENARY COMMISSION . 

. ~unt Bernstorff (~rmany). - I have never objected to the procedure favoured by the 
maJ_onty. Nevertheless, 1t seems to me that Chapter V ought not to be sent to a sub-committee 

. ~ntil _we have ~d a public debate on Article EA. I think it is impossible to discuss that article 
m pnvate meetmg. 

The ~resident. - We must decide whether the articles of Chapter V are to be sent to a 
~ub-cormrut~ee-perhaps M. Politis' Sub-Committee-or if we are going to debate them now 
m full meetmg. · 

Lord Cec.il (British E_mpire). -I think there are two separate questions before us. First, 
what to do With the Belg~an proposal, and we must dispose of that according to the rule laid 
down_a few days ago. In regard to it there are several 'proposals; first, that the matter shall 
be adJo.urned ge_nerally; s~condly, that we should accept the principle of it now and leave to any 
d~Iegat~on the ngh~ to bnng up amendments on the third reading, if it be desired to have further 
discussiOn, and thirdly, th'!-t here and now it should be referred to a sub-committee. 

I _personally do not thmk anY: case has been made out for sending the proposal to a sub
com~mttee now. It may be desirable later on. I therefore venture to think that for this 
particular _proposal-~ am not dealing with the rest of the chapter-the best course is for us 
~o 1a.ccept It, as ~here IS a yery general agreement as to the principle; we can then leave to each 

e egabon the nght to bnng up amendment Iaters on if they think it desirable. 
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~he President. - :M:. Fierlinger had proposed referring the whole question to a sub
comnuttee; l;mt, as Lord Cecil h~ said, _we a~ agree i':l principle with M. Bourquin's proposal. 
It seems logrcal, therefore, to begrn a discussiOn of this text, and I do not even think that a 
formal vote will be necessary. · 

The second question to settle is whether the articles of the section under discussion are 
to be referred to a sub-committee. 

Count B':rnstorff (Germany). - I have no objection to M. Fierlinger's proposal, except 
as regards Article EA. 

The President. -The question is whether the Commission desires to refer the whole section 
to a sub-committee.- or if it is in favour of Count Bernstorff's proposal. 

·I!r· ~arkovitch (Yugoslavia). - Since the German delegate desires that one question 
contamed m Chapter V should be discussed by the Commission, I see no object in dividing the 
articles into two classes, one for the sub-committee and the other for the plenary Commission. 
I think we should do better to discuss the whole section in plenary meeting, and then send 
controversial questions and drafting points to a sub-committee. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I would gladly have agreed-if the Commission were of that 
opinion-that these questions should first be studied by a sub-committee; but, since Count 
Bernstorff desires a public debate, I have certainly no wish to avoid it. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Of course, I quite agree with what :M:. Massigli has said, 
but if any member of the Commission desires immediate discussion in public of these articles, 
he is entitled to ask for it, and personally I should not refuse it. I would, however, suggest 
to Count Bernstorff that no one doubts that the whole question must be discussed in full 
Commission, and the only question is whether we shall discuss these articles now or ask a sub
committee to draw up a text for that discussion. If Count Bernstorff wishes a discussion now, 
I personally do not want to oppose it in any way. As a matter of order, if these articles are 
ultimately to be referred to a sub-committee, I should have thought it would have been better 
to begin their discussion now. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). - I think Count Bernstorff's request is quite legitimate. 
I venture to make a proposal to facilitate our debate, from a technical standpoint. When 
we have discussed the articles which some delegates desire to have examined at once in plenary 
meeting, I will have a suggestion to make in regard to the subsequent work of the sub-committee. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - We have always maintained that sub-committees should 
only deal with technical questions. Article EA relates to a point which is purely and pre
eminently political-the most political question in the Convention. It would be a strange 
procedure to refer it to a sub-committee, and it might lead the public to suppose that we were 
afraid of discussing political questions before it. I see no reason why we should fear to debate 
this question in the light of day. 

The President. - This Commission fears nothing ! We have always spoken frankly and 
clearly, and we shall do so to the end, I therefore ask if the Commission is agreed to begin 
the discussion of Article EA at once. We can then decide whether to send other articles of this 
section to a sub-committee. 

M. Morfotf (Bulgaria), - After what has been said by previous speakers, I feel compe,led 
to offer a few explanations, as delegate of a country subjected to a special military system. 

It is clear that we have met to draw up provisions for submission to the future Disarmament 
Conference with the object of progressively reducing armaments to the minimum consistent 
with the national security of all countries . 

The President. - I regret to interrupt M. Morfoff, but before debating the substance we 
must decide on the question of principle. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BULGARIAN DELEGATION TO REFER ARTICLE EA TO THE CONFERENCE. 

M. Morfoff (Bulgaria).- It was the principle that I was going to deal with; I wish to move 
that this question be referred to the Conference itself. In these circumstances, I venture to continue 
what I was saying: . . . but this national security is relative. ~ndeed, all great things are 
relative in this world. If some are small, it is only because others are great; if some are weak it is 
only because others are stronger. Finally, a country is considered defenceless only because other 
countries are powerfully armed. 

I have willingly voted for all the clauses of the draft which will assist us in arriving at our goal; 
I have abstained from voting only in regard to certain articles which are incompatible with our 
military system, for I considered that these articles did not offer us the security laid down in 
Article 8 of the Covenant. But I was content to abstain, without discussing the question, and 
leave it to the experts to decide how a comparison could be drawn between our forces and those of 
other countries·which possess reserves and can provide ample armaments to ensure to us a degree 
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of national security, p-erhaps not equal to that of every other country, but, at any rate, compara-
tively acceptable. · . 

I adofted this attitude because I recognised that this was not merely a technical question, 
but one o great political importance-so great, indeed, as to bring it outside the sphere of the 
Preparatory Commission. For this question might lead us into legal discussions on the 
provisions of treaties, and such discussions are not within our competence. I then•fore feel that 
we should not approach this question of comparison, but refer it to the future Disarmament 
Conference. In support of that view, I would remind you that only yesterday the Committee 
which had drawn up the text of Article OA, . dealing with organisation, encountered difficulties 
and decided to refer the most important part of that question to the future Conference'. All the 
more, then, should we decide to leave the Conference to examine this Article EA, which deserves 
careful study, bearing in mind all its political aspects. 

Finally, I would say that our aim is national security, as laid down in .the Covenant of the 
League and a good understanding between all peoples. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). -I agree with what the Bulgarian representative has just said, all 
the more so because there are some countries specially affected by this article who are not represented 
on the Preparatory Commission. · 

· VOTE ON THE GERMAN PROPOSAL TO DISCUSS ARTICLE EA IN PLENARY COMMISSION. 

The .President. -.We ha.ve listened with great interest to the speeches of the Bulgarian 
and Turkish representatives. But we have first to decide on the following preliminary question: 
Does the Commission, or does it not, desire to discuss Article EA in plenary meeting ? · 

The Commission decided by nineteen votes against one to disc~tss Article EA in plenary meeting. 

87. Discussion on Article EA. 

Obseroatlons 
and Reseroations. 

The German delega
tion makes a general 
reservation with regard 
to Article EA, in view 
of the fact that the Draft 
Convention does not yet 
show whether certain 
fundamental conditions 
will be fulfilled; these 
conditions were formu
lated dnring the pro
ceedings at the third 
session of the Prepara
tory Commission and, 
without them, Germany 
could not regard the 
Convention as a first 
step towards general 
disarmament. In addi
tion, guarantees should 
be given that this first 
step will be followed, at 
suitable intervals, by 
other steps towards the 
progressive reduction of 
armaments. 

First Reading. 
Article EA. 

The !?resent C~nvention s~all not affe~t the te~ms of previous Treaties, 
un~er ":'~1ch certam of t~e H1gh Contractmg Parties have agreed to limit 
their military, naval or a1r armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to 
one another their respective obligations and rights in this comi.ection the 
present Convention being within these limits inapplicable between the' said 
Powers. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEG~TION. 

" Should read: 
" Article EA (First Reading). 

"'The present Convention shall not diminish th bli t• f · · 
und~ whi~h certain of the High Contracting Parties :a~e :;.:~~~~ li~~v;h~~ ~ll~bes, 
~~~gatl~~ra~~~~~~~~ :~~ ~oa.;:e~~i~~~.x.~d in relation to one another their respec~[J'~ 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION TO THE PROPOSAL OF THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION. . 

" Article EA. 
"Th . e present Convention shall not in an wa d" .. h h . . 

Treaties, under which certain of the High C ni / 1pmmi._S ht e obhgabons of previous 
o rae mg . arties ave agreeed to limit their 
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military, naval or air annaments and have thus fixed in relation to one another their 
respective rights and obligations i~ this connection. 

. " T~ zollowing Higl1 Contracting Parties . . . _signatory to the said Treaties, declare 
that ~he ltmzts fix_ed for their armaments under the presetlt Convention are accepted by them in 
rel~twn to the obhgatwn~ referre~ ~o in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of sttch obligations 
bezng for them an essent~al cond1t1on for the observance of the present Cot~vention." 

The President. -. We now have two proposals to consider: first, the Bulgarian proposal, 
supported by the TurkiSh delegation, to refer consideration of this article to the Conference and 
secondly, for the alteration of the text of the article, as adopted at first reading. ' 

_Do~s M. Morfoff desire to give the Commission any supplementary explanations in favour 
of his VIews ? . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I understood we were to have this discussion in order to 
enable Count Bernstorff to make a speech. I think we had better hear his speech. ' 

M_. _Massigli (France) .. - As~ am the'author of an amendment which, in part, reproduces 
the Bnbsh proposal, I destre to gtve some technical arguments in support of it. 

Both the proposal and the amendment are so clear in themselves that I doubt whether 
any commentary is really necessary. 

In the first place, I wish to make a correction of form, or rather of translation, in the British 
proposal; the words which we now propose "ne restreint en rien" are a better translation of 
the idea embodied in the English text. 

As regards the paragraph we add to the British proposal, I wish to state briefly our reasons 
for submitting it. 

We have just decided that the Permanent Court of International Justice may intervene 
in disputes arising on the interpretation or application of the Convention. Now the Court gives 
legal decisions; it decides according to texts; we therefore wish to ensure that the texts before 
.it shall be perfectly clear. Indeed, even if the Hague Court were not going to be concerned, 
our duty would be the same; the Convention we are preparing is .so important, it may involve 
such grave consequences for Governments, the obligations which it involves are so serious, that 
we are bound to do the utmost in our power to make its meaning perfectly clear. 

When the Conference meets, a certain number of Powers, including France, will submit 
proposals in figures for the limitatiOI]. of their armaments. These proposals will be calculated 
in relation to a given situation; they will correspond to a given degree of security. In deter
mining this situation, this degree of security, the regime which results from the strict application 
of the military clauses of the Peace Treaties forms an essential factor. 
. The amendment which I submit to the Commission is solely intended to make the situation 

clear and, by forestalling any doubts in regard to this or that provision of the Convention, to 
obviate the effects which such doubts might produce. By this text, the Powers concerned 
define the conditions under which they accept the figures for limitation to be inserted, in regard 
to themselves, in the Convention. It is a reservation, if you will, but one of which the other 
signatory Powers will be cognisant in advance, and which will thus become, for those Powers 
who submit it, an essential condition of the obligation they accept. 

I have nothing further to add. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -If I am not mistaken, we have three proposals before us: 
a French proposal, a British proposal and a proposal by the Bulgarian and Turkish delegations. 
. If the Commission desire to accept the Bulgarian-Turkish proposal-which is to omit 

Article EA and leave it for discussion at the Conference-! should be prepared to accept that 
course. In that case, we could say in the report that this question was so essentially political 
in character that the Commission thought best to leave it to the Conference. I have no objection 
provided that the Conference meets in the near future. 

I must, however, reply in a few words to Lord Cecil. I think that my desire to speak on 
this occasion was perfectly legitimate, since the article in question aims at excluding us perma
nently from the disarmament system. It is not surprising, therefore, that I should wish to 
state my Government's opinion. 

Article EA refers to the treaties of Washington and London, regarding which I have nothing 
to say. It also refers to Peace Treaties in which certain obligations well known to you were 
undertaken towards us. 

The Commission will remember that, in 1927, I made a general reservation in regard to 
this article. Since then, the removal from our Convention of certain fundamental provisions 
compelled me, in the spring of last year, to &s;;ociate myself defini~ely from the programme ~f the 
majority. Events which hav~ happen~d ~unng the present s~s10!1 have abundantly co~vmced 
me that this formal declaration was JUStified. In the draft, m tts present form, the tdea of 
genuine disarmament, as regards land armaments, only survives in the title. 

If the majority of our Commiss~on w~ml? only realise this deplorable r~ult of i~s fiv~ yea_rs' 
work, they would avoid placing this .artifictal_w<?rk, through ~1cle EA, ':ll rel~t~onshi.P With 
the earlier Treaties. It is true that, 1f the maJonty accept Arttcle EA, their decision wtll only 
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affect cotmtries who pralo
1
posek tothsign thertdra~; C~~;:;rbny. A~~Te ~~af~1~0~~t a;i~~~t t~~~~:~i On the contrary, I sh ta e e oppo um y 

Convention as a whole. . · h t G ent might be 
It may be that some delegates here are _under the rmpr~ss10n t a ~y ;vernm t would 

induced to accede to a Convention which, mstead of leadmg to genume rsarmamen ' would 
merely serve as a cloak for the actual state of the world's !and arm~~ents, orulde~; t;~:!~ount to 
make it possible to increase those armaments. That, m my opmiOn,Two f V ill 
renewing the German signature to the Disarmament clauses of the reaty o ersa es. 

I beg you, Gentlemen, to renounce any such illusions. 

As for the amendment which the French del~gation has )'!'st sub~itted, I wish to make 
the following declaration: You are all acquainted With the conditions 'Yhrcll t~e German <;>ov~rn
ment considers essential if this Convention is to be regarded as drschargmg the obligatio.ni 
incurred by other nations towards disarmed Germany. For many years past th~ officra 
representatives of Germany have lost no opportunity of repeating th~m. We consider t~at 
Germany cannot recognise anything as a first Disarmament Convel?'t!On unless the solution 
which it provides is just and equitable, and pays regard to the s~cunty of all Stat~. O!I~Y a 
few weeks ago, Dr. Curtius, the Reich Minister for Foreign Affarrs, repeated these condrtrons 
here at Geneva, and I myself have always spoken in the same sense. 

Accordingly, in estimating the value of the Disarmament C~nv~ntion, Ger~any will h~ve 
to consider whether it is calculated to realise, at length, the prmcr~les of panty of secunt~. 
The draft which the majority of this Commission has drawn up durmg the past five years rs 
very far from giving effect to that principle. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I have no desire to intervene in any controversial matter 
more than I can help. The big question ~ to parity rai~ed bY: the Gen_nan ~elegate seems. 
to be a matter which we cannot very well drscuss here. It Is obviOus that rf_panty, a;> he c.alls 
it, is to be attained, it can only be atta~ned ~ the :esult of car~ful ~nd anxrous consrder~ti~m, 
and it obviously seems to be a matter whrch will be discussed not m thrs Preparatory C?mmrssr~m 
but in a special Conference on the subject, if such a conference ever takes place. I did not nse 

·to say so much as that, but for two other purposes; first, to protest very earnestly against the 
statement made by Count Bernstorff, that the proposed Convention will not really amount to 
any limitation or reduction of land armaments. 

It is to me quite astounding that anyone who really has followed the proceedings of this 
Commission-any serious and responsible person not carried away by passion and prejudice
should have made such a statement as that. Let me remind the Commission, very shortly, 
what we have agreed to with regard to land armaments. ·We have agreed to a limitation of 
the total numbers; we have agreed to a separate limitation of the officers, non-commissioned 
officers and professional soldiers of every army. We have therefore agreed inferentially, and 
as a necessary consequence, to the limitation of those soldiers who are neither officers, non
commissioned officers noc professional soldiers in conscriptionist countries. I do not· see how 
a limitation of numbers could well proceed farther than that. We have further agreed to a· 
limitation, by budgetary limitation, of the total expenditure on armaments, including land 
armaments, and also specifically to limit the expenditure, in the more technical sense, on land 
armaments. 

I am quite certain that it passes the wit of man to arm a force unless money is available 
for that purpose. If you limit the money you limit the arms, and in my judgment-a judgment 
I have constantly expressed-! do not believe that there is any other effective method by which 
you can limit the armaments of a land force. It is for that reason that I have always been so 
warm a supporter-certainly of recent times-of that particular method. It does seem to me 
that, in the face of these facts, which are incontrovertible, to say that we have done nothing 
which can result in the limitation of land armaments is to make a statement which is absolutely 
devoid of foundation. 

The other thing I wanted to say was purely in regard to the technical aspect of this proposal. 
Count Bernstorff thinks only of one particular question-the limitation of land armaments. 
He should remember that there are other treaties in existence providing for the limitation of 
naval armaments and we, at any rate, being parties to those treaties desire very strongly that 
nothing should be done to diminish their effect. Therefore I hope that for that reason if for 
no other, we shall pass this article. ' 

' 
The French delegation h~ proposed an amendment to clear up what it conceives to be a 

doubt .as t? the effect _of t~e artrcle, and ~ do not gathe~ t~at Count Bernstorff is opposed to that. 
Its obJect rs to make rt qur.te clear that, rf t_here be an mfrmgement-let me take it in the case of 
ourselv~ or any of the pact;res to these Treaties-~though there is no likelihood of such a possibility 
-that If there be an mfnngeme~t ~f the Washmgton Treaty, or the London Treaty, we desire 
th_at that should be treated as an mfnngement of whatever is agreed to under the general Treaty of 
DISarmament. 

~am a little doubtful as to the actual phraseology which M. Massigli has proposed, and perha s 
he _will agree t~at the mat~er should be referred to the Drafting Committee for it to consider th~t 
pomt. The pom! I have a h~tle do~bt about is this. I may be wrong, but as I read his amendment 
rf there were qUite a small mfraction of one of those other Treaties-for instance the Washingto~ 
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Treaty-if there were some rel~tivel.y m~or infractio~, that would release the parties to those 
Treaties. fr?~ the whole of then; obligations under this Treaty. I am sure that is not what 
!'f· Massigh mt~nds, but ~ am a little afraid that would be the result. I hope he will agree to refer 
It to the Draftmg Committee, for the purpose of putting the limits which exist in those Treaties 
on the same footing as the limits which will be provided in this Treaty. 

If that be the principle, I do not think that our legal advisers will have any difficulty in devising 
a text on the subject. · 
. May I conclude by expressing my deep regret at the attitude which Count Bernstorff has been 
mstructe~ to assume. I. had hoped very much that, in this meeting, we should have had the active 
and pr<~;ctlcal co-opera~I.on of t~e German delegation in making as far as we could-and, granting 
the lrmits of practicability, which all must recognise at the present time-the best skeleton treaty 
for disarmament that is possible. I repeat, I had hoped very much that we should have had the 
constant co-operation of Count Bernstorff in that connection, and had suggestions made as to 
how this or that practical detail might be improved, and I am bound to admit that I do not think 
we have had very much assistance in that respect from him. I can only express my deep regret 
.and my hope that this does not mean a fixed and determined policy on the part of the German 
Government. 

. General de Marinis (Italy). - Our Commission was instructed to prepare a draft Conven-
tion which would enable effect to be given to the obligations of Article 8 of the Covenant; these 
obligations are related to those previously mentioned, in regard to certain Powers, in the preamble 
of Part 5 of the Treaty of Peace. 

The real question for us to consider, in my view, is whether our Convention fulfils those 
obligations ? To reply to that question we would need to be in a position to estimate the true 
value and actual effects of our Convention; but hitherto we have only had before us a 
skeleton of that instrument; the vital part, which will enable us to appraise the extent of 
disarmament, is still lacking, because in this Commission we have not, and could not have, 
discussed the figures. 

I therefore consider that the question now under debate should be left to the Conference. 
It cannot be decided here. I am so sure of that, that if this question is to be discussed I shall 
refrain from speaking; and if the Commission votes upon it I shall abstain. 

M. Massigli (France).- Lord Cecil has perfectly understood me. We agree that the Drafting 
· Committee should examine my amendment, so far as concerns its form. What I regard as essential 

is that the idea contained in it should appear in the Convention. 
While fully appreciating General de Marinis' reasons for wishing us to refer a political 

discussion-which is certainly out of place here-to the Conference, I still think that the article 
in question-which is not new-must appear in our draft, because it constitutes an essential 
factor which the Governments'require to know in order to work out the figures which they will 
propose for the Conference. 

Count Bernstorff for his part has reminded us of his Government's arguments and has 
refrained from repeating them. For the same reasons I will not repeat or re-state the French 
arguments, which are well known to you, and which have often been stated here and elsewhere. 
I will only refer to one point. I was much interested to hear the German delegate just now use 
the word "security". I regard that as anacceptanceofaconception which the French Government 
has always defended, and I note it with satisfaction. · 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - I think that the Commission is inclined to refer this 
whole political question to the Conference. I do not oppose that course, but it is none the less 
necessary that we should declare our views, not with any desire to debate the political aspect of the 
question, but to define the starting-point of our work. We have adopted a doctrine-! refer to the 
recent resolution of the Assembly-which is the basis of all our work. I mean the doctrine of 
existing security, which is the starting-point of the disarmament obligations. Disarmament 
will be in relation to the security existing at the moment when the Convention is finally concluded. 

Now, one of the most important factors of security is the military system of the countries 
disarmed in accordance with the Peace Treaties. That is the one stable element--so long as the 
obligations of those treaties are strictly maintained. The other factors of security are constantly 
evolving, and often in an opposite direction from what might be expected when precipitate 
demands for complete disarmament are being made. 

The Polish delegation considers that the maintenance and the strict observation of the 
disarmament obligations incurred by certain Powers in the Peace Treaties of 1919 are prerequisite 
condition for the acceptance and maintenance in force of the present Convention by other Powers. 

I cannot accept the quite unjustified e_stimate of our wor~ ~hich we have just heard. !irs~. 
I would remind you-and here I agree With general de Marm1s--that the draft Convention JS 

merely a skeleton without figures. · 
But there is also another important aspect of this question. As an expert ~d as a soldier,. I 

would point out that, during the present session, we have accepted methods wh1ch affect certam 
vital aspects of armaments. We have encroached on the sphere of national defence. And I would· 
further emphasise the fact, of far-reaching importanc~, that this is the first time that the ~phere 
of national defence, hitherto. reserved for the sovereignty of States, has become the subJect of 
international regulation. 
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For these reasons I unreservedly support the text of the article, as submitted by th~ British 
ddegation, with the French amendment. As far~s its wordin~ is.concerned weca~ refer. It to the 
Draftina Committee in order that some trace of this debate, which IS !eally the startmg-pomt of our 
work, should, at any rate, remain in the text of our draft Convention. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I agree with the Frencl~ proposal and w~th the. views of 
that delegation concerning the political and legal aspect of the Disarmament question, as It relates, 
on the one hand to countries disarmed in virtue of the Peace Treaty, and, on the other hand, to 
Members of the League who have undertaken to disarm in virtue of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). - After my Polish ~nd ~ugosl~v colleag;tes, I desire a~so to 
express the view of my delegation regarding the necessity o~ msertmg an. article co:r~spondmg to 
the former Article EA at the beginning of Section V, I _entirely agree with the Bntish propo_sal, 
together with the addition (which we regard as essential) proposed by the French delegation. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I do not desire to prolong this debate, but in view of my 
very old relations with Lord Cecil, and that we have stood on so many platforms togeth:e~ and so 
often been of the same opinion, I always feel very sorry when he does not share my opmio~ and 
I have to differ from him. It is necessary for me to say a few words in this respect. Never m my 
life have I been carried away either by passion or prejudice on political questions. 

I would only like to ask Lord Cecil a few questions. Is it void of foundation that the sea and 
air armaments are to be directly limited and the land armaments not ? Is it void of foundation that 
budgetary limitation allows unlimited increase of armaments in stock from now on ? Is it void of 
foundation that the central force of all the continental armies, trained reserves, is to be left out ? 

I was particularly sorry to hear Lord Cecil say that I had not worked sufficiently with the 
Committee. In that respect I would like to say that for four years I have been of the most diligent 
members of this Committee. In the beginning I have always worked on the same side as Lord 
Cecil. If I have given up working with the Commission now, it is because, to my great regret, 
I had to realise that in this Convention which are now finishing, the question of land armaments 
is to be sacrificed to the question of sea armaments. That is quite an impossible view for the 
representative of a country whose interests are eminently land interests, to take, and one who 
.cannot possibly take any other point of view of disarmament. Land armaments are for us the 
chief !?art of the w?-ole thing. That is ~hy I have. absolutely nothing again.st security; only if 
there Is to be secunty there must be panty of secunty and security for all. 

M. Col ban (Nonvay). -· I am somewhat embarrassed by "the turn which the debate has 
taken. ! tho~ght that we ~ere ~iscuss~~ !he text of_ Arti~le EA; and n?~ we are engaged on a 
debate, m .V:hich I have n~ mtention of JOmmg, on a highly Important pohtlcal question. If I vote 
for_t~e Bntish_proposal With the Frenc~ amendment am I_t~ereby defining my attitude on these 
political questwns ? I am not sure. It IS the text of the Bntish proposal together with the French 
amendment-as interpreted by Lor~ ~ecil ~th t_he ass~nt of the French delegate-which is to be 
put to. the vote. But after ~he politlc~l disc~sswn wh~ch has now taken place, it is difficult to 
know if one can vote for this text which, Without this debate, might have been regarded as 
perfectly natural . 

. M. _Sato (Japan).- I think M. _C~lban's observation is perfectly reasonable. To give him 
s~ttsfaction I propose that the Commission shonld adopt the present text of the British pro 1 
With the French amendment, and to leave the political aspects to be debated by the Confefe~~e: 

. Lord Cecil (Bri!ish Empire). - I hope we shall not have any political discussions of this 
kmd anywhere. I thmk we ought to consider this and I wish to thank M c lb f ll" 
b k t th --• b" h" .' · o an orca mg us 

ac o e r~ su Jec~ w Ich w~ ought to be ~scussing-namely,. the desirabilit of this as a 
matter of draftmg of thlS Convention. Tomymmd youhavetosa onethi h y h · 
Conv~ntion to supersede other treaties or not? I thi~k you must kKow it is 'o~rt; :uoter~r.d Is :{:Is 
tr~ties. That muHst be done by a definite proposal of that kind, which must be mad~ in ~h= ~su~~ 
an proper way. ere we have merely to say what is to be the relatio b t h" · 
oth~r treaties .. It is in. that sense. that the British delegation desired ~0 ~;~efh~ IS c~fve~_twn anl 
It did not desrre to ratse any political question at all. The British IS rna er Iscus~e . 
of dr~fting. I hope we shall accept that and the French amendme :mlsendmbe~ts are only_ questions 
Drafting Committee. n a o, su ]ect to revision by the 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America) I · . 
American delegation. I propose to vote for the British am~nd ~Isei to. explam the. vote of the 
this vote will be on grounds having no connection with th ~en ·. Wish to make It clear that 
As thr, representative of a Power already definitely bou~:r~st~on which has be_en under discussion. 
that S<Jmewhere in our Convention it be clearly stated th ty wo navlal trea_ties, I a~ con~er~ed 
f<acr,. a our nava treaties remam a bmdmg 
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VOTE ON THE BULGARIAN PROPOSAL . 

. The ~r:esid~nt. -. What ~r. Colban said is perfectly correct and true, but we could not 
~v~:nd a pohtical discussion on this question. Fortunately it has been limited, and I think that now 
It .Js closed . 

. I put to the vote M. Morfoff's proposal, seconded by General de Marinis, for the omission of 
Article EA, as now worded. Mention will be made in the report of the discussion which has just 
taken place on that article. 

The Bulgar_ian proposal was rejected by twelve votes against to five for, with some abstentions. 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH PROPOSAL AS AMENDED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

T~e Pres~dent. - I now put to the vote the British proposal, as amended by the French 
delegation. It IS understood that the drafting of the text is reserved. 

This proposal, as amended, was adopted by fourteen votes with some abstentions. 

REFERENCE OF THE BRITISH AND FRENCH TEXTS TO THE DRAFTJNG COMMITTEE. 

·The President. - I propose that we refer the British and French texts to the Drafting 
Committee. . 

Agreed. 

88. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives (continuation): Article I (continuation). 

Observations 
and Reservations . . 

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

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

First Reading. 

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

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

Second Reading. 

(Discussion of the text adopted 
at first reading and of German 
proposal (document C.P.D.I74(1)) 
adjourned.) 

Texts drawn up at First Reading. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. 

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

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

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

The President. - We must now vote on the second and third paragraphs of the above 
German proposal. I would, however, obse~e that the second paragraph o~ t~e German amendment 
is similar to the second paragraph of Article I adopted by the Commission on November 8th. 
I would ask Count Bernstorff to withdraw his proposal concerning the second paragraph; we can 
then vote on the last paragraph only of his amendment. 

WITHDRAWAL OF THE GERMAN PROPOSAL. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I am informed that the two texts of the second paragraph 
referred to by the President are not on the same lines. As I said yesterday, I asked for a vote 
on my proposal because this question has now been formally. settled. ~or my p~. I have 
already said that, as the first paragraph of my proposal was reJected, I d1d not specially press 
for a vote on the other two paragraphs. In these circumstances, I have no reason to press my 
proposal, and I accordingly withdraw it. 

The President. - The question is thus settled and no vote is required. 
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Bg. Procedure: Discussion of Remaining Articles of Chapter V, Section V • and of 
Article AD: Reference of these Articles to a Sub-Committee. 

The President. - In order to leave the Drafting Committee time for its work, I propose, 
that the next plenary meeting should meet to-morrow afternoon. · . .. 

Lord Cecil (Briti~h Empire).-. I have no objection to that; but what has happened to the 
rest of Chapter V ? 

The President. - We will take that section at our next meeting. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -·We must ~e regular in our I?roceedings: Articl~ EA refers 
simply to the ~terrelatio.n.between o~~ Convenb?n a~d other treaties .. That IS <?ne p~mt. !hen 
follow the ordmary proVIsions-provisions contamed m every Conventwn-dealmg With ratifica
tion and the length of operation of the treaty. These ~re very imp?rtant matters, a?d there 
are other matters, but they are quite separate from Article EA. Iflt be thou~ht desirable to 
postpone those matters to another day I am quite content, but as we are gomg. through the 
whole of this Convention in second reading I think it would be better to deal with each part 
of it, after which we can begin the third reading. We can say that there are sol?e .parts 
which require further consideration and therefore that we. do n?t propose to deal ~Ith them 
immediately, but personally I think it would be better, in the circumstances, to adjourn now 
and take up the rest of Section V before we start a discussion on, for instance,- the German 
proposal, which is an entirely separate matter. 

M. Holsti (Finland). - I suggest that the remainder of Section V should be referred to 
l\1. Politis' Sub-Committee. 

The President. - That would be an excellent method. 

M. Sa to (Japan).- I wish to point out that we have not yet discussed Article AD concerning 
air armaments. We had reserved that article till we had taken a decision on Article ZD; but, 
as a result of the amendment adopted yesterday, the latter article has now disappeared, and 
we do not know what is to become of the principle laid down in the former Article ZD. Whatever 
may be decided on that point, the question raised in Article AD subsists and must be discussed. 

The President. -The Bureau had intended to propose that Article AD should be discussed 
at the end of Section V. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -· I would suggest that this article be referred to the Sub
Committee with the other articles, because there is an amendment to one of the articles in 
Chapter V (a French amendment, I think) which raises the very point originally raised in 
Article ZD. I should therefore think it would be better to consider it as part of Chapter V. 

M_. Sato (Japan). - I feel some doubt as to the proposal to send Article AD to the Sub
Committee which is to study the coming into force and the revision of the Convention. The 
m~ question raised by Article AD is not the revision of the Convention; it deals with a special 
pomt. We had reserved this question until we had decided on Article ZD, as it seemed easier 
to ex~e the two article;; in conjunc~ion; but now that Article ZD has disappeared-at any 
rate, m Its present form-It seems log~cal that we should discuss Article AD. 

M. Massigli (France).- I think M. Sato would be satisfied if we decided to discuss Article 
AD as soon as the Sub-Committee has reported on Section V . 

. M. Politis (<?reece). - vye must not be too formal in these matters. Article AD was reserved 
until ~e had deaded on ~Icle ZD. The latter article no longer exists, but the idea which it 
contamed has been embodied by the French delegation in an amendment to Section V We 
cannot the~~fore discuss Article AD until we have settled on the text of Section v. · 
. To facilitate matters! I_prop~se that we refer Article AD to the Sub-Committee on Section V; 
~ tha~ way the Comrmssio~ will ~ave ~ coherent text to discuss, and we may avoid long 
discussiOns. The Sub-Committee _will be m a better position to see if there is any connection 
betv.:een. the two tex~s. If ~here IS not, M. Sato's point will be fully met, for Article AD will 
~ubsiSt ~~~ a~db-WlColl be. discus~d by th~ Commission .. On the other hand, if a connection 

oes eXIS , e u mrmttee Will ascertam the fact and report accordingly. · 

REFERENCE OF THE ARTICLES DISCUSSED ABOVE .TO THE SUB-COMMITTEE PRESIDED OVER 
M. Pouns. · 

BY 

. The. Presid~nt. - I propose that we refer all these articles to the Sub-Committ~e which 
i:,1!:;;r~~do ~~t W~~~:. able chairmanship of M. Politis and will be strengthened by Count 



Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I would prefer not to be a member of that Sub-Committee. 

The Commission rose at IZ.40 p.m. 

EIGHTEENTH MEETING. 

Held" on Friday, November z8th, I9JO, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

90. Welcome to Dr. Benes. 

Th~ President. - We have much pleasure to-day in welcoming in our midst one of the 
great fnends and defenders of our cause, the Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs M. Bene5. 
I welcome him in the name of the whole Commission. We are happy to see him with us. We 
know the work he has done up to the present as President of the Committee on Arbitration and 
Security. . 

He has been good enough to join us for the close of our labours, and I thank him for doing 
so. I say " the close "; that may astonish you; but it is a fact that we are approaching the 
close. I believe that, in a week from to-morrow, we shall be at the end of our task, because 
we have done particularly good work latterly. We have worked with method, with the desire 
not to create confusion, with the intention to adhere strictly to the established procedure. The 
method we have followed latterly of referring matters to sub-committees is the best way of 
working. I am sure we shall conclude well before the date we had had in mind, because we 
have worked with a will, because we knew that the work on which we are engaged is a great 
work, and because we have avoided playing to the gallery. 

Dr. Benes (Czechoslovakia). - I thank you for your kind words. I will only say that I 
regret immensely that I was not able to be present at the beginning of your labours, but have 
arrived only at the end. But it will be a happy end-of that I am sure. 

91. Discussion on the German Proposal concerning Preparation for the General 
Disarmament Conference. 

GERMAN PROPOSAL CONCERNING PREPARATION FOR THE GENERAL DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 
BY FURNISHING DETAILED INFORMATION AS TO THE PRESENT STATE OF ARMAMENTS. 

" As stated at the opening meeting of the second part of the sixth session of the 
Preparatory Commission for Disarmament, the task of the Commission is to prepare as 
thoroughly as possible for the future Disarmament Conference. It is for the Commission 
also, therefore, to place the Conference in a position to form from the outset an accurate 
idea of the present state of armaments of all States. It is not sufficient to submit to the 
Conference the text of a draft Convention indicating .the methods by which the Commission 
proposes to limit and reduce armaments. To enable the Conference to apply a particular 
method, it must be furnished at the same time with accurate and complete information 
as to the present position of armaments. 

" For example, if the London Conference were successful, that was largely due to the 
document which was submitted to it on the day the Conference opened, containing complete 
and minute details as to the position of all the navies in question. This document served 
as a basis for,the work of the Naval Conference. 

" In the case of the navies, there were sufficient official sources for drawing up this 
document. That is not the case with the other armaments. The Armaments Year-Book 
of the League of Nations cannot fill this gap, since it has not at its disposal sufficient official 
sources of information, and the information which it contains is still much too vague for 
the special purpose of the future Conference. It is therefore for the Preparatory Comm!ss!on 
to prepare this indispensable information. With this object, the Preparatory CommiSSiOn 
should ask all the Governments that are to be represented at the Conference to supply 
detailed information as to the present position of their armaments. In order to e!la~le 
this information to be supplied from uniform standpoints, the Preparatory Comrruss10n 
should draw up model tables. 

"The German delegate proposes that the above suggestion be discussed." 

The President. -We are now about to consider, in the first place, the German profosal 
regarding preparation for the general Disarmament Conference by detailed notification o the 
present position of armaments. 

At the end of this proposal it is stated that: 

" With this object the Preparatory Commission should ask all the Governments that 
are to be represented at the Conference to supply detailed information as to the present 
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position of their armaments. In order to enable this information to be SUPJ?,lied from uniform 
standpoints, the Preparatory Commission should draw up model tables. 

We have, therefore, first to decide whether we shall or shall not adopt the principle of this 
proposal. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- I have nothing to. add t.o what is ~ontain~d in the docu~en1~ It appears to me quite essential that a Conference wh1ch Wishes to discuss disarmament t ou 
be informed as to existing armaments. I quoted the example of th~ London Naval Con erence 
in this document. I said: 

" If the London Conference was successful, that was largely du~ .to the document 
which was submitted to it on the day the Conference op~ned, co~tammg complete and 
minute details as to the position of all the navies in question. This document served as 
a basis for the work of the Naval Conference." 

It seems to me that· we ought to set about matters in the same way in the case of the 
Disarmament Conference. It is for this reason that I have made my proposal; but I have not 
submitted tables, because I thought it was not necessary to do so until the principle had been 
considered, It is on the principle that I now ask you to decide. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I welcome Count Bernstorff's proposal as embodying an idea 
which is very sound, though it may seem a trifle paradoxical, at this stage of our labours, that 
preparation should be necessary for the Conference. . 

It is certain that when we submit a draft Convention to the Council and to the Governments, 
our task will be far from being at an end. There will still be meticulous work to be done if the 
Conference is to meet, if not with every chance, at any rate with a good chance, of success. 

It will therefore be necessary to make very extensive enquiries of the Governments, and 
these enquiries will have to relate in part to the position of their armaments. 

Count Bernstorff very rightly quotes the example of the London Naval Conference. ·What 
happened at London.? The object of the Conference was known and clearly defin~d, ~nd. each 
Government came with its case ready within the limits of the programme. I thm~ •.t will.be 
extremely useful if each Government will again come with its case ready, within the limits which 
we are about to lay down. But, in the first place, I should not like the German proposal to. be 
regarded as limitative, or the Governments to feel that all they have to do is to supply inf?rmatl?n 
and figures in accordance with the draft Convention. In the second place, I see serious difficulties 
in the way of the Preparatory Commission itself asking the Governments for information, because 
that is not the Commission's business at all. We have been appointed by the Council for a 
precise purpose. We have to answer a number of questions. I do not know whether we have 
answered them all; but, at any rate, we are answering by a draft Convention. We may, at the 
sanie time, draw the Council's attention to the fact that there are other useful enquiries to be 
made; but I do not think we are qualified to put questions to the Governments, and I am sure 
Count Bemstorff agrees. 

All I understand, therefore, by Count Bernstorff's proposal, is that we are to draw attention 
in our report to the interest attaching to an enquiry of the Governments. How is that enquiry 
to be made ? To what will it relate ? I do not wish to limit or define it at the present moment. 
It will of course involve information and figures.. Possibly it will include other elements, and 
I wonder to what extent we should take up a position on this point. I think we should do well 
to confine ourselves to drawing attention to the question. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I am very pleased to find myself in complete agreement 
With M. Massigli. The essential point, to my mind, is that this question should be put to all 
the Govem~ents, ~nd that there should be replies to it; but I have some doubt as to the Council, 
because thiS question concerns also Governments which are not Members of the League. 
. ~t any r~te, I shall be glad if the Commission will take a decision on the principle involved 
m thiS questwn, and say whether at this stage such preparation is necessary. 

I s~ol!ld pr~fer. the Commission to express its opinion on this point here and now; but, if 
the m~Jonty_ thmk It would be better to inform the Council and let the matter go through the 
Council, I will defer, and we will express our wishes in the matter in our report. 

. ~rd Cecil (British. Empire).- I entirely agree with the proposal. Preparation of this 
kind IS absolutely essential, but I do very much agree with M. Massigli that it is only part of 
a great many other things of the same kind that will have to be done before the Conference 
can hope to meet successfully. Undoubtedly the Council-because it is the Council that names 
the _dat~ of the Conference-will have to take measures, before the actual work of the Conference 
!>egins, m some way or a~other. It seems to me that the best thing we can do is to call attention 
m our r~rt to thiS motwn of !he German delegation, and say that we recognise that preparation 
of that k~d, ~nd probably gomg much further than that, will be necessary; and that we hope 
the Council Will take the matter into serious consideration. Our Rapporteur could probably 
draft a paragraph to that effect. 

th t;· Sato (Japan). - As r~gar~ the principle involved, I have no difficulty in accepting 
e erman pr?posal. As detailed mfo~3:ti?n ~ possible is required for the Conference. 

as I ~~uld pomt out, ho~ever, that wh~le It IS quite true that in London we gave as full details 
pc"JSSI le of our warsh1ps, those deta1ls were· already known to some extent. We simply 
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confirmed or supplemented the information, in order that all the delegations there might have 
accurate data. 

Th_e position now is quite different and I am doubtful whether we can give such f~ details. 
Accordmg to the German proposal, the Commission, or the Council, would ask all the Governments 
to supply detailed information as to the position of their armaments. That is exactly the point 
that we are dealing with at present. . . 

~o take land. armaments, for example, information would have to be given concerning 
eff~cbves, a question that has already been settled, and concerning material, a question on 
whic_h, _on the contrary, we have not yet reached agreement, so that we cannot pass a resolution 
spec1fymg the exact scope of the information which all the Governments will be required to 
supply. . 

In this Commission, we must first discuss the provisions to be made in the draft Convention 
for publicity. Even when that point is settled, however, we cannot yet tell whether all the 
Governments will or will not accept the draft Convention. That we shall only know when w~ 
come to the Conference. Such being the case, how could we ask the Governments to give 
information regarding land material, to mention no other point ? 

While I fully agree with the object of the German proposal, I wonder what the Governments' 
attitudes will be in the matter. They will certainly feel very much embarrassed if this proposal 
be adopted. They do not know themselves what the Conference may· decide. 

At the same time, I should be prepared to accept this proposal if it were amended so that 
all the Governments would be asked to supply the Conference with such information as they 
might feel able to give. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - The German delegation's proposal should be thoroughly 
gone into. In framing any disarmament plan, we have to determine the basis, the starting
point for the whole of the work. I need not dwell upon this very obvious principle, which 
previous speakers have already mentioned. 

Moreover, I agree with M. Massigli and Lord Cecil, who share Count Bernstorff's view. The 
report should mention that the Commission agreed that the information referred to in the 
German proposal should be supplied by the Governments concerned, the Council being asked 
to consider the best means of obtaining such information; the Council would have to say whether 
it is necessary to call upon the Permanent Advisory Commission or any other committee that 
it may decide to set up for this purpose, unless it feels itself competent to determine the manner 
in which such information should be supplied. In any case the report should mention the 
expediency, I might even say the necessity, of obtaining this information. 

The President. - I would ask Count Bernstorff whether he agrees to M. Sato's proposed 
addition. · 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - Naturally we can obtain only such information as the 
Governments may <;are to give. If the Council thinks that it should ask the Governments for 
information, it will have to declare itself satisfied with the information it receives: it cannot 
go beyond that. The essential point is that the Council should make this request to all the 
Governments represented at the Conference. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - If I have rightly understood the position, the suggestion 
is to refer the German delegation's proposal to th.e Council, which will decide whether it is 
expedient to address such a request to the contracting parties. Or is the suggestion that we 
should agree to the German delegate's proposal and call upon the Council to lay it before the 
Governments ? I raise this point because in the latter case I should wish to submit the same 
reservation as the Japanese delegation, since we have not yet decided as regards publicity for 
material in reserve, and I think that we should be guilty of inconsistency if we decided against 
publicity for such material and, at the same time, asked for full information as to the present 
position of armaments. · 

The President.- We have now to decide whether the Commission is agreed on the principle 
embodied in the German proposal, and whether it is to be mentioned in our report, in order 
that the Council may consider the means of obtaining the information in question, in accordance 
with General de Marinis's suggestion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do not want a resolution passed as to the meaning of which 
we are not quite clear. I hope we shall say something of this kind in the report, though we 
cannot decide definitely before.we have seen the terms of the report. I think we should recite 
the substance of the German proposal in the report and say that no doubt information of this 
description-and much· else-will be necessary, and that we hope the Council will take steps 
to prepare for the Conference on these lines. I do not wish us to bind ourselves to saying that 
this particular information must be asked for ~rom the Gov~rnments. It is part of th~ gen~ral 
preparation that will be necessary, and that IS what I thmk Count Bernstorff has m mmd. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I quite agree with Lord Cecil that this should be regarded 
as a suggestion. 

. .. 
The President. -We are all agreed, and there is no need for any further explanations. 
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92. 
S b C ittee of Military Experts appointed 

Discussion on the Report 1 of the u - omm 
to examine Article IB (first reading text)· 

Owing to the various 
considerations brought 
forward by the Japanese 
delegation at the meet
ing of the Commission 
on April 21st, 1927. it 
formally opposes this 
proposal, and also the 
proposal of the German 
delegation opposite Ar
ticle TA (Chapter II). 

The Italian delegation 
agrees with the above 
remarks of the Japanese 
delegation. 

First Reading. 

(Netherlands Draft.) 
Each of the High Contracting Parties sh~~ prepar~ an annual stateme':lt 

of the number (weight) of arms and ammumtl?n and 1mplel?lents of war m 
service and in reserve in its land, nav~ ~nd arr forces d1stnbuted between 
the following twelve headings and ex1stmg on the date of December 31st 
of the preceding year: 

1. Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 

2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles and machine-pistols of all 
calibres (number); 

(b) Mountings for machine-guns (number); 
(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in Nos. I 

and 2 above (number). -
4· Gun-sighting apparatus including aerial gunsights and bomb-sights, 

and fire-control apparatus (number). 
5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a calibre less than 

5·9 inches (15 em.) (number); . . . 
(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers, of a cahbre of 5·9 mches 

(15 em.) or above (number); 
(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 
(d) Gun carriages (number), mountings (number) recuperators 

(number), accessories for mountings (weight). 
6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in No; 5 

above (number). 
7· Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges 

and other kinds of projectiles (number). 
8. (a) Grenades (number); 

(b) Bombs (number); 
(c) Land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, depth charges 

(number); 
(d) Torpedoes (number). 

9· Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus (number). 
xo. Bayonets (number). 
II. Tanks and armoured cars (number). 
12. Arms and ammunition not specified in the above enumeration 

· (number and weight). 

With a view to the exchange of information as provided for in the 
present Section, the statement laid down in the present provisions shall be 
forwarded to the Secretariat of the League of Nations before March xst 
of the year following the year to which it refers. 

The President. - I will now call upon M. Cobian, Ch.airman of the Sub-Committee of 
Military Experts, from whom we have received a report, and m case the delegates have not all 
had time to read that report, I would ask him to give us a summary of the results of the Sub
Committee's proceedings. 

M. Cobi{ln (Spain). -Everyone was agreed as to the difficulty and delicacy of the task 
which the Committee entrusted to the Committee of Experts, that task being to investigate one of 
the most thorny problems submitted for discussion in the Preparatory Commission. The experts 
embarked upon their task, as usual, with a full sense of their responsibility. They went thoroughly 
into the various questions, each maintaining his point of view firmly and without wavering. 

Real convictions, however, are always based on definite facts and rational considerations, 
so that it is always possible, as regards certain ways and means, to find some common ground which 
will enable the Commission to come to a decision on these grave problems. 

One question examined by the Sub-Committee was whether there was any great objection, 
from a technical or military standpoint, to agreeing to publicity for material in reserve and at 
the same time for material in service. ' 

As regards publicity for material in reserve, the Sub-Committee was divided: there was not 
actually a majority either for or against the proposal. You will find the arguments on either side 
better set forth in the report than I could reproduce them here. 

1 Note by the Secretarial. - See Annex s. 
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Wit~ regard to publicity for: material in service, the position was fortunately quite different, 
and I thmk I may say that, in principle, all the experts agreed that ¢.ere was no objection to the 
propo~al, _th~mgh some of them .regarded it as unnecessary and ineffective, and consequently saw 
no pomt m 1t. · . 

A table was prepared ,1 however, for publicity for material in service, and this table, subject 
to the reservations to which I have just referred, was accepted by almost all the experts, some of 
them expressing the view that it should be applicable also to material in reserve. 

Publicity as contemplated by the experts applies, it may be noted, only to land material; 
!he Committee having been practically unanimous in its opinion that it was unnecessary to extend 
It to naval and air armaments, though two or three experts made explicit reservations on 
this subject. 

I have the honour accordingly to submit to the Commission a table with the text of an article 
which I think I may claim expresses the views of the Committee of Experts as regards publicity 
for material in service. Various amendments to the table were also accepted. You will find them 
in the annex distributed with the report. If the Commission feels that a discussion and vote are 
necessary on the texts in the annex and on the table itself, we might first decide the question of 
material in service and then that of material in reserve, on which point the Sub-Committee was 
divided, so that we were unable to submit a draft resolution on the subject. 

One expert, moreover, suggested that, instead of publicity in terms of numbers for material 
in service as proposed in the table, we should have publicity in terms of the value of such material. 
The Sub-Committee felt unable to adopt this suggestion, and has referred it to the Commission. 
The latter thlli! has to consider two questions: the Sub-Committee's solution embodied in the table 
relating to material in service and the Japanese expert's suggestion concerning publicity in terms 
of the value of the material in service on the one hand, and on the other hand the general question 
of publicity for material in reserve, a question to be considered on the basis of the table which 
the experts regarded as applicable. As regards publicity for material in reserve, the Commission 
will accordingly simply have to decide on the principle, since so far as its application is concerned, 
the same table forms the basis for discussion. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - The table appended to the report of the Sub-Committee 
appointed to study Article IB contains a note to the effect that the different headings of the table 
are to be applied without change to publicity for material in reserve. I wish to draw the 
Commission's attention to the fact that the Belgian delegation's expert proposed that this note 
should be omitted. 

M. Cobi~n ·(Spain). - The Sub-Committee was practically unanimous in agreeing to 
publicity for material in service. It accordingly introduced the following clause before the 
table now submitted to you: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement under the 
headings given below, showing the number of weapons in service in its land forces and existing 
on the date of . . of the preceding year." · 
This is equivalent to saying that the table applies only to publicity for arms in service, 

but, as the report states, the three experts who drew up the table are of opinion that it can also 
be used for material in reserve. That was why it was decided to introduce a note after the 
words "shall prepare". The Commission will therefore have to decide a question concerning 
which the Sub-Committee has not submitted any proposal. The Sub-Committee, being composed 
of experts, did not feel competent to take a decision on the question of principle. Its task was 
to examine the question, and the result of its examination is the table now submitted to you. 
At the same time, opinion having been practically unanimous as regards _PUblicity for material 
in service, it is fair to say that the Sub-Committee suggests this table bemg approved for such 
material. · 

In my view the Commission will first have to take a decision on this table in relation to publicity 
for material in 'service. It will then have to examine the suggestion submitted by one of the 
experts on the Sub-Committee; that direct publicity (publicity of numbers) should be replaced 
by publicity in terms of value. Aft~r adopting one ~r _other of thes~ m~thods,_ and after adopt!ng 
or rejecting the table,_ i~ so far as 1t concerns pu~hc1tf for mate!'lal m seTVlce: ~he CommlSS1~>n 
will have to take a dec1s1on as to whether the table 1s or 1s not applicable to pubhctty for matenal 
in reserve. That represents the results of the Sub-Committee's work, and that, in my view, 
is what it remains for the Commission to do. 

The President. - I think that, as M. Cobian proposes, the Commission must first decide 
on whether it accepts the table for material in service. 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).-· I do not think we really ought to decide this_ question wit~out 
any discussion. I should have preferred somebody else to speak, somebody who IS better qualified 
than myself, but as no~o~y is_prepa;ed to do s~ I must m~~e a few o~se:vati?ns. . 

I think the Commtsston ts put m a very_ diffic~t posttlon by thts s1tuatwn. Owmg, ~rhaps, 
to unfortunate circumstances, I do not thmk this proposal of the Netherlands delegation has 
been properly considered by the Governme';lts concerned. . I ?-o not think many of us had very 
precise instructions from our Governments m the matter-It IS not the fault of the Netherlands 

1 Nou by the Secretarial. - See Annex 5· 
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· •t · th f It no doubt of a number of people whom it is now impossible to distinguish, 
~elter!~f~ i~ndem~elf in a considerable difficulty about it. I must say, with the. g[~atest r~speci t: the Sub-Committee, I cannot see much poi!lt in publishing details of matena ~n serv~ce; 
d t think it gives much information of part1cular value to anybody, because obv~ous!y 1t can 
b~ ~creased at any moment, or decreased, by putting material into reserve or t!lk~ng 1~ out of 
reserve, and I do not see great advantage in such returns. On the other hand, 1t.1s _ev1dent to 
anyone who reads this report that a number of Governments are. not prepared at thlS ror.e~t 
'to a to an annual return of weapons a?~ other arma~ents m reserve. ~ ought, t m , 
to ~uite frankly that after making enqumes, I have arnved 3:t the conclus10n th~t my own 
Government is-to put it mildly-extremely doubtful on the pomt, and theref?re, 1t seen:ts to 
me, this matter presents considerable di[ficulty. . I should be v~ry ~uch a~amst adoptmg a 
thoroughly inadequate list, such as the hs~ 3:pplymg onlY: to arhcles m serv1ce, because that 
would be treated as a decision of the Comm1sslon represenh_ng all that was nece.ssary, and would 
set up a false standard of the information which it was des1rable t? _have, and_1t would do harm 
rather than good. I am speaking as one who ~esire~ as m~ch pubhc1ty as poss1ble, and therefore 
I doubt whether the adoption of a list of arhcles m serv1ce would really be of any advantage 
at all. and it might be of great disadvantage. . . . . 

On the other hand, I think an attempt to adopt here, by a bare maJonty, a system wh1ch 
mavbe a great number of Governments are not prepared to approve at the present moment, 
a s}rstem of establishing publicity for articles in reserve and so on, would probably only make 
it very difficult for the Governments afterwards perhaps to take a different and a more enlightened 
view. 

I think the best thing we can do is to postpone the details of this table and leave it to be 
decided on by the Conference. After all, the principle on which we proceed right through our 
discussions is to avoid giving decisio~s on details. We have tried to lay down the general principles 
upon whicll disarmament ought to proceed, but we have almost always refused to go into details 
as to what exactly ought to be done. It seems to me that we might usefully point out that some 
table of the kind ought to be prepared, and that some interchange of information of this kind 
ought to be given. I would suggest that we could not de;> better than reaffirm, as applying to all 
the contracting parties, the general principles which now apply only to the members of the 
League of Nations. I would suggest that the best way out of the difficulty would be to recite 
in our report the substance of this report, set out this table and point out the considerable authority 
that was behind it and the various suggestions that were made; and put into our Convention 
an article to this effect: 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to interchange full and frank information 
as to the scale of their armaments according to Table . " 
[the blank to be filled in by the Conference]. 

I do not pretend that that is a very satisfactory solution, but it is the only solution that 
occurs to me as likely to obtain any real measure of support on the Commission at the present 
time. I feel that it is better to advance even a very little way than only to make a pretended 
advance which we might afterwards have to withdraw. 

BUDGETARY PUBLICITY: PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

. M. Massi~li (France). - I must confess that I, too, feel very much perplexed by the Sub
~ffi!Iiittee's ~eport. When a_ mere layman like myself reads an experts' report, he approaches 
1t ~th a desrre to find new hght, and even, perhaps, to find arguments at variance with those 
of his own e:xperts. In a w~rd, he_ wants to form a sound opinion. In this report, however, 
I have not discovered ·matenal which would enable me to form any opinion. I have found 
contradfctory views--very interesting views, it is true, but I find it very difficult to draw any 
con~lus10n from them. The only conclusion to be derived from them was indicated by Lord 
Cecil-namely, tha~ s~>I_ne measure. o! agreement h~d J;>een a';Tived at (w~th a number of abstentions) 
as regar~ ~he poss1bility o~ publi~1ty for matenal m serv1ce. But, hke Lord Cecil, I must say 
that public1ty for ma~en~l m se':"1c~ s~ems ~o me of ve_ry do?btful value, since we may say that 
the amount of matenal m semce 1s m stnct correlation w1th the number of units and there 
is nothing confidential about that. ' 

. What are we to do? I must confess that Lord Cecil's proposed solution-that we should. 
wa1t~oes not satisfy me any mo~e than it satisfies him, for I am sure that he really wants 
something more. I wonder: then, 1f ~e could not succeed in finding some other solution. 

I, J>l:rso~ally, noted w1th great mterest the Japanese expert's allusion to the possibility 
of publiCity m terms of .v~lue. T~e, an?ther e_xpert, of acknowledged authority, immediately 
declared that such ~ubhc1~y was, ~f ~ot 1mposs1ble, at all events difficult of achievement. Is 
!hat really the <;ase . Th1s Comm1ss1on was set up a long time ago, and we may be excused 
~f w~ have lost s1ght to so~e exten~ of _what has been done in the past. At one point, however 
1t did carry out ;tn exhaustive enqurr.y mto the question of publicity in terms of value, and ther~ 
was ~n experts rep?rt nun:tbered, lf I am not mistaken, document C.P.D.4o. 1 That report 
contam_ed some very mterestm& proposals. One delegation, however-! think it was the Italian 
delegation-regarded the headmgs proposed, of which there were seven, as too complicated. 

1 Note by the Seeretarial. - Sub-Commission B, Report No. III. 



-273-

Then the model statement, a somewhat summary statement, was prepared, which figures as 
document C.P.D.go 1 in our series of documents. I wonder whether we could not go back to the 
sche'!le originally traced by the budgetary experts. Could we not, I do not say revert to the 
headings that were proposed, but at all events re-examine the question, in order to arrive at an 
acceptable solution which would make it possible to obtain sufficiently detailed information ? 
If a solution such as this were adopted, I would willingly support it, on the understanding that 
an article to this effect might be included in our draft, the final solution resting with the Governments 
when they have ascertained the position of the work. 

. Such a solution would, in my opinion, offer a further advantage, in that it would facilitate 
the work of the Commission presided over by Count Bernstorff, which is to meet shortly after the 
close of our session. I refer to the Special Commission on the Private Manufacture of Arms, etc., 
which, before it can colllplete its own task, is waiting for us to settle the problem of State 
manufacture. The Assembly has definitely instructed the Secretariat to convene that Commission 
at an early date after the close of our work and, if we do not reach some solution, the Commission 

· on the Private Manufacture of Arms cannot get out of its present impasse. To sum up: If we 
adopt the principle of detailed publicity in terms of value and submit the question immediately 
to experts for examination, we might, within some measurable space of time, arrive at a positive 
solution which would also facilitate the work of the Commission on the Private Manufacture 
of Arms. 

I desire accordingly to submit to this Commission a draft article to this effect. It is simply 
a provisional text, the final adoption of which would be contingent on the Governments' exami
nation of the experts' conclusions. It would at all events indicate a desire on our part to achieve 
some progress. · The formula which I now propose is very similar to that which we have already 
adopted for the limitation of material. It is as follows: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations a statement, drawn up in accordance with a st~ndard model, 
showing by categories of materials the total actual expenditure in the course of the 
previous year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war materials of the land 
armed forces. 
It would provide further that the Governments would have to take a decision, after examining 

the report framed by the budgetary experts, who would be given an additional task, linked with the 
one already entrusted to them. 

That is my suggestion, in order that we may find some common ground for an agreement 
representing a real advance. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I wish to say a few words on Article IB inserted in the first 
reading draft at the request of the 'Netherlands delegation. 

I think that this question is ripe for discussion; it has been before us now for some years, and 
we have been able to study it at full leisure. When the article was submitted to the Commission, 
the latter referred it to a Committee of Experts, whom it requested to examine the table. The 
real point is that there should be a table, and I think that Lord Cecil feels the same. , 

As regards the Committee of Experts' report, for our own enlightenment it may be said 
that the table was accepted by them, and that they had no objection to offer. What shall we be 
doing if we insert in our draft Convention a textual copy of the sixth paragraph of Article 8 of 
the Covenant, adding that a table is to be prepared? Who is responsible for preparing the table, if 
not this Commission ? Will not the Council, when it has our report before it, be obliged to set up 
a Commission to prepare for the Disarmament Conference ? There must be a table, then I think that 
we should be failing in our duty if we did not draw it up. 

Moreover, there is no difference of opinion on this point; as the experts have raised no objection, 
the table may said to have been accepted, 

As regards the actual drafting, there is only a Belgian amendment, which the Committee of 
Experts does not seem to have discussed in detail, and this amendment, I think I may say, is 
not of capital importance, and does not affect any essential point. 

I think, then, that we can take a decision. 
I listened most attentively to Lord Cecil, and agreed with a number of the arguments which 

he adduced, but as regards the adoption of the table for material in service and in reserve, only 
one argument really matters, and that is that "the Governments will never agree to it". 

Why not ? Our Japanese colleague has explained why his Government would not agree to 
publicity, but his arguments were answered by Lord Cecil himself, when he referred to the sixth 
paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant: . . . . . 

I think, therefore, that the Commission can, and should, dec1de now to mclude public1ty for 
war material in our draft Convention, and should draw up a provisional table, since this is essentially 
in preparation for the Conference. Unless we do this, we shall not be preparing for the Conference, 
but shall be leaving that work to others. . . 

I do not think I need, for the moment, dwell further on the s1xth paragraph of Article 8 of the 
Covenant. It was discussed last week, and I fully agree with what Lord Cecil said then. 

I simply wish now to say a word_ in regard to M. Massigli's suggestion that we should draw 
up a detailed table for annual expenditure. 

On November 2rst last, we accepted a proposal to the following effect: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce 
its total annual expenditure . . . " . 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions (1927) Report, etc. 
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A Committee of Experts will frame the tables and model statements forpl!blicity of expenditure 
and such ex enditure must be shown in the model statell_leii:ts. That question. we _refer~ed to. the 
Committee ~f Experts, and it does not properly come wtthm the scope of th~s ?tsc_uss!On, smce 
document C.P.D.4o 1 relates, not to annual expenditure, but to the ~udget.ary limtt~hon o~ ~nnual 
e.-..: enditure, a question we have already discussed. ~at we are disc~~smg now IS pu~liClty _for 
m~erial, and what we have to decide is whether w~ are m fav~ur1 ?f pub~ctty for matte~I~l ~n service, 
or for material in service and in reserve; but neither ID:atena m service nor rna ena m reserve 
will be affected by the publication of t_he annual e~p~nd~ture. . . 

That was a separate question which ~- Ma~sigli rarsed, a question on which we are already 
. in agreement, so that there is no need to discuss It. . . . . . . 

Now, however, we are dealing with the que;;tton _of public1ty for ex1stmg matenal, an~ I 
feel that that is no mere detail, but a most essential pomt .. Vo(e can hardly say that ~e are gomg 
to hold a Conference for the reduction of armaments, that ex1stmg armaments are of no Importance, 
and that it is not necessary to ask for publicity. I hope the Commission will share my view, and 
will provide in our draft Convention for publicity for material in service and in reserve. I do not 
think we need accept as conclusive the argument that certain Governments would not agree to supply 

. the information requested. T~at argument may s'!'ay the Conference, which _can only adop! a 
Convention unanimously; but 1f we, who are preparmg for the Conference, subm1t proposals wh1ch 
meet with the Commis.~ion's approval, we may-indeed we must--hope that those Governments 
which at present cannot accept them will change their opinion and accept them when it comes 
to the Conference. 

M. Massigli (France). - I think my proposal differs considerably from what we have 
accepted up to now .. V!e ~ave_ limited t?e total actual expenditur~ for l~nd mat~ri_al, and·h~ve 
also provided for publicrty m this connection. What I suggest now IS detruled publictty according 
to headings, which is not at all the same thing. It may not be ideal, of course, but, as M. Colban 
pointed out, th~ question of ex~enditure is important, even from the point of vie'!' . of stoc~s, 
when one tonstders the expenditure on upkeep, renewal, etc. I see the Comm1ss1on trymg 
-without success-to find a solution, and I suggest a solution. You may not like it, but you 
cannot deny that it represents a very appreciable advance on the solutions already adopted. 

M. Sato (Japan). - When explaining the work of the Sub-Committee, M. Cobian said, 
regarding publicity for material in service, that the Sub-Committee had been almost unanimous 
in accepting it, but he did not say that it had been completely _unanimous. In point of fact, 
some of the experts, who are named in the Sub-Committee's report, did not even go into the 
table that is annexed; they did not consider it of any value. I wish to emphasise this fact. 
Further, the Japanese expert suggested to the Sub-Committee that there should be publicity 
in terms of the value of the material in service. His suggestion did not meet with much success. 
Now, however, in this Commission, he has just found an advocate of the system, for his idea 
has· been taken up again by M. Massigli, to whom the Japanese delegation is very grateful. 

A few days ago we decided on budgetary limitation for material in service. The idea of 
establishing some correlation between publicity for material in service and budgetary limitation 
of material is very interesting. If this suggestion be put to the vote, I shall certainly vote in 
its favour, for it is exactly what our expert proposed in the Sub-Committee. 

I have to admit that this is not an ideal solution, and I am the first to regret it; but under 
present co_nditions some Governmen!s experience great difficulty in going beyond a certain limit. 
I have pomted out on several occasiOns already that the Conference for which we are preparing 
will be the first to deal with the question of the limitation of land armaments and that we must 
expect to find the different Governments at grips with tremendous difficulti~s. I do not know 
what the peri?d of validity of the ~nv:en~on will be. ~here will certainly have to be a second 
and ~ven a ~hird Con~e.rence. for ~he limitation ~nd ~eduction of armed forces. According to how 
the_ mternatwnal polit!cal Sltu~~\On develops, 1t \0.11 perhaps be possible· then to arrange more 
eas~y for more extensive publicity. That depends on how things develop; it is also a question 
of time. · · 

Although the French proposal provides only for such limited publicitv this does represent 
some P!ogress, and the Commission should be satisfied as things now sta~d. The future will 
reveal 1ts value. 

As regards ~ate;i~ in reserve! I had ~ccasion last Saturday to inform the Commission of 
my Government s opiruon, I have Just had 1t confirmed, and must therefore ·adhere to it. This 
~':3-ns that I cannot accept. the Netherlands proposal, but shall be obliged to vote against it, 
if It be put to the VOte. ~tIS proposed, however, that We should embody this suggestion in the 
text of the draft Convention, m the hope that several Governments may change their opinion 
when _the Conference ~ convened. That is obviously a very faint hope, ·and a hope which may 
be sa1d to be n~m-e?'1stent so fa! as the_ Japanese Government is concerned. If the proposal 
be adhered to, 1t wtll be very difficult, m the circumstances, to obtain unanimity. · 

. Gene':al de Marinis (Italy). - ~ cannot recommend the system of publicity for material 
~n reserve m ~he form of a st~t~ment m terms of value and cost of upkeep. So far as u kee 
~ con~ed~ 1t wo~ld be a mmtmum figure compared with the value of the material an/ such 
mformat10n 1s practically useless. As regards value, this varies according to whether the material 

1 
Note by lhe SUYetariat. - Sub-Commission B, Report No. III. 
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be bought or manufactured. . The principle would be very much to the disadvantage of countries 
that do not manufacture their o"::l arms, and would be of advantage only to countries that do 
manufacture arms. The cost pnce for a country that manufactures war material is quite 
different from the purchase price for a country that does not, and though you may have the 
~arne figure for two co~ntries, one of which is a manufa~ture.r w~ile the other is obliged to buy 
Its arms, that figure will not represent the same matenal; It will represent far more material 
for the country which manufactures its own arms than for the country which has to buy them. 
The principle, therefore, is quite unsound. 
. I fail t? s~e, moreove_r •. why we sho~d try to find a roundabout way instead of a direct way, 
If we are aimmg at publicity for matenal. Either we want it, in which case we ought to say 
so frankly; or else we do not want it, and if that be the case, there is no need to employ this 
seco~d-hand method.. ~f I am not mistaken, we are all in favour of publicity for material in 
service. The CommissiOn could therefore accept this principle, which I, personally, do not 
regard as valueless-as I have heard suggested-since actually similar military units of land 
forces do not possess the same quantity of material in every country. It would be useful, then, 
to have such information. True, it can be obtained from official documents, or even from the 
Armaments Year-Book published by the League; but since we have a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, it is natural that each Government should send that Commission such information 
on its own direct responsibility. So much for material in service. . 

With reference to material in reserve, I am rather surprised that there should be such 
difficulty as regards publicity. Apprehensions on the score of security are quite legitimate, 
but it would be a mistake to exaggerate them, or to imagine that big orders for material do not 
become common knowledge. It is very difficult to preserve secrecy concerning a country's 
orders for arms-for various reasons on which I need not dwell, connected more particularly 
with the present facilities for communication, the large number of hands employed in the 
manufacture of such material, and other points. There is no great secret about such things. 

On the other hand, information on the subject of material in reserve might really do a great deal 
to calm public opinion, which is very uneasy about military preparations. Unless I am mistaken
and if I am you must forgive me-there is no one here who has not been assured by his Government 
that his country has reduced its armaments to the minimum necessary for defensive purposes. 
Those not represented in this Commission have taken the opportunity of saying the same in · 
the Assembly. Countries which do not belong to the League of Nations have done the same 
in their Parliaments and through their Press. They have all felt able to assure the world that 
their armaments were reduced' to the lowest possible minimum. Publicity would be the best 
means of proving such statements, and thus calming public opinion. I am under no illusions, 
however, for it seems obvious that the great.majority of the Commission is not prepared to give 
any information concerning material in reserve. What is the use, then, of prolonging this 
discussion? The delegates have received instructions from their Governments; arguments 
and words will not change their attitude. 

It would be wise, therefore, to take it as settled that the Commission accepts the principle 
of publicity for material in service, but that the majority is of opinion that information should 
not be given in regard to material in reserve. I think we ·can say this without even taking a 
vote; and, although I am in a minority, I feel that it is no use prolonging this discussion. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I had no intention of joining in this discussion, because 
I thought that, after the military experts' report, we should not be reopening a debate that was 
virtually at an end. It was not I who reopened it. The Netherlands delegate put before us again 
the arguments which he had already submitted. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I spoke third in the discussion. 

. Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- Yes, but you were the first to repeat the arguments you 
had already brought forward at the last meeting, and in a form which makes it necessary for me to 
submit certain reservations. 

M. Rutgers thinks that the arguments urged by certain delegations against publicity for 
material in reserve are such that they ought to be submitted to the Conference, and not to the 
Preparatory Commission. 

I do not quite see the meaning of that remark, but I would point out that we have quoted 
technical arguments which are of real weight and concern the requirements of national defence. 
We have stated that publicity for all material in reserve would directly affect a country's defence 
system, and would constitute a menace to certain countries already in an unfavourable position 
in that respect. I am not aware that this argument has been answered. 

Further, M. Rutgers referred again to the argument based on Article 8 of the Covenant, 
which was very judiciously and objectively quoted by the Japanese delegate. That argument, which 
I entirely endorse, was answered by the British representative .. Accor~ngly I regarded the de~~te 
on that point as closed. I should be sorry, ho~ever, that delegatiOns whi~h 3:re opposed to publicity 
for material in reserve should appear to be trymg to evade an express obligation under the Covenant 
of the League. That is by no means the case. I readily admit that Lord Cecil's argument applied 
in that particular case, but it is not decisive. I simply wish to make this reservation. 

M. Massigli (France). -I had hoped that my proposal would meet with General de Marinis's 
approval. In 1927, when the question came up for discussion the Italian delegate expressed t~e 
view that the principle of detailed publicity for material was too far-reaching. My purpose then m 
suggesting the method which I recommended was to offer a compromise. I know quite well that, 
in 1927, the Italian delegate felt that publicity for material in reserve was out of the question, 
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and unreservedly agreed with the observations of the Japanese an~. French. delegatio.ns, but 
to-day he has gone much further in the opposite direction, and my .mtermediate solutwn was 
proposed simply with a conciliatory object. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -Besides being a c;ielegate t.o. the Preparat?ry Commission 
in 1930, it was my privilege to be a member of the ~o~~t~ee of. Mihtary Exp~rts m 1926. . 

In reply to my friend and c?lleal5?e M .. Mass1gli, ~t IS qmte t~u~ that m the .CoJ?rruttee of 
Experts I emphasised the techmcal difficulties attaching to publicity for matenal m reserve. 
I have not forgotten that at all; indeed I mentio~~d it in x_ny st~tement j_us.t now. We must not 
forget, however, that there are such things ~s politl.c~l cons1dera~w~s. This Is not 19~7, but 1930, 
and public opinion is urging us to do something pos1tlv:e and lastmg 1~ the matter of disarmament. 
That was why I stated that, despite my strictly techmcal preoccupa~wns, I was prepared .t<? defer 
to political needs and thou<>ht that we should go somewhat farther m the matter of pubhc1ty for 
armaments. My conclusio;s are, I think, quite compatible with the French del~gate's prop?s.al. 
I said that undoubtedly the majority of the Commission would not support the 1dea ?f publicity 
for material in reserve, that we must lose no time, and that we must duly note the Wishes of the 
majority. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - We have frequently he~rd 
suggestions during the discussions in this Commission-esl?ecially from the Japanese representative 
-that we ought to do something to conciliate public opimon, and make up to it for the absence of 
this or that effective measure of direct disarmament by promising to substitute for the latter a very 
wide measure of publicity. · · · 

The Soviet delegation's attitude towards publicity in all its various aspects is perfectly clear; 
We maintain that publicity cannot possibly take the place of effective measures for the limitation 
and reduction of armaments, and further that it may become a specious and fallacious substitute. 
It may be the means of creating illusions in the public mind. It may give the impression that the 
Commission has succeeded in achieving substantial agreements with a view to disarmament, 
whereas those agreements in point of fact would really serve no purpose. 

The Soviet delegation did not take part in the examination of the questions relating to 
publicity. It is obliged, however, to take account of the trend of the principles which have been 
framed, establishing the obligations that States would agree to, with a view to exchanging 
information regarding the state of their armaments. · 

What do we find ? ·on ·the one hap.d, the majority of the paragraphs drafted up to date are 
calculated rather to provide for the maintenance and sometimes even the increase of armaments 
than for their reduction; and again, we find several delegations trying to transform the discussion 
on publicity, and the decisipns to be taken on the subject, into formulae legalising and sanctioning 
the principle of military secrecy. · 

Not only is publicity being substituted for the reduction of armaments, but an attempt is 
being made to make such publicity purely ephemeral . 

. The S?viet delegation adheres to its view that questions of publicity are of no importance 
unhl re<~;l disarm~ent becomes an acc?~plished fact. In view, however, of the present situation, 
the SoVIet delegation supports the opmwn of the experts, who have endeavoured to insist that 
publici~y should be something more than a mere empty formula. I regret to note that even those 
delegations whose experts were more far-sighted are not pressing this point. 

The President. - W,e now have to t~ke a vote. We p.ave before us several proposals, and 
I find myself faced by a difficult:r .. According to the established procedure, which I have always 
fol~owed, memb.ers of the CoiiiiillssJOn should have any amendments before them before voting. 
This, however, IS. not ~he case as regards either the French or the British proposal; but I would 
s~ggest, as t.he discussion has taken so long, that we might for once make an exception, and vote 
Without havmg the text. . 

If no one objects to this procedure, I shall propose that we vote first on Lord Cecil's proposal. 

Lord Cecil (B~tish EmJ?ire). -·· As regar~ procedure, I personally should greatly prefer 
to have 11~. Mass1gli s resolution put first.. If 1t. be carried, I should certainly not propose to 
proceed With my own. 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL. 

The President. -.I st;e no objection to Lord Cecil's suggestion, so .;,e will now v~te on 
the French proposal, which Is as follows: 

" Each of the :t:Jigh Contractfng Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General 
of the Le:tgue of Nations a return, m accordance with a model form, indicating, by categories 
of materials, the amount of the sums actually expended during the preceding year for the 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of the war material of the land forces. . 

."Not~. - When giving an opinion on this article, the Governments will take into 
consideration the reports asked for from. the C?mmittee of Budgeta Ex erts in re ard 
to the n?mber and nat~r~ of the. categones wh1ch should be establisi'red agd in re ar~ to 
t~!~1~~p~~~W:d )~~li~1Zrtfcfev~Ag refgtahrd to the provision.s of the annex concernYng the 

·> o e present Convention." 
The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of Americ ) I · · 

but to ask for information. I should like to know wheth: 'th-t rttsef, tnhot to explam my vote, 
r e ex o e amendment proposed 
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~y the ~rench; d~legation is supplementary to the proposal of the Sub-Committee, oi: whether· 
Its adoption will mvolve the suppression of that proposal. ·. 

The President.- The French amendment would mean, of course, that the Sub-Committee's 
proposals would be dropped. . 

The French proposal was adopted by nine votes for to seven against, with some abstentions. 

The President. - That means that Lord Cecil's amendment and the Sub-Committee's 
proposals fall to the ground. 

93· Committee on Arbitration and Security: Results obtained at its Last Session: 
Procedure regarding Discussion thereof. 

T~e P~esident.- I _wish to direct your attention to the progress of the work of the Conunittee 
on Arbi~ratlon and Se~unty (see document C.P.D. zor, 1 page g, paragraph r4). The Committee 
me~ fo~ Its fourth sessiOn last March, an~ I referred in my opening speech to the important work 
which It had done and to the Assembly s resolutions on the subject. 

I shall, I feel sure, be inte_rpreting the Commission's opinion in expressing our high appreciation 
of the excellent results obtamed by the Committee at its last session, under the chairmanship 
of M. Benes, whom we are delighted to have with us now. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -The President has referred to the work of the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, but I am not very clear why he alluded to it. 

The President. - The fourteenth item on our agenda was the progress of the work of the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -Does that mean that there is a document containing the 
results of the Committee's work ? Shall we have to discuss that document ? 

The President. -We simply have to take formal note of the progress of the Committee's 
work. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -There appears to me to be some slight confusion, and my 
.own idea was somewhat different. If we simply take formaJ note of the Committee's work, 
that automatically precludes any discussion. In my opinion, we should first discuss the results 
of the work and then take formal note of them. I would venture, in this connection, to remind 
you that, during the first part of our sixth session last year, I asked the President to include 
the progress of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security in the Commission's 
agenda •. since the Committee was set up by the Preparatory Commission and the latter held 
that general and individual security, whether existent or non-existent, constituted one of the 
factors in the disarmament problem. 

I thought that the Preparatory Commission would express itself one way or another, as 
regards the results of the Committee's work, in relation to the problem we were studying, and that 
we should arrive at all events at a theoretical conclusion, correlating the two questions. I asked 
you whether we should have to discuss the report. 

I did not quite understand your reply, but have the impression that you mean that directly 
the report is distributed, we should take formal note of it. 

If no one wishes to discuss the report, I will ask your permission to discuss it when we come 
to consider the Preamble, as the latter mentions the question of security. 

The President.- The Coi:nmittee on Arbitration and Security was set up by the Preparatory 
Commission on November 30th, r927. The Commission took this decision in pursuance of a 
resolution adopted by the Assembly and by the Council in September r927. The_ Council 
requested the Preparatory Commission to set up a Committee which would be placed at its disposal 
and whose duty it would be to consider, on the lines indicated by the Commission, the measures 
capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbitration and security necessary to enable them 
to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures in an international disarmament 
agreement. · 

The Commission has just noted the results of that examination and expressed its appreciation. 
I do not see that there is any need to start a discussion. If, however, you wish to make a statement, 
you are, of course, perfectly free to do so. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -. I am not prepared to make a statement at the moment, 
but shall content myself with referring to the question when we come to discuss the Preamble. 

' Note by lhs SeCYIIarial. - See Annex 6. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do not wish to prejudice the liberty of action of an~ of 
my colleagues, but I do earnestly hope that we are not going t? add to our la~?urs by startmg 
a discussion on the security of the world. That would be an mtolerable addition to ~ur w<;>rk 
at this time.· I venture to propose we say nothing until we have finally con~luded the discus~10n 
on which we are now engaged. Then if anybody desires to prolong the meetmgs, we can consider 
the matter at that moment. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I must apologise for con~inuing this ~isc~ssion. I did !lot 
mean to suggest that we should discuss all the work of the Comr~nt~ee on Arb1~ration and Secunty. 
I imagined, as I was also a member of the Preparatory Comm1~1on at the tnne, that we should 
examine the problem of security in relation to the problem of dJ:Sa~ament, and I. thought that 
as we have results, however modest, from the Committee on Arb1trati~n and Secunty, ~e sho'!ld 
note them, not in a purely abstract fashion, but in relation to the particular problem w1th wh1ch 
we have to deal. 

I asked permission to refer to this question of correlation when we come to_ discuss the 
Preamble. I did not bring up any further points, and can assure my colle~gues that I have 
no intention of keeping them any longer here in Geneva. As the Preamble 1s on the agen~a, 
I request that, when we discuss it, no objection be raised to our also discussing the question 
of the interdependence of these two problems. 

The President. - I note M. Markovitch's statement that he does not necessarily ~sh 
to discuss the question at present. 

94· Committee of Budgetary Experts: Composition and Date of Meeting. 

The President. - I desire now to refer to the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 
On November 17th last, the Commission decided to request me, as President, to ask the 

Committee of Budgetary Experts to examine the means for applying the budgetary limitation 
of land war material. 

On November 21st, the Commission decided that the Committee of Budgetary Experts 
should be requested to enquire similarly into the means of applying the principle of limitation 
of total expenditure on land, naval and air armaments. 

Lastly, on November 25th, it was decided that the Committee of Budgetary Experts should 
also deal with the question of publicity for budgetary expenditure. 

The Bureau was asked to reconstitute the Committee of Budgetary Experts. It ·was 
unders~o?d that the composition of the Committee should be as far as possible the same as it 
was ongmally, as regards both the number of members and their identity. · 

I am glad to be able to inform you that, after the necessary consultations, the Bureau has 
decided that the Committee shall be reconstituted as follows: 

M. BoDART (Belgium), Director at the Cour des Comptes; 
Brigadier-General A. ELIAS (Czechoslovakia); 
Cemal HUSNU Bey (Turkey), Turkish Minister at Berne, Financial Expert; 
M. N. ITo (Japan), Deput~ Director of ~he Japanese League of Nations Office, Member 

of the League of Nations Economic Committee; 
Dr. P: ]AC?BSSON _(Sweden), Financial Expert, former Member of the Economic and 

Fmanc1al Section of the Secretariat; . · 
M. J~VINEN (Finland), Professor at the University of Helsingfors, former Minister of 

Fmance; • · 
M. ]ACOMET (France), Controleur de 1re classe de !'Administration de l'Armee, 

Doctor of Economic and Financial Sciences; 
Brigadier-General Michael NENADOVITCH (Yugoslavia); 
Mr. PINSENT (Great Britain), British Treasury; 
M. WoRBs (Germany), Privy Councillor at the Ministry of Finance; 

· M. ZUGARO (Italy), Director General .of Logistic Services at the Ministry of War. 

Th~ Preparatory Co~ion expressed the desire that the Committee should meet as soon · 
~ poss1bl~ and con~lude Its work With all despatch, in order that the Governments might be 
mformed m good tnne. · 

I ~ve to announce that the Committee has been convened for December nth at Geneva 

will 
It IS understood that the f~esh question arising out of the adoption of the French amendment 
be referred to the Commtttee. 

The Commission rose at 6.zo p.m. 
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NINETEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, December zst, I9JO, at J.JO p.m. 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

95· President's Thanks to the President of the Sub-Committee of Military Experts. 

Th~ President. -. . On re-reading the Minutes of last Friday's meeting, I noticed that I had 
been guilty of an om1~1~n. I forgot to thank M. Cobian, the Vice-President who assumed the 
un~teful task of presiding .over the Sub-Committee of Experts, for the very clear statement 
wh1c~ he made and.for the pams he took to obtain a successful result. On behalf of the Commission 
I desrre to thank h!ID. 

96. Discussion on Chapter V.- Miscellaneous Provisions: Section V.- Ratification: 

Jbservaticm 
~ ResenJalions. 

:he Swedish 
~gation re
~es its opinion 
the question 
il the second 
ding. 

Entry into Force: Denunciation. 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO EXAMINE ARTICLE EB, AND THE 
FOLLOWING ARTICLES. 

First Reading. 

Article EB. 

PROPOSAL BY THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Article ii 

The present Conven- (EB, first-reading text) 
tion shall be ratified 
by the High Contract- The present Con
ing Parties in accor- vention shall be rati
dance with their res- fied by High Contract
pective constitutional ing Parties in accor
methods. The instru- dance with their res
ments of ratification pective constitutional 
shall be deposited at methods. The instru
Geneva. ments of ratification 

It shall come into shall be deposited at 
force for each Party Geneva. 
whose instrument of It shall come into 
ratification has been force for each Party 

· depositedassoonasthe whose instrument of 
instruments of ratifi- ratification has been 
cation have been depo- ~epositedassoonli;Sthe 
sited by (list of States 11_1struments of ratifica
to be drawn up by the t~on have been ~epo
Conference]. Sited by ... (LISt to 

be drawn up by the 

Article EC. 
Conference). 

Should the present 
Convention not have 

AMENDMENTS TO THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION'S 
PROPOSAL SUBMITTED 
BY THE FRENCH DELE
GATION. (Cont.) 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY 
THE SuB-COMMITTEE 
APPOINTED TO CONS!· 
DER AND CO-ORDINATE 
ARTICLES EB et seq 

After paragraph (I) Article EB. 
of Article iv interpolate The present Conven
a paragraph (xa) in tion shall be ratified by 
the following terms: the High Contracting 

" Further, and Parties in accordance 
without prejudice to with their respective 
the provisions of constitutional . me
Article ZB, Para- thods. The . mst~
graph 3, the present ments of rat~cabon 
Convention shall be shall be deposited at 
revised Geneva. 

' It shall come into 
(a) If, as the force, for each Party 

result of a demand whose instrument of 
by one High Con- ratification has been 
tracting Party, deposited, as soon as 
the Permanent the instruments of 
Disarmament ratification have been 
Commission deposited by ... (list 
recognises that to be drawn up by the 
the conditions, in Conference). 
which the engage- Should the present 
ments contained Convention not have 
·in the Convention come into force in 
were contracted, accordance with the 
have undergone preceding paragraph 
modifications jus- by . . . . the High 
tifying the revi- Contracting Parties 
sion of such en- shall be invited by the 
gagements,byrea- Secretary-General of 
son of technical the League of Nations 
changes or special to meet and consider 
circumstances the possibility of put-

The High Contract- come into force in 
ing Parties::agree to accordance with the 
accept reservations preceding paragraph 
which.may.bemade by by ... , the High 
E;stoma, Fmland, Lat- Contracting Parties 
VIa, Poland, and Rou- shall be invited by the 
mania .at t?e moment Secretary-General of 
·of therr Signature of the League of Nations 
the present Conven- to meet and consider 
tion, and. which shall the possibility of put
susl'end, m respect ~f ting it into force. They 
the;;e States, ~e appli- undertake to partici
catlon of Articles. . . pate in this consulta-
of the present Conven- tion which shall take -
tion until the accession plac~ before . . . 
of Russia to the pre-

such as an unfore- ting it into force. They 
seen development undertake to partici
of civil aviation; pate in this consulta-

(b) Inanycase, tion, which shall take 
on the expiry of a place before . . . sent Convention under 
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First Reading 
(Cont.) 

the same conditions 
as the above-named 
Powers. 
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PROPOSAL BY THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION. 

(Cont.) 

AMENDMENTS TO THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION'S 
PROPOSAL SUBMITTED 
BY THE FRENCH DELE
GATION. (Cont.) 

Reservation by 
the British deleg
ation. which con
sidets that dif
ferent periods 
ought to be pre
scribed for air 
and land arma
ments on the one 
hand, and naval 
armaments on the 
other hand. 

Article ED. 

Each of the High 
Contracting Parties 
undertakes that, as 
soon as the Conven
tion has come into 
force for it, it will 
begin the necess~ry 
measures for carrymg 
the provisions of the 
Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 

Article iii 
(ED, first -reading text) 

Each of the High 
Contracting Parties un
dertakes that, as soon 
as the Convention has 
come into force for it, 
it will begin the neces
sary measures for car
rying the provisions of 
the Convention into 
effect. · 

Article iv 

The present Conven- (EF, first-reading text) 
tion shall remain in (r) If, within six 
force for . · · years as months from the ex
fro~? th~ exchange of piry of a period of ... 
ratifications. years from the coming 

Reservation by 
the French and 
Italian delega
tions regarding 
this question, re
q niring equal 
treatment for all 
three categories 
of armaments. 

In case none of the into force of the pre
High Contracting Par- sent Convention, re
ties shall have given quests to that effect 
notice to terminate are received by the 
two years before the Secretary-General of 
expiration of the said the League of Nations 
periods, the provisions from not less than ... 
of the Convention shall Members of the League 
continue in force until or other States Parties 
the expiration of two to the present Conven
years from the date on tion (including at least 
which such notice shall ... of the States men
be given by one of the tioned in Article ii) a 
Parties. conference shall be 

If the Party by held ~o~ the purpose 
which such notice is of reVIsmg the present 
given is among those Convention. The Con
to be mentioned in the ference shall meet at 
last. paragraph of Ar- t~e s_eat of the League 
tide EB above all the Wlthm . . . from the 
High Contracthtg Par- receipt by the Secre
ties shall, within one tary-General of the ... 
year of the date of the request. 
notice, meet ~ confe- (z) The present 
ren~ to consider the Convention shall re
C?~tinuance of the_pro- main in force in so far 
VlSlons to be termmat- as it may not be revised 
ed. In the event of as a result of the 
~Y: such conference Conference referred to 
failing to come to an in the preceding para-
agreement, accepted h d will . 
by all the Parties other grap an . . ~ any 
than the Party which case rel?am bmding_ on 
has given the notice, any High Contractmg 
as to the continuance Party who d?es n~t 
of the provisions to be a~cept the satd reVl
terminated, or as to Sion. 
the substitution of (3) The present 
others, they will ter- Convention shall be 
minate on the expira- open to further revi
tion of the two years sion, in the conditions 
proyided for in the prescribed in para
notice. graph (1) above, at the 

period of ten years 
after the coming 
into force of the 
present · Conven
tion, if revision 
has not taken 
place during that 
period". 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY 
THE SUB-COMMITTEE 
APPOINTED TO CONSI
DER AND CO-ORDINATE 
ARTICLES EB et seq 
(Cont.) 

Article ED. 

Each of the High 
Contracting Parties 
undertakes that, as 
soon as the Conven
tion has come into 
force for itself, it will 
begin the necess~ry 
measures for carrymg 
the provisions of the 
Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 

The present Con
vention shall in prin
ciple have a period of 
duration of x years, 
and shall remain in 
force after the expi
ration of that period 

· unless it is amended, 
superseded or denoli~
ced under the condi
tions specified in the 
following articles. 

Article EG. 

Before the end of the 
period of x years pr.o
vided for in the prece
ding article, and not 
less than y years after 
its entry into force, 
the present Conven
tion shall be re-exa
mined by the High 
Contracting Parties, 
which shall meet in 
Conference. The date 
of · this meeting shall 
be fixed by the Council 
of the League of Na
tions, after taking 
cognisance of the opi
nion of the Permanent 
Disarmament Com
mission and of the 
intentions of the High 
Contracting Parties 
non-Members of the 
League of Nations. 

The above-mention
ed Conference may, if 
necessary, revise the 
present Convention 
and establish fresh 
provisions in substi
tution therefor, fixing 
their period of dura
tion and laying down 
general rules regarding 
their examination and 
subsequent revision, if 
the latter be required. 
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PROPOSAL BY THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION. 

(Cont.) 

If the High Contract-
ing Parties, other end of successive 
than the Party which periods of seven years 
has given notice to from its coming into 
terminate, agree upon force. 
t~e te~s .of oth~r .. Paragraph (2) above 
stipulations m subsh- will be applicable to 
tution for those to be any such further revi
terminated, the latter sion. 
shall continue in force 
for all Parties other 
than that which gave 
the notice until the 
coming mto force of 
the new stipulations. 

If the Party by 
which notice to termi
nate .is given is not 
among those to be 
mentioned .in the last 
paragraph of Article 
EB above, the Con
vention will remain 
in force for all High 
Contracting Parties 
other than that by 
which the notice was 
given. 

Notices under this 
Article shall be given 
to the Secretary-
General of the League 
of Nations and shall 
be deemed to have 
been given on the day 
on which the notice 
was received by him. 

• 

AMENDMENTS TO THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION'S 
PROPOSAL SUBMITTED 
BY THE FRENCH DELE
GATION. (Cont.) 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY 
THE SuB-COMMITTEE 
APPOINTED TO CONSI
DER AND CD-ORDINATE 
ARTICLES EB et seq 

(Cont.) 

Article EH. 
Before the end of the 

term indicated for the 
purpose in the preced
ing article, and not 
less than z years after 
the entry into force of 
the present Conven
tion, the procedure for 
examination and revi
sion laid down in that 
article may also be 
carried out at the re
quest of a High Con
tracting Party, with 
the approval of the 
Permanent Disarma
ment Commission, if 
the conditions under 
which the engage-. 
mentsstipulatedin the 
Convention were con
tracted have under
gone, as the result of 
technical transforma
tions or special cir
cumstances, changes 
justifying a fresh 
examination, and, if 
necessary, the revision 
of such engagements. 

Article E]. 
In the course of a 

conference held in the 
circumstances provid
ed for in the two pre
ceding articles, any 
High Contracting Par
ty shall be entitled to 
notify its intention to 
denounce the present 
Convention. 

Such denunciation 
shall take effect two 
years after date, but 
in no case before the 
expiration of the 
period mentioned in 
Article EF. 

The President. - I would ask M. Politis, Chairman of the Sub-Committee appointed to 
study and co-ordinate Article EB and the following articles, to inform us of the results of that 
Sub-Committee's work. · 

M. Politis (Greece).- On Thursday last, after adopting Article EA in Section V, you decided 
to refer the following articles to a Sub-Committee. That Sub-Committee held two meetings on 
Friday last, and reached agreement on a series of texts which are shown above, and on which I 
will now briefly comment. 

Article EB provides for the ratification and putting into force of the Convention. Its first 
two paragraphs are identical with those in Article EB of the first-reading text. The third paragraph 
is an addition proposed by the British delegation as shown above. It provides for the case of the 
full number of ratifications necessary for the coming into force of the Convention not having been 
received by a date to be fixed by the Conference. In that case, the Secretary-General of the League 
has to invite the Contracting Parties to meet and consider the possibility of putting the Convention 
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into force. This clause is based on the resolution passed by the last AssemJ:>ly on_ the important 
problem of ratification, which it had referred to its First Committee fo~ consrderat10_n. The terms 
of that resolution are before you in document C.P.D.232. 1 The. wordmg of the th~r~ paragraph 
of the new Article EB is not exactly that of the Assembly resolution, but th~ Commrss!on thou!?ht 
it unnecessary to go into details of drafting; that can be done by the Draftmg Cm;nmr~tee, ~h~ch 
will compare the two texts and see whether our text can be rmpro~ed by makmg rt. comcrde 
more nearly with the Assembly resolution. The last sentence of thrs _paragrap~ proVIdes ~hat 
the Contracting Parties shall undertake to participa~e in the consultation to whrch I have JUSt 
referred, and which has to take place before a certam date to be ~xed by the Confere~ce. Such 
an undertaking is of so elementary a character, and follo~s so obvr~msly on ~he precedmg clause, 
that this third paragraph might have been dispensed wrth. W~ mserted 1t, h~wever, for the 
sake of clearness and as an indication. The Conference may decrde to detach th1s sentence and 
put it in an annexed Protocol, or in the Final Act of the Conferen~e. . . 

In .the first-reading text, Article EB was followed ?:Y an Article. EC, whi<:h h_ad been adop!ed 
at the first reading and was designed to define the posrtlon of certa!n co11:ntnes If t~e Conven~10n 
were not accepted by all countries. The delegations of the States mentlone~ m that article explamed 
to the Sub-Committee the importance which they attached to ~hrs text, and stated that 
they were quite unable to abandon it. Nevertheless, th~ Sub-Committee felt t~at there wa;; no 
advantage in discussing that text here, for two reasons: Frrst, because the text raises an e;;sentlally 
political question; and, secondly, because it also raises a problem of extreme cox;nplexrty.-~hat 
of the reservations which the signatory Powers will be allowed to make at the tu~e of s!gnmg. 
Under what conditions may such reservations be made ? How can they be combmed wrth the 
reservations of the other contracting parties ? ·How can they operate in conjunction with the 
Convention as a whole ? All these are very complicated legal and technical qu,_estions, which we 
have neither the leisure, nor perhaps the capacity, to examine at this moment. 

Your Sub-Committee accordingly proposes that you reserve these questions for the Conference, 
but, at the same time, make reference in the report to the text adopted at first reading and to the 
·importance attached to it by certain delegations, adding the reasons why this text has not been 
read a second time. 

The report should further mention the reservation which the Swedish delegation had already 
made on this subject at the first reading. 

I now come to Article ED, which provides that>the contracting parties shall take the necessary 
measures for carrying the provisions of the Convention into effect as soon as the latter has come 
into force. That again is a very simple and elementary idea, and might even possibly have not been 
mentioned. The Sub-Committee proposes, however, that you retain this text because it is of great 
moral importance. It shows that, though it is a matter of course that the contracting parties 
should take the necessary measures to carry the Convention into effect, it must be one of their 
first cares to do so. The report might; however, add that the Conference will have to decide 
whether this text is to be kept in the Convention itself, or placed in an annexed document or in 
the Final Act. 

Artic!e EF was the last text of this section drawn up at first reading. Its object was to indicate 
the duration of the Convention, the possibility of its revision, and the right of denunciation. It 
W<~;S•. however, ~ong, complicated, and distinctly obscure. It was no doubt for that reason that the 
Bnhsh delegation felt that it should be replaced by the text proposed in their amendment, which 
appears above,. to which the French delegation proposed certain additions also shown above. 
The Sub-<;ommrttee endeavoured to preserve the essential idea contained both in the first-reading 
text ~d m the va_rious amendments referred. to it, and to give this idea in the simplest and most 
concrse form possrble. It th~refore prop~ses ~hat you replace the former Article EF by four . 
separate and partly new artrcles, appearmg m the texts proposed by the Sub-Committee as 
EF, EG, EH and EJ. 

The new Article EF determines the duration of the Convention. What is that duration to be ? 
!fie. Sub-Committee w~ unanimous in th~king that it coul~ riot be fixed at the present time; 
~~ will depend on the crrcumstances at the trme of the conclusiOn of the Convention, and of those 
crrcumstances the Conference alone will be in a position to judge. All that we can do is to draw the . 
Conf~ren~'s attention to the guiding i~eas. There is one that ~ill occur to you at once-namely, 
tha~ 1t will be necess:try to fix a first penod for the normal duration of the Convention, and that this 
pen~d mll:St be nerther too short nor too long. The shortest limit will be determined by 
coOSlderatlons of_pure exped~ency; it might be, say, five years. 
. But the maxrmum d~atlon, at least for countries belonging to the League, is to some extent 
rm~d. up~m us by Arttcle 8 of the Covenant, which provides that the first plims for reduction 
and limrtatlon of armaments are to be subject to reconsideration· and revision at least every 
ten years. 
Co It ~between these two limits that the Conference must choose. As regards the duration of the 

nv:tlon we must ~heref?re leave a blank, which the Conference will have to fill in, and simply 
say t t the <;onventlon_will have a duration of x years. We shall explain in the report what is 
meant. That lS the first rdea. 
ha The second is even more essential. It is that, at the end of the normal duration which will 

v~ ~ ~hus fixed by t~e Conference, our Convention will not necessarily cease to exist The 
:~ ~ J~ we are prep~rmhisg_ is of a c?ntinuous ·nature. We are traversing a first stage ~n the 

!Sarmament, an t stage will be followed by many others in the future-their speed 

1 Nole l>y lhe Seerelarial. - See Annex 1· 



and importance depending on the progress of security, or in other words on the increase of mutual 
confidence between ~ations. It would thus be inconceivable that, on the expiry of the period fixed 
as the no~al durat~o~ of the Convention, nothing at all should remain. There wiU be, there must 
be, something remammg, and that minimum must be our Convention itself. . 

We must, of co~se, ~ll hope th~t, on the expiry of the first period, it will be possible to take a 
furthe~ step to amplify this.Convenh?n, perhaps even to replace it by a new Convention providing 
for a Wider and more extensive reduction of armaments. But if that should not prove possible, there 
must at any rate be no retrograde movement, and therefore it is necessary that our Convention 
~ho~d r~main. That is. the idea em_bodied in Article EF, which provides that the Convention shall 
m P.nn~1ple have a penod of durahon of x years, and adds that it shall remain in force after the 
exp1~a~10n of tJ:Iat P_eriod except in so far as it is amended, superseded or deno\lllced Wlder the 
cond1tlons specified m the following articles. 

~efore explain~g the nature of the conditions specified in the following articles, I must point 
out, 1.n order tha~ 1t may be mentioned in our report, that the Sub-Committee considered the 
queshon of establishing concordance, as regards their respective durations, between our Convention 
and those already existing for the limitation and reduction of naval armaments. But as that is 
rather a complicated question, the Sub-Committee thought it would be better to leave it entirely to 
the Conference, which will therefore have to see how this necessary concordance can be, and should 
be, established. 

. I ·will now explain the nature of the conditions referred to in the texts I have just 
commented on. · · 

Article EG deals with the procedure for the reconsideration and revision of the Convention. 
~t lays d?wn at what time, subject to what guarantees, and with what objects in view, the procedure 
m queshon may be followed. 

. As regards the time, you will see that there are two possible limits. The later limit must fall 
before the end of the normal duration of the Convention, in order to provide an opportllllity, 
prior to the expiry of that period, of considering what is to be the future regime of armaments-i.e., 
whether it is to be the same, or whether it is to be modified or amplified. 

The earlier of the two limits must be at such a time after the coming into force 
of the Convention that useful lessons can have been gained from experience-say. five years after. 
It is therefore between these two limits-! am only mentioning these figures as illustrations
somewhere between the sixth year and the tenth year, both inclusive, that the Conference can 
and should take place. It will accordingly be held then, and again we have indicated by x 
years and y years two blanks which must be filled in by the Conference. 

What date between those two extreme limits will be chosen? We cannot foresee it,for it must 
be a question of expediency. If the Conference is to be successful, it must meet at the right time. 
When will that be ? No one can prophesy. We shall require some suitable body to determine 
the moment, during the march of events; and the Sub-Committee thought that the most 
suitable body would be that which will have already convened the First Disarmament Conference -
namely the Collllcil of the League, and that the Council would decide after conferring with the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission and with the Governments of any contracting States not 
at that time Members of the League. 

A Conference of the contracting parties, and in general of all States Members or non-Members 
of the League, must therefore necessarily be held a few years after the coming into force of the 
Convention and in any case before the expiry of its initial term ; this Conference will be summoned 
by the Council at what it may regard as the most fitting time. 

This Conference will consider the situation and see whether experience has revealed any gaps, 
defects or errors in the Convention; in the latter case it will endeavour to remedy them, either by 
a supplementary agreement or by a new Convention which would supersede the Convention 
we are now preparing. All will depend on the international situation and the inclinations 
of the Governments and peoples at the time. All we can do now is to make suggestions; ~e 
Sub-Committee proposes that you should say that the Conference shall proceed to a re-exanunatwn 
of the Convention, and to its subsequent revision if the latter be required. It further thinks it 
desirable to add, still as an indication, that, if the Conference results in a new Convention, it must 
fix the period of duration of the new Convention-just as we are doing for the present Convention
and lay down general rules regarding its re-examination and subsequent revision. So much for 
Article EG. 

The following Article EH is designed to meet the· objects which the French delegation had 
in view in proposing their addition, to the British amendment. This article provides that the 
procedure I have just explained under Article EG may, as an exceptional measure, be adopted even 
before the earlier term indicated. 

I mentioned just now five years as an example. It is therefore before the expiry of that period 
and, at earliest, z years before the coming into force of the Convention-for instance, two or three 
years-that the procedure for examination and subsequent revision may be carried out, 
as an exceptional measure, if the conditions under which the e~gagements stiP_ulated in t~e 
Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or spectal 
circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and, if nec~ary, the revi~ion of such 
engagements. For this purpose, a request must be. ma?e by a contractmg party, and~~ must have 
been approved of - that is to say, held to be JUstifiable - by the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission. 

This reference to " technical transformations or special circumstances " has specially in view 
unforeseen developments of civil aviation. The British, French and Japanese delegations stated 



in the Sub-Committee that they attached particular importance to a mention of this interpretation 
in the Commission's report. . . d · 

In this connection, the Sub-Committee had to consider Art1cle AJ?, wh1ch ~ppeare m 
Chapter II-Section III (Air Armaments) of the texts drawn up at first ~eadm~. You will remember 
that that text was adopted at first reading, but was reserved for later d1scuss~on; and on Thursday 
last it was decided that the Sub-Committee should consider, when stud:ymg the final clau~es, 
whether this Article AD should be examined. It did examine it, and questwned whether, havl;llg 
regard to the new texts and the statements I have just referred to, there- was any real necess1ty 
for keeping this text in the Convention. . 

The Sub-Committee concluded that there was not; it thought that this Article AD m1ght be 
omitted from the Convention, and that we could content ourselves with referring_ in the report 
to the statements of different delegations to the effect that they proposed to brmg the whole 
problem of civil aviation to the notice of the Conference: . . . 

I now come to Article EJ, which deals with the nght of d~nunc~atlon. In any mult~ateral 
Convention the exercise of this right is a delicate :r;natter, a~d giVes nse t~ m3:ny difficul~1es. _In 
this case it is-or would be-more particularly dehcate, seemg that the sohdanty and rec1proc1ty 
of the ~dertakings given constitute. th_e fundamental b!l-sis of the Co~v~n!ion. I! would almost 
appear at first sight that the denunciation of a Convention such as th1s m mconce1vable. On the 
other hand, we must remember that it would be very unwise to add to the difficulties in the way 6I 
agreement by asking States to assume indefinite obligations. We must therefore reserve a place, 
even in this Convention, for the right of denunciation; but it must be as limited as possible, and 
safeguards must be provided to prevent the exercise of this right causing any grave prejudice to 
the general interest. · 

In view of these considerations, the Sub-Committee proposes that you should lay down, in 
the first place, that the right of denunciation may only be exercised during, and at, one of the 
Conferences to be held in the circumstances I have just explained. One such Conference must 
necessarily take place before the expiry of the initial period of the Convention. It is there, and 
there only, that contracting parties will be at liberty to announce their desire to denounce the 
obligations they have assumed. 

The Sub-Committee further proposes that you should lay down that a denunciation notified 
under the above conditions shall not take effect until two years after date, and in no case before 
the expiry of the normal period of duration of the Convention. In other words, if the Conference 
to which the denunciation is notified be held in the tenth year, the denunciation would only 
take effect in the twelfth year of the life of the Convention. If the Conference takes place in the 
sixth year, the denunciation would take effect, not in the eighth, but only in the tenth year. As the 
denunciation thus provided for would be made to the contracting parties assembled in conference, 
it would not produce any violent international disturbance. The resulting situation could be 
immediately considered by the other contracting parties, who would confer as to the best ways 
of defending their mutual interests. 

Various questions will arise if a Government avails itself of this right of denunciation. These 
quest~ons are so complicated and so technical that your Sub-Committee has not advised you to 
examme them; and, moreover, even the Disarmament Conference will have to consider whether 
it is really desirable to go far into the details of technical clauses of purely problematical interest, 
and to examine all the complications which may conceivably arise from a use of the right of 
denunciation. 

The text~ which the Sub-Committee has submitted to you, and which I have commented on, 
do not c?ntam one clause. which usually appears at the end of conventions, relating to the right 
of access1o~ ~y third parties. !he ~arne reasons which I have just mentioned in regard to the details 
of denunciation led us to thm~ 1t superfluous to r~fer to such accessions. A country could not 
subsequen_tl~ be~ome a contract~g part~ to conventions such as ours except by submitting figures 
for the lim1~ation and reduction of 1ts armame~ts, and securing their acceptance by all 
the c<?ntract~g Governments. Naturally,. to att~m this. result, collective negotiations of a 
com~licated k~d would b~ necessary; and, m prac~1ce, t~ey would be difficult, if not impossible. 
It will be suffic1ent to. say m t~e report that these difficulties were considered, but the contingency 
appeared so hypoth~tical that 1t was_not ~ou!;!ht necessary to regulate the question by laying down 
any rules or pre~armg a clause fo_r ~se~10~ m the Conv:entio~. The Sub-Committee has merely 
drawn the attent~on of the CommlSSton, m 1ts report, to 1ts attitude in this matter: 

Such, then, ts the purport ?f t~e new texts which your Sub-Committee submits for your 
approval. It hopes that you will gtve them your complete approbation. 

The President. -Before ?pening a discussion on the articles proposed by the Sub-Committee 
I am sure that I ~xpress the vtews o~ the whole Commission in conveying to M. Politis not only 
our tha~ks for his ~ransp~re_ntly luc1_d statement, but also our admiration for all that he has 
accomphshed. I thi~~ this lS the third or fourth time that I have had to thank M. Politis on 
behalf of the Comnuss1on, and I do _so from the bottom of my heart. 

I propose t~t we take these art1cles one by one and if no one desires to speak we can vote 
on them tmmedtately. · 

Article EB. 
Article EB was adopted unanimously. 

Article EC (First-reading Text). 
M. ~:«>unatcharsky (~nion of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I wish to speak on M Politis' 

proposal m regard to Article EC, first-reading text. The Soviet delegation has learnt from the 
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Sub-Committee's report that Article EC, which was aimed directly at the Soviet Union, is not 
included in the draft Convention. · 

The Soviet delegation regards that as a matter of course, since the maintenance of this 
article, which was already quite inadmissible at the time of its adoption-that is, before the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics had begun to take part in the Commission's work-would 
become, to say the least of it, absurd, now that the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics is 
represented on the Commission. 

Nevertheless, our delegation is amazed to find that the article in question has not entirely 
disappeared. M. Politis' reference to the right retained by certain delegations to submit this 
article to the Conference, and his allusion to a speCial reservation which they might make on 
this question, are evidence that in one way or another certain features of Article EC are still 
maintained. I am therefore obliged to demand that this point should be made absolutely clear. 
The Soviet delegation accordingly reserves its right to reply to the unexpressed ideas of any 
delegation whenever they find public expression before the Commission. 

The President. - If no one desires to speak, we can now go on to Article ED. 

M. Lou.natcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Am I to understand your 
passing on to the next article to mean that the Commission decides to expunge this Article EC 
altogetP.er, leaving no trace of it; or isM. Politis' proposal adopted by the Commission ? M. Politis 
prQposed that something should be mentioned in the report. We wish to know whether that 
proposal is or is not adopted. 

M. Politis (Greece). -·I should like to say a few words on the question of procedure with 
which M. Lounatcharsky is concerned. 

You adopted a text at the first reading. You then appointed a Sub-Committee to consider 
what should be done with that text. The Sub-Committee considered that it should not be discussed 
at the present moment, and I explained just now, as objectively as I could, the reasons that 
led the Sub-Committee to propose that course. 

The present situation is as follows: the Sub-Committee proposes that you should not 
retain the former text of Article EC in the draft Convention, but that you should say in the report 
that this text (stating its tenor) had been adopted at first reading; that you should add that 
certain delegations attached very great importance to it, indicating the reasons why it was not 
discussed at the second reading; and it will rest with the delegations concerned to bring this 
point up at the Conference. 

When we come to examine the report, M. Lounatcharsky will have his opportunity of criticising 
what I have just said, for, at the present moment, my words do not-constitute a text which the 
Commission is being asked to approve. · 

For the moment, I repeat, the Commission is considering a proposal that this text should not 
be included. Unless anyone desires its reinstatement, we can pass to the next article. 

. M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - If I understand M. Politis 
rightly, when the report is submitted to the Commission I shall still have an opportunity of 
discussing this point. 

M. Politis (Greece). - Certainly. 

Article ED. 

The President.- We now pass to Article ED, the text of which is exactly as before. I shall 
not call for a vote by a show of hands every time, but will merely ask whether there is any objection. 

Article ED was adopted. 

Article EF. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I have been asked to make a slight drafting alteration to make the 
text read in the third line " except in so far as it is amended, superseded or deno~nced " instead 
of " unless it is amended, superseded or denounced ". Some of my colleagues think that would 
be clearer; and, personally, I have no objection. 

·M. Cobian (Spain). -What I v.:ish to say does not _relate specially to this article, but only 
to the effect it may have on other articles of the C<?n_v~ntlon. . . . 

I warmly applaud the achievements of M_. Politis Sub-Comm1ttee, and I have ~o obJection 
to offer to this article. I would, however, pomt out that when we accepted the earlier chapters 
of the Convention it was on the assumption that a certain limited duration would be laid down 
in Chapter V. N~w we have an indeterminate period. But, having regard to speeches we have 
heard, particularly as regards naval ~ater_ial, I !hink th_at declarations would be in order to safe
guard the interests of certain countnes, mcluding Spam. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I agree with the reservation which the Spanish delegate 
has just made. . . . . · · th din 

Moreover, if M. Politis sees no obJection, I would propose a slight alteratwn m e wor g. 
Article EF reads: 

"The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of x years." 



-286-

I ro ose to omit the words "in principle". I think that it should be the exc~ption for the 
ConvJ:ti! to last x years, and that, in principle, it should last ~onger. After deletmg the word~ 
"in principle" we should put a full stop at the end of the first lme, so that the text would read. 

" The present Convention shall have a period of duration of x years. It shall continue 
in force after the expiration of that period, etc." 

M. Politis (Greece). ·_ I think the Drafting Committee mig~t compare the pre~ent text 
with the purely drafting proposal of M. Markovitch. There ar~ certam~y logtcal reasons m fa":?l!r 
of his view; but perhaps the Commission may have thoug~t 1texpedient t? h3;ve the words m 
principle " in the text. The Drafting Committee can dec1de wh1ch wording 1s the best. 

Article EF was adopted. · 

Article EG. 
Article EG was adopted. 

Article EH. 

M. Massi~li (France).- When we were discussing: ~tiel~ I~, I explaine~ to the Commission 
the views of the French delegation on the matter of c~vil aViation. Thes~ ':1ews were b~ed on 
considerations which had already been amply explamed to the CommlSSlon, and which. ~re 
connected with the progress of civil aviation, its continually increasing importance, and, speakmg 
generally, the accelerated development of aeronautical science, . . 

These considerations were the genesis of two of the first-readmg articles: Article AD and 
Article ZD. 

Article AD was concerned with a situation of fact; it indicated the conditions under which 
the parties to the Convention wo~~ be able to accept a limitation of their air armaments .. Article 
ZD provided a procedure for reV1s1on, for reasons based on the development of aeronautics. · . . 

As regards Article AD, it appeared to us to register a fact without creating any legal obligation, 
and consequently there was no essential reason to retain it. · . . 

As regards Article ZD, the French delegation had replaced it by the amendment to wh1ch 
M. Politis referred just now, and which contained an explicit reference to civil aviation. Howe':e~, 
being anxious to meet the objections of various delegations, we concluded that this exphc1t 
reference was not essential, provided that no doubt could subsist as to the real intention of the 
article, and that the situation should be made clear to everybody. · 

We are going-for that is really the main result-by means of our Convention, to bring the 
development of military aeronautics to a standstill. We are bringing it to a standstill before what 
I might call the " capital ship " of the air has been evolved. We shall therefore have none of these 

·giant machines built specially for military objects, while, at the same time, civil aviation will 
continue its unrestrained march. And the time is at hand when we shall see great air liners, which 
may become auxiliary air cruisers and bombing machines. . 

That is the situation which the French delegation has in mind, and when we come to the 
Conference to fix the limits of our military air forces, those are the facts which will be before 
our eyes. 

Article EH provides that revision of some, or all, of the clauses of the Convention may be 
demanded if the conditions should have undergone changes as the result of technical transformations 
or of special circumstances. This text gives us satisfaction in regard to the point which concerns 
us; we therefore accept it as at present worded, and we shall not press for an explicit reference 
to be made to civil aviation. 

Lor~ ~ecil Q3ritis~ Empire). - ~ onl:y desire to say that I agree with what has fallen from 
M. lllass1gli. I th~k, .Wlth him, that, m th1s part of the world at any rate, it is possible that the 
development of av1ation generally may embody the greatest threat to civilisation that we have 
yet had to face. In those circumstances, I do think that it is necessary to provide that, in case 
SOIJ_le great _deve~opm~nt o~ a dangerou~ character should take place, there should be such a power 
as lS contam~d m ~h1s art1cle, for ask~g for a f~rther consideration of this question. 

I am qlllte satisfi~d. w1th the 'Yord.mg of Art1cle EH as it is. I only desire to make it plain 
that, as far as the Bntish delegation 1s concerned, they accept it because they think it really 
enables them to raise that question if it becomes necessary . 

. M. Sat«? (Japan).- I wish to make a statement in the same sense as M. Massigli and Lord 
Cecil on Art1cle EH and the former Articles AD and ZD. · · 

.. The o~ini_on o! the Japanese delega~i~i:J., on the relations which may exist between civil and 
military av1abon, 1s.so 'Ye~ known that 1t 1s unnecessary for me to explain it in detail again, but 
we none the less f!la!llta~ 1t unchanged. We have always considered that it was difficult to draw 
a ha~d and fast dlStmcbon ~e~wee~ t~e t'Yo cat~gories of aviation, and that, in consequence, the 
contm~al development of c1vil av1abon m a gtven country may constitute a danger to other 
t;ou!ltn.es. Th~t factor must therefore be borne in mind when determining the figure for the . 
llmlta~10n of arr armaments. For th3;t reason, we attached great importance to the retention 
of ~rt1cles AD and ~D, as they.stood, m.the draft Convention. However, in view of the difficulty 
which ;50me delegations found m ac~eptmg these provisions, we gave way in a spirit of accom
modat~on, and accepte~ the new Art1cle EH of Section V in place of the former Article ZD While 

otacceph bdngl thet. new ahrt!ctlek, theh Japanese delegation nevertheless desires in agreement ~ith the 
er eega10nsw o a et esamestandp · t t k · · ' · om , o rna e an exphc1t reservation to the effect 



that Article EH, in its present wording, is to be understood to cover, and to refer more particularly 
to the case of, the unforeseen development of civil aviation in other countries. 

· As regards Article AD, we have agreed, in the same spirit, to its omission from the present 
draft. C<;mv~ntion, ~ut it is understood that, when we have to submit figures to the Conference for 
the hmttahon of arr armaments, these figures will be computed and examined with reference to 
the development of civil aviation in other countries at that time. I would ask the President to 
cause the above reservations to be mentioned in the Commission's report to the Council. 

The President. - M. Sato's wishes will. be met, and his reservation will be mentioned in 
the report. . : 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -The question of civil aviation has been transferred from 
the draft Convention to the report. I have no objection; but I would ask the Rapporteurs to take· 
note of the following reservation submitted by the German delegation: 

." The German delegation considers that the development of a means of peaceful com
mumcation must in no case be regarded as a starting-point for armaments, especially since 
no account has been taken of such vital and purely military standards as war material in 
reserve or in store, trained reserves, etc., or other important means of communication such 
as merchant ships, which are even allowed to be fitted with installations for carrying 
armament." 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -Attention has been drawn by a very full discussion to 
the development of civil aviation. I do not wish to repeat what has been said. We are nearly 
all agreed that a large commercial aeroplane is a far more effective bombing machine now than 
seven years ag<i. This development is still continuing, and, for that reason, I protest against the 
parallel which Count Bernstorff seeks to establish between these bombing machines and merchant 
ships. 

On behalf of the Polish delegation I associate myself with the statements made by the French, 
British and Japanese delegates. I would request the President to take note of my statement, in 
order that it may be embodied in the report. 

. The President. - This statement will be embodied in the report. 
Due note will be taken of the statements which have just been made, and the article can now 

be regarded as adopted. 
Article EH was adopted. 

Article EJ. 
Article EJ was adopted. 

97· Preamble: Drawin~ up of the Preamble left to the Conference. 

STATEMENT BY THE DELEGATE OF YUGOSLAVIA REGARDING THE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE 
GENERAL PROBLEM OF SECURITY AND THAT OF DISARMAMENT. 

The President. - In accordance with the decision we came to at the beginning of our 
proceedings, we ought nowto discuss the Preamble of the preliminary draft Convention. I propose, 
however, that we do not do so at present, as it would be premature; for you will agree that the 
Preamble should be an expression of what is tontained in the Convention, and that must depend 
entirely on what the Conference decides. We had therefore better leave the Conference to draw 
up the Preamble. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -The question of the Preamble is of secondary importance. 
We can quite well leave its drafting to the Conference. Nevertheless, the text of the draft Preamble 
we were going to discuss contained an essentia~ principle, estab_lishing a logical ~nd indis~oluble 
connection between the general problem _of secunty and that of d1sa~ament. While ac~el?t!ng the 
President's proposal, I desire to make 1t clear that we do not Wish many way to dimmtsh the 
important and capital value of this principle. . 

I had asked to be allowed to raise this question when the Preamble came up for discussiOn. 
I now ask to raise it at the conclusion of our proceedings, for I agree with what the President 
has proposed. 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia).- I -support the President's proposal. It would be superfluous 
to add further arguments to those he has given us. The best plan will certainly be to leave the 
question to the Conference. 

Agreed. 

98. · Discussion on the Texts adopted at Second Readin~ and of the Amendments thereto, 

The President. - Documents C.P.D.z8o and C.P.D.z8o(a) 1 contain the texts adopted 
at second reading, and also the exceptional amendments proposed to some of these articles. When 

1 No/4 by 1/u Secretariat. - See Annexes 8 and 9· 
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' we haw examined them, the discussion on the Convention itself must be regarded as closed. We 
shall then only have a final reading of the whole Convention to review the purely formal changes 
made by the Drafting Committee. . . : 

We shall first examine the amendments proposed to Chapter I. B~f~re dealmg w1th the Soytet 
delegation's amendments to this chapter, I would ask the Comm1ss1on, _an~ that delegatl<_>n, 
whether they would not accept the following very wise suggestion at the begmnmg of the Draftmg 
Committee's report (document C.P.D.287): 1 

"To avoid too frequent repetition, in the course of the Convention, of the same f?rmula 
dealing with the limitation and, as far as possible, the reduction of the various kmds of 
armaments, the Committee, in accordance wtth precedent, proposes that the principle of this 
limitation and reduction should be laid down once and for all at the beginning of the draft 
in a (new) Article I, while the object of the remainder of the provisions will be to define the 
conditions of application of this general principle." · 

This suggestion is particularly appropriate because the Soviet amendment is repeated later on 
in regard to budgetary expenditure. . 

J would further remark that I asked delegates to preface their amendments with a statement 
of reasons. I regret to say that only the Soviet and American delegations have complied with that 
request, which was particularly important because such statements of reasons facilitate or even 
obviate discussion. 

99· Discussion on Chapter I.- Effectives (Second-readin~ Text): Article A. 

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

I. Land Armaments; 

Table I. - Maximum armed forces sta
tioned in the home country. 

Table II. - Maximum armed forces sta-
( optional) tioned overseas. 

Table III. - Maximum of the total armed 
forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

Table IV. - M~ximum of the. forces belong
. mg to formations organised 

on a military basis stationed 
in the home country. 

Table V. - M~ximum of the_ forces belong
mg to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table I.- Maximum armed forces. 

Table II.- Maximum forces belonging to 
formations organised on a 
military basis. 

3· Air Armaments: 

Table . I. - Maximum armed forces sta-
(optional) tioned in the home country. 

Table. II.- Maximum armed forces sta-
(optional) tioned overseas. 

Table III.- Maximum of the total armed 
fore~ of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

1 N<U by the Secretariat. - See Annex 10• 

I. AMENDMENTS BY THE DELEGATION OF THE 
UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS. 

First Amendment. 

Add after the words " to limit ", the words: 
" and to reduce ". 

Reasons. 

" I: _T_he ,term " limit " is ambiguous. 
L1m1ting may mean not merely reducing 

armaments but also maintaining them at the 
existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great 
armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 
. 3· On the proposal of the U.S.$.R. delega
tw~, the ~reparatory Commission consented 
to mser.t m the chapters of the Convention 
conce~mg naval armaments and budgetary 
e_x~enditure, the obligation not merely to 
lim1t but also reduce these armaments. 

Second Amendment. 

Add a second paragraph: 

. ': The High Contract~ng Parties agree to 
lim1t and reduce the tramed reserves of their 
land, sea and _air f<_>rces respectively to the 
figures determmed m the said tables." 

Reasons. 

I_n view of the great military value of 
tra!lled r~serve~, ~ disarmament convention 
wh1ch ne1ther limits nor reduces this impor
tan:t element of the armed forces would be 
senously defective. 

2. PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

A~t~r the W<_>rds " formation organised on 
a military basts"' add " in time of peace ". 
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3· Air Annaments (continued) : 

Table IV.- Maximwn of the forces belong
ing to formations. organised 
on a military basis stationed 
in the home country. 

Table V.- Maximum of the forces belong
ing to formations organised 
on a military basis stationed 
overseas. 

FIRST AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

M. i.ounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -The Drafting Committee has 
proposed a new text for the first article of Chapter I of the Convention. We note it with satisfaction. 
It is unnecessary for me to remind you that the word " reduction " has been indefatigably 
advocated by the Soviet delegation. We should, however, desire a modification of the text now 
submitted. The weakening of the text which results from the words " autant que possible " should, 
in our view, be avoided. We are guided by two fundamental considerations. In conversation 
with members of various delegations, we have observed-and many lawyers agree with us that 
these words are capable of various interpretations. Some people translate them in English by 
" as much ", which means " le plus possibl~ "-i.e., a maximum reduction within the limits 

of what is objectively possible--others regard them as a sort of opportunist limitation of reduction 
in general. Moreover, without translating these words into other languages, it seems clear that the 
form of the French proposal "et, a1ttant que possible, de reduire " really means "to reduce as little 
as possible" . 

. Our second point is of a less grammatical character. We hope that the British delegate will 
now support the idea of reduction with more energy than in the past. We note.that the Sunday 
Times, of November 30th last, publishes a speech by Mr. Henderson, the British Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, at Cardiff. Here is a short summary of this speech. 

Mr. Henderson said that the Treaty must result, not only in a limitation, but in a reduction 
of armaments, and that that would be the only way of fulfilling the obligations of the Treaty of 
Versailles and assuring the future of the League. 

Such a statement from the British Foreign Secretary should impel the Commission to make 
this question absolutely clear, and not to leave any ambiguities whatsoever in the texts we propose 
to the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should like to say a word in reply to M. Lounatcharsky, 
who has put forward certain suggestions as to how I should fulfil my duty. 

I am extremely glad that he has been reading Mr. Henderson's speech. I read it with great 
pleasure, because I observe that he warmly supports everything we have done in this Commission, 
and I trust that M. Lounatcharsky, in his enthusiasm for Mr. Henderson'sleadershipwillhenceforth 
give his warm support to all our proceedings. . 

With regard to the particular change he desires to make, I observe that, in the reasons he 
gives, he approves of what we did with reference to naval armaments and budgetary expenditure. 
In those cases, we used exactly the words which he proposes to use here, and therefore I think we 
cannot do better than accept M. Lounatcharsky's written advice and reject his oral advice. 

The President.- Do you press for the adoption of your text, M. Lounatcharsky ? 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- Yes. 

VOTE ON THE.SOVIET DELEGATION'S FIRST AMENDMENT. 

The President. -I ask you to vote on the Soviet delegation's first amendment to Article A 
of Chapter I to add, after the words "to limit ", the words: " and to reduce ". 

One vote was given for this amendment, and it was rejected. 

SECOND AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The President. - The Soviet delegation has a second amendment to Article A-namely, 
to add a second paragraph worded as follows: 

" The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and reduce the trained reserves of their 
land, sea and air forces respectively to the figures determined in the said tables." 

As this amendment was accompanied by a statement of reasons, no discussion will, I think, 
be necessary. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Allow me, nevertheless, to 
make a short statement. 
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The Soviet delegation strongly advocates a reconsideration of the question of trained 
reserves. 

I would ask the Commission to reflect seriously on the fact that the ~bse~ce of any provision 
for reducing trained reserves deprives the draft Convention of an~ value tt m~ght P?ssess. What 
the Soviet delegation has at heart is far less a pure!y formal reducuon of.effectives With the colours 
than a really efficacious measure to arrest preparations for war. We destre to see measures capable 
of reducing those destructive forces which could be launched upon the field of battle. In a word, 
what we are concerned with is the total armed forces of every country, not merely those that appear 
on parade in peace time, but those that a Government can I~t loose iD; time of war .. The_whole 
character of the Convention is altered according as a reduction of tramed reserves 1~, or IS not, 
provided; and I will not conceal from you that the atti~u~e o! the Soviet d~legation towards 
the Convention will depend on the decisions of the Commtsston m regard to thts grave problem. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- I have expressed my opini~n on this question so frequ_en!ly 
during the past five years that I will not now repeat what I have satd. . As I k~ow that the maJor.tty 
of the Commission will not change their view, I will content myself wtth asking that a reservation 
may appear in the report concerning this question, which we have always regarded as one of the 
utmost gravity. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am sorry to detain the Commission over this. question 
which has been discussed so often that it is difficult to find anything new to say about .tt. I ~m 
a little perturbed by the speech of M. Lounatcharsky, to whose speeches I always listen w~th 
attention. M. Lounatcharsky said he did not think it mattered how many soldiers were With 
the colours; what mattered most was how many could be launched into war. I agree, of course, 
but how are you going to limit trained reserves except by limiting the soldiers with the colours ? 
There is no other way that I know of. Once they are through the army they become trained 
reserves, and you can only limit them by limiting the number of men called to the colours, and 
therefore, it is a question in the end of limiting those called to the colours. 

As I am speaking, I should like to say three or four words more. The British delegation 
from the outset has always wished it were possible to abolish conscription. They urged it in 
the early days of this Commission, but they found so strong an opinion on the other side that 
it was not possible to go on urging that point. Any Convention, therefore, will have to be 
made on the basis of certain countries maintaining conscription. Then there was the question of 
limiting the soldiers conscripted and here they found very strong opinion-not confined to nations 
with large forces-but spreading amongst all nations with a democratic constitution. If you are 
to have conscription, you must have conscription that weighs equally on all classes of the 
population, and therefore it did not seem possible, by limiting annual contingents or abolishing 
conscription, to get limitation of the armed forces of a country. We were therefore throV\1"11 
back on the other plan-namely, that of limiting the number of men with the colours at a 
particular time. Of course, the extent to which that is done depends on the Conference; if, 
howeyer, i! be done adequ~t~ly it will automatically limit the trained reserves in the only 
way m which they can be limtted. · 

M. Loun~tcha~sky (Uni?n of So_viet Socialis~ Republics). - ~f the C~mmission is prepared 
to !eopen a dis~uss~on on thts question, the Sovtet delegatton wtll submtt a practical scheme 
which Lord ~ecil_ rmg~t b~ able to support, more or less. As the German delegation has always 
supported thiS vtew, 1t will no doubt also be ready to make practical and useful proposals. 

I would remind Lord Cecil that, in the British Government's White Book Sir Au<;ten 
Chamberlain is quoted as speaking explicitly in favour of the limitation of trained r:serves and as 
regarding the question as of the highest importance. · · ' 

PROPOSAL BY THE POLISH DELEGATION IN REGARD TO AN INTERPRETATION OF THE 

EXPRESSION "ARMED FORCES". 

. General Kasprzycki_ (Poland). -I would ask the Commission .to give an interpretation 
m the ~eport, of the techmcal te~ employed in this article. The interpretation might read a~ 
follows. For ~~e purpo?~ of Arttcle A, the armed forces further include all effectives receivin 
compulsory milit~ry trammg (ex~ept preparatory training), no matter at what place or in whaf 
manner such tratmng may be gtven ". 

I have already pointed <?ut, ab?ut a fortnigh~ ago, that there are many t;pes of co~scri t 
army, and tha~ o~r _Convention, be~ng very concise, cannot provide for all existi "t t" p 
I, therefore, think tt ts necessary to gtve this interpretation. ng 51 ua tons. 

The President. - We will discuss that proposal when we come to the report. 
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VOTE ON THE SOVIET DELEGATION'S SECOND AMENDMENT. 

The President. - I will now put the second Soviet amendment to the vote. 
One vote was given for this amendment and it was rejected. 

PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

The President. - I will now put to the vote the French proposal: After "formations 
organised on a military basis ", add " in time of peace " .. 

M. Massigli (France). -I did not give any reasons for this proposal, which merely aims 
at greater clearness. . 

VOTE ON THE FRENCH PROPOSAL. 

The French proposal was adopted by nineteen votes. 

roo. Discussion on Chapter I. - Effectives (Second-reading Text): Article C. 

By " formations organised on · a military 
basis " shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest 
guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, 
can be used without mobilisation, by reason 
of their staff of officers, establishlnent, training, 
armament, equipment, as well as any organisa
tion complying with the above condition. 

I. AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH 
DELEGATION. 

After the word " used ", insert the words 
" for military purposes ". 

2. PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

After the words " formations organised on 
a military basis ", add " in time of peace ". 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - This is merely a suggestion for the Drafting Committee 
and I do not think I need trouble the Commission about it. 

The British amendment was referred to the Drafting Committee. 

PROPOSAL BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

The President. - We must also decide on the French proposal to add after the words 
" formations organised on a military basis " the words " in time of peace ". 

This proposal was adopted. 

DECLARATION BY THE JAPANESE DELEGATE IN REGARD TO " FORMATIONS " ORGANISED 
ON ·A MILITARY BASIS. 

1\{. Sato (Japan). - Our Commission has already considered the question of formations 
organised on a military basis. Now we have adopted, at third reading, Article A, by which the 
contracting parties agree to limit the effectives of the above-mentioned formations, in service 
.in the land, sea and air forces, in accordance with the tables annexed to the Convention. Article C 
gives a definition of " formations organised on a military basis "; but it is very probable that these 
formations will have different characteristics, and be differently composed, in different countries. 
They will therefore vary considerably according to the countries in which they are organised. 
In these circumstances, it seems clear that the general Disarmament Conference will be obliged to 
examine each case to determine whether an organisation of this kind, in a given contracting 
country, comes under the definition in Article C and must on that account be limited as provided 
in Article A. The Conference alone can have all the necessary details regarding the various 
formations_ organised on a military basis. It is only with the help of these details that it will be 
possible to come to a reasoned decision as to whether any individual organisation is, or is not, 
to be covered by the limitation. For these reasons, the Japanese delegation considers that, in 
accepting the present wording of Articles A and C, each delegation still retains its right to examine 
any given case in detail at the General Conference. I think, therefore, that everyone will agree 
that my Government, and all other Governments concerned, may reserve their right, at the General 
Conference, to make a detailed examination of any individual case, in order to deal with it in the 

• best way, with full knowledge of the facts. 

The President. - I would ask the Rapporteur to take due note of M. Sato's statement. 
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101. Chapter I. - Effectives (Second-reading Text): Article I. 

The President. -The next amendment was that proposed to A~icle I ~y the German 
delegation; but, as you will remember, the latter withdrew it at an earlier meetmg. 

102. Discussion on Chapter II.- Material: Section I.- Land Armaments (Second
reading Text) : Article T A. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments in accorda!lce with the figures 
and the conditions laid down in Annex No. to the present Convention. 

Note. - In pronouncing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the re_POrt 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order. to perDllt of 
the drawing up of Annex No. . . . The Preparatory Commission, by sixteer votes to three and six abstentiOns, adopted 
the principle of limitation by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

" The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to 
!and war material. " · 

When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 

Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods, in favour of which nine members of the 
CoDllnission voted, eleven voted against, with five abstentions. 

M. Col ban (Norway). -I have a remark to make on the wording of the report in connection 
with Article TA. Will the Bureau be good enough to ask the Rapporteur to mention in his report 
that certain delegates considered that a combination of the direct method and the indirect 
budgetary method of limitation had not been discussed ? 

The President. - I will ask the Rapporteurs ·to take note of M. Colban's statement also. 

IOJ. Discussion on Chapter II. - Material: Section III.- Air Armaments (Second
reading Text): Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties under
takes to limit the air material in service in 
accordance with the figures laid down in the 
following tables. 

Table A. -The maximum number and total 
horse-power of aeroplanes and 
maximum number, total horse
power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their 
armed forces. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who 
so desire may annex to Table A the following tables 
for limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (r). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com
miC\Sion in the armed forces 
stationed in the home country. 

Table A (2). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com
mission in the armed forces 
stationed overseas. 

Table A (3). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in air
craft-carriers. 

Table B.- The maximum number and total 
hors~-power of aeroplanes and 
maxunum number, total horse
power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their 
formations organised on a mili
tary basis. 

. ~e limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and 
dtngtbles capable of use in war employed in 

I. AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE CANADIAN 
DELEGATION. 

Delete references to " total horse-power ''. 
Tables A and B should read as follows: 

"Table A.- The maximum number of aero
planes and ,maximum number 
and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed 
forces. 

• • • • 0 
0 • • 0 0 • 

"Table B. - The maximum number of aero
planes and maximum number 
~nd to~al ':'olume of dirigibles 
m service m their formations 
organised on a military basis. 

• • • • 0 • . . . . . . . . . 
0 • • • 

2. AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH 
DELEGATION. 

" At e~d of last Pll:r~graph, after .the words 
organised on a military basis ", add " and 

to Government-owned complete machines in 
reserve". 

3· AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGA
TION OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST 
REPUBLICS . 

". After the words "to limit" add the words· 
and reduce". · 



--293 

commission in the land, sea and air forces, or 
in the formations organised on a military basis. 

Note: Any .of the High Contracting Parties who 
so desire may annex to Table B the following tables 
for limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B (I). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com
mission in the formations orga
nised on a military basis sta
tioned in the home country. 

Table B (2). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in com
mission in the formations orga
nised on a military basis in 

· overseas territories. 

Reasons. 

I. The term " limit " is ambiguous. 
"Limitation" may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the 
existing level and even increasing them above 
that level. 

2. A convention which legalises the great 
armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

3· On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delega
tion, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention 
concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to 
limit, but also to reduce these armaments. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE CANADIAN DELEGATION. 

- Dr. Riddell (Canada}. -I regret that the Canadian delegation did not submit reasons for 
this amendment. Had we known that reasons were going to be published, we would have done so. 

I would like to explain that the purpose of our amendment to Article AA, Chapter II, Section 
III, is to delete all references to horse-power. The amendment is based on grounds of impracticability. 

I am informed by technical advisers that a limitation in terms of total horse-power cannot 
·be made either simple, definite, or effective, and is therefore not a practical proposition. Moreover -
-and this seems a very grave objection indeed-it is not possible to formulate a horse-power 
definition which would not be liable to quite simple and easy evasion in a variety of ways. 

To make the case as clear as possible I shall have to enumerate to the Commission some of the 
technical arguments-! trust they will not be too technical-against limitation by total horse-
power. 

(a) - The horse-power of a given aviation engine is dependent upon a number of varying 
factors, such as the number of revolutions per minute of the crankshaft-the type and quality 
of fuel used-the altitude at which the engine is to be employed- the reliability or " expectation 
of useful life " of the engine-the degree of " supercharging " to be applied, etc. 

(b) The horse-power of an aviation engine can be "calculated" from a quantitative 
characteristic such as the " cubic capacity " of the engine, but only when arbitrary assumptions 
are made as to the various factors which I have just mentioned. The " calculated horse-power " 
of an engine consequently bears no relation to the actual power output. For example, it is possible 
to increase the horse-power of an engine by 100 per cent as a result of "supercharging". 

(c) The horse-power of an engine at ground level-though normally greater than at an 
altitude-bears no fixed relation to its horse-power at an altitude. It can happen, and in the case 
of certain supercharged engines it does happen, that the horse-power at Io,ooo feet is actually 
greater than at ground level. 

(d) A formula to determine the horse-power of the ordinary type of petrol-driven aviation 
engine. such as is commonly used to-day, would not be suitable for application to engines of a 
different type such, for example, as the "two-stroke ", or Diesel design. The possible evolution 
of a turbine type engine would also necessitate another set of rules and formulre. 

(e) The definite determination of the horse-power of any engine can only be arrived at 
through actual tests carried out under expert supervision and under " standard " conditions. The 
horse-power will vary if any of the standard conditions are varied. 

(f) No horse-power assessment-whether " calculated " or determined by tests-can be 
either definite, or even satisfactory, as a basis of comparison. 

Even if one be not a technical expert in air matters, it is evident from the above that limitation 
by horse-power, if not impossible, seems at least impracticable, and also extremely easy to evade. 

If someone should ask: "What limitation will there be for military aircraft?", the reply is: 
"Direct limitation", and also budgetary limitation as proposed by the British delegation. A 
combination of these two limitations would be more satisfactory than limitation by horse-power, 
which seems to be impracticable, and the figures of which will not correspond to realities. It is 
possible that direct limitation alone would be insufficient, but combined with budgetary limitation 
it would afford very effective guarantees; moreover, total horse-power would be limited indirectly 
by budgetary limitation because there is a direct relation between the cost of aircraft and horse
power. 

The Canadian delegation, although willing to support in principle every form of limitation, 
is not in favour of a limitation which would be so complicated as to be almost certainly unworkable 
and which could be evaded with the greatest ease. Such limitation would prove ineffective, and 
for these reasons we propose the deletion of all references to horse-power in Article AA. 
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M. Cobian (Spain). - I regret that I must de~nitel~ and categoric~lly oppose .the Canadian 
delegation's amendment. I will not follow Dr. Riddell m the long, .hig~ly tec~mcal and very 
lucid statement he has just made, because I con~ider that this questlo'?- IS outside t~e terms. of 
reference of the Commission. I would merely remmd you that the qu~stlon of the basis on which 
armaments should be limited has been discussed at great length, smce the yea~ r920, by the 
Permanent Advisory Commission. Since that date •. th~ discussion has bee~ co~ti'?-ue~, and t~e 
technical experts of my country have always mamtamed that no effective lirmtatlon of air 
armaments was possible by the numerical method alone. 

Dr. Riddell has spoken of direct limitation; but I do not think that is the s~me as num~ric~l 
limitation. It is the limitation we have used for na,val armaments; and that did not consist m 
limiting the numbers, but the tonnage of vessels. · 

The same applies to air armaments: you might have a ce~ain number of machines possessing 
less offensive capacity than a much smaller number of machmes of far greater horse-power. 

The Spanish representatives in the technical Committees accepted, as a compromise, the 
method we adopted at second reading. It is a combination of numbers and horse-power. You 
cannot abolish one of these two factors. 

Dr. Riddell has invoked technical opinion to show that it is very difficult to calculate the 
horse-power of aircraft engines. I am under the impression, however, that the horse-power a~w:;ys 
is calculated when an engine is built or sold; and, as a member of the Preparatory ComffilSsiOn 
-not under-estimating the technical difficulties, but relying on the resul~s of the technical 
discussions held by the various organs of the League-! am bound to say that, If we lay down that, 
in limiting air armaments, the number of machines must alone be considered, people who had 
only seen or heard of large machines might consider our decision sound; but people acquainted . 
with others, smaller or greater, would make comparisons between little two-seater machines and 
these air liners of the future that we heard of just now, and would not endorse our opinion. They 
would say that one of these two arguments was unsound, and that either we wished to avoid 
limitation, or we had taken a line that could not lead to an effective limitation of air armaments. 

As these air armaments are of such importance for the future, I think that, with an eye to 
the judgment of public opinion, we should hesitate to accept a limitation which would not be 
genuine, and a principle which would be both inequitable and unfair. 

M. Massigli (France). - I support what M. Cobian has said, and ask Dr. Riddell not to 
press his amendment. 

I have the greatest respect for technical opinion, and should be much impressed by the 
technical arguments-though they are somewhat above my comprehension-that Dr. Riddell 
bas offered, were I not aware that, just as international agreements have been reached for the 
definition of tonnage, so rules have been established for fixing the horse-power of engines. These 
rules have been worked out by the C.I.N.A., and you will find them quoted by M. Paul-Boncour 
on page I39 of the Min.utes ?f the third.session (r927). 1 They may be incomplete, but they can 
be ~mproved and. amphfi~d If need ~e; m any case, the fact that they exist shows that there is 
no msuperable difficulty m computmg the horse-power of engines. 

. . C~nsider the situation if we adopted the course suggested by the Canadian delegation. The 
limitation of ag~egate horse-power n~ces~a_rily results. in li~ting the power of an air fleet; for 
the only way to mcrease the power of mdiVIdual machines will be to reduce their number and in 
any case it will be impossible to exceed a certain limit. 

. If we adhere to this rule, it is clear that in :orne degree we shall eliminate competition in air 
arma~~nts, and we should also prevent the creation of powerful types of aircraft specially designed 
for military use, for bombardment, or fighting at great distances from their base. We shall-it 
cannot be too often repeated-be limiting the agressive power of military aircraft. But if we 
adopted the course suggested by our colleague, we should dangerously diminish the value of 
that resul~. No doubt, you may combine the limitation of machines by number with the limitation 
of expenditure; but the re~ult would not be the same. The problem for air armaments is the same 
~ for naval armaments:. If you only limit numbers, you arrive at the result that a capital ship 
15 to be rega~d~d as havmg the same v:;lue as a torpedo-boat; yet no one here would maintain 
sue~ a proposition. I th~refore ask Dr. R1ddell not to lay too much stress upon technical difficulties 
w~ch are, aft~; all, not 1_nsurmountable. Better rules could no doubt be devised, but the objections 
~hich M. <:ob1an has pomted out are so great that the Canadian delegation will 1 tn15t not 
1ts suggestion. • • press 

M. ~orfoff (Bulgaria). - ~t the present time efforts are being made to improv · 
by reduc~g the fuel consumption necessary to produce the minimum horse- ower e engmes 
are. also bemg made t? reduce ~he number of calories required to obtain a given a P t · f Efforts 
It 15 not always poss1ble to rruse the same weight, or to attain the same speed ~oun tW _Powther. 
same number of horse-power. The method of mmufacture its 1 ' Y u smg e 
determining the power of the engine. Nevertheless the · . e f plays ~ ~ery large part in 
us from concluding that engines with equal consump'tion ~esultmg m.equal

1
1t1es do not prevent 

g1ve approximate y equal results. 

' Note by 1114 SeCf'elarial. - Document C.3IO.M.tog.I927.IX. 
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Count Bernatorff (Germany).- The Commission will remember that, a year ago, I proposed 
the complete prohibition of bombing from the air; this shows that I am anxious to go as far as 
possible in the way of reducing air material. 

All I desire now is to say a few words in support of M. Cobian and M. Massigli. If we 
eliminated the criterion of aggregate horse-power, we should lose a very useful standard for the 
reduction of air material, and Governments would be given an opportunity of developing aviation 
on more offensive lines. That is precisely what we wish to prevent. I could not, therefore, 
vote for a proposal which would result in further weakening the means adopted by the Commission 
to achieve disarmament. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The British Government has instructed me to support the 
Canadian amendment. The matter is evidently an extremely technical and difficult one and I do not 
pretend to be able to say anything which, on the technical side, will be of value to the Commission. All 
I can say is that the expert advisers to the British Government are very clear that a limitation 
by horse-power will not only be ineffective, but misleading. They think the only result will 
be that some machines will be hit in one way and some in another; they think, therefore, that 
it would be a bad and misleading test. As to whether they are right or whether the other gentlemen 
are right, I am not in a position to express an opinion. I merely state what is the opinion of 
the British Government, founded on expert advice they have received. 

There is another aspect of which I should like to remind the Commission: that undoubtedly 
it is an exceedingly difficult thing to test-or to control-this. You may have your rule against 
horse-power, but it is a very difficult thing to control. I do not know how you could control 
it, except by sending people to measure the exact size of each cylinder of the actual machme, 
and to measure whatever else you do measure in such a case. That seems to me a serious objection 
to this method of limitation. But I must add in perfect frankness that I agree most heartily 
with what was said- namely, that the difficulty of limiting aircraft is so great, and it is repellent 
to me to abandon any system that anyone thinks may. be of use in that direction. I can only 
say that responsible advice given to the British Government was to the effect that this will not 
help in the desired direction, and, for that reason, I am bound to support the Canadian amendment. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- In raising this question, I raised it on the ground of impracticability. 
But now, from the statements that have been made, I note that two speakers have agreed with 
me as to the impracticability of it and three have acknowledged that there are some difficulties 
with regard to ascertaining horse-power, but think that those difficulties are not' insuperable. 
M. Massigli asked me not to press this amendment, but I am sure that he would not expect me 
to withdraw it before hearing the views of more delegates. I do not know whether I should call 
for volunteers at this late hour, but I should be very grateful to have, if possible, the opinions 
of other delegations as a guide to what course I should pursue in the ultimate disposal of this 
amendment. 

M. Sato (Japan). -Dr. Riddell will no doubt remember that our delegation has always 
favoured the limitation of horse-power, for the reasons which have just been referred to by 
M. Cobian and M. Massigli. 

Of course, we are now considering air forces only from a defensive and not from an offensive 
standpoint. As far as concerns defence, it seems manifest that the best method of limiting 
air forces is to limit aggregate horse-power. For any country relying on its air force for defence, 
that is the most satisfactory method, and the one which gives the greatest sense of security, 
since the country would then be much less exposed to external attack. That is one of the reasons 
which my delegation has always advanced in favour of limitation by horse-power. 

As M. Cobian has said, we accepted in a spirit of conciliation the proposal made by other 
delegations for a limitation by the number of aeroplanes. We have thus combined two methods 
of limitation. 

At the present moment the Japanese delegation would find it difficult, with all the goodwill 
in the world, to accept Dr. Riddell's proposal, which only aims at limiting the number of machines. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - After the moving appeal by 
Dr. Riddell I could not be so hard-hearted as to refuse to prolong the debate. I confess I do not 
know enough about the subject to offer a personal view with regard to limitation by horse-power, 
but the technical advisers of the American delegation feel that the proposal of the Canadian 
delegation is very well founded, and that limitation by horse-power is not a sound and scientific 
method of limitation. However, if any considerable number of delegations feel that this method 
can be made more practical and more effective, the American delegation has no objection to seeing 
the text stand, and go forward to the Conference to see what can be done towards making that 
method more effective. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I also wish to respond to Dr. Riddell's appeal, so as to be the third 
delegate whose explanations may enlighten him. · 

I am rather astonished to find that, at the present stage of our work, so grave an objection 
is discovered against the system adopted at first reading by a very large majority-if I am not 
mistaken-after very long and highly technical study, which did not reveal any of the objections 
now brought forward. 
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It is possible that these objections exist; but it is certain that if y~m ·abolish the secm:~d 
standard of limitation specified in this article, if you take numbers ~nly ~nt? a~count, yo_u. will 
not-as the previous speakers have ·said-really obtain. any genume lim1tat~o~ o~ m1ht~ry 
machines. That is not be result we desire; we do not Wish to lay down a hm1tation which 
would not be genuine. . . . 

Accordingly, unless other reasons are adduced, it seems sounder·to. mamtam th~ text as 1t 
is. We could ask the technical experts at the Con~erence to re-e;camme th~ ql!estion. ~nd see 
how the system might be improved. In any case, 1t seems essential t_o retam, m. addition. to 
limitation by numbers, the system of limitation by horse-power, that IS by offensive capacity. 
For that reason I also should be very glad if Dr. Riddell would withdraw his amendment. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I also wish to respond to Dr. Riddell's appeal. 
I remember once, when I was in England studying the effects of an English law, an English 

Member of Parliament said to me: "We are quite satisfied if a law produces fair, or approximately 
fair, results in most cases. " I think we also should be content with that result. We are not engaged 
on scientific work, to use Mr. Gibson's term. We are not trying to achieve accuracy under laboratory 
conditions. We do not suppose that all the calculations required by our Convention will 
be absolutely precise, and that there will not be discrepancies of one or two per {;ent. What we 
desire, are practical results. If we go only by the number of aeroplanes, the practical results will 
be inconsiderable. For these reasons, I cannot endorse Dr. Riddell's amendment. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- I am deeply grateful to those who responded to my appeal. I think 
the proposal that was made by Mr. Gibson would meet the wishes of the Canadian delegation, 
in that the experts at the Conference would reconsider the whple question of limitation by horse-
power. I understood M. Politis' proposal was much the same. · . 

The President.- Does Dr. Riddell maintain his amendment? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- In the light of the opinions expressed by Mr. Gibson and M. Politis, 
which seem to meet with the general approval of the Commission, I do not wish to press my 
amendment to a vote. I understand that the experts of the Conference will re-examine the problem. 

The Canadian amendment was withdrawn. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

The President. - The British amendment is to add at the end of the last paragraph after 
the words "organised on a military basis", the words: "and to Government-owned co~plete 
machines in reserve ". 

. Lord Cecil (British Empi~e): - As the amendment is a perfectly obvious one, I do not 
~~k I nee_d tr~uble the CommiSSion at any length. The question· is whether we ought to try to 
limit _machmes m reserve as v:e.ll as those _actually in use. Of course, it is understood that the 
fi?a~~mes contemplated are military machmes and not Government-owned machines for some 
civilian purpose. 

AMENDMENT TO THE BRITISH AMENDMENT, PROPOSED. BY THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION. 

The Hon. Hug_h Gibson (United States of America). -In order to make Lord Cecil's point 
~.lear, I should like to ask whether he would object to adding "military" aft 

Government-owned ". er 

Lord Ce~il (Britis!I Empire). - I think that word will have to be added and indeed on 
carefully c~ms1dermg th1s amendment, I think there will have to be a good many drafting chan'ge 
teo ma~e It complete. As long as the principle is accepted that can be done by the Draff s, 

omm1ttee. mg 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I support the British proposal. 

read~g. ~::::~~~!~f:~~~{partfc~~r':!e.~~~rz:JA~: i! r~~!ld to texts a~opted_ at th~ second 
of them has just been solved by the addition of the wor~ ,,P ilit may}~abd us mto difficulties. One 
may be anticipated. m ary ' ut there are others which 

What is the definition of " complete machines " ? Do h 
fi:l!', with_ its war equipment, machine-guns, bomb-th~o es t at mean an aeroplane ready to. 
~1thout 1ts war equipment ? In the latter case it wou~eb, etc, or an aeroplane ready to fly 
mcomplete. You have only to take off the ro eller 

0 
e very easy to make an aeroplane 

is a difficulty we met at the first reading a! I~hink Lr adwChee!
1
• or ~ny ~art of the machine. That 

' or ec1 noticed 1t too. 
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We shall also encounter the insoluble problem of limiting spare parts. I say "insoluble", 
because the majority of these parts-especially parts of the engine-are interchangeable between 
civil and military machines. 

I cannot help doubting whether this proposal offers advantages, from the point of view of our 
Convention, commensurate with so many complications. I am convinced that it does not. At the 
present time most, if not all, armies are endeavouring to keep their reserve of aeroplanes as low as 
possible, because aviation is undergoing continual changes, and the money locked up in these reserve 
machines is usually wasted. In most armies, at the present time, these reserves are cut down to 
what is required for renewing machines in service, having regard to the normal scale of wear and 
tear and " crashes " in a given period. . 

1 thipk that if we adopt this proposal we shall become involved in considerable complications 
without any very useful result. I therefore hope that the Commission will adhere to the 
second-reading text. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I wish to ask for some explanations regarding the British 
amendment. It speaks of " complete machines in reserve ". Does that mean assembled machines, 
and is it intended to disregard machines which are not assembled, and machines in store ? 
Personally, of course, I prefer that the amendment should go as far as possible. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am told that the accepted meaning of the term" complete 
machine" is an aircraft complete with body, wings, engine, propeller, landing chassis, and ready 
to fly. What arms you put on it do not matter; a complete machine is one that is ready to fly, 
and that is the sense in which my amendment should be read. 

I fully agree with M. Massigli that even this strengthening of the attempt to limit aircraft by 
enumeration will leave that method of limitation extremely incomplete, because of the question 
of spare parts. That is obviously so; whatever you do you will find it very difficult to limit by 
enumeration so as to have a real and effective check, and as 1 say, I am very uncertain about the 
value of limitation by horse-power. I think it is much the gravest difficulty we have to face-this 
limitation of aircraft. I shall put forward a proposal a little later on which I think is the only 
one that will be of any real value, but I will not argue it at this moment. In the meantime, I 
cannot help thinking that, if you are to have a limitation by enumeration at all, it is really illogical 
and indefensible to say that you are only going to limit those machines which are actually in service 
at the moment. You surely ought to add to that those which are in reserve, and can be put into 
service at any moment. I do not think this is a very important point, but, for what it is worth, 
I consider it desirable to add machines in reserve as well. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - This amendment is designed to limit complete machines 
in reserve. In my view, the absence of machinery for supervision in our system of limitation 
makes it impossible to distinguish between complete machines in reserve and other reserve material 
consisting of spare parts. The result will be that the figures for the limitation of material will be 
far less exact. 

As regards the whole question of material in reserve and its partial or complete limitation• 
l will not repeat the arguments already used in Sub-Committee A, and at previous sessions of our 
Commission. I would only draw the attention of the Commission to an aspect of this question 
which specially concerns aviation. It is a point of primary importance for countries possessing only 

. small war industries. Material in reserve plays a vital role in supplying the first-line units. We 
know how extensive are the losses in aircraft, and we may be sure that material in reserve will never 
be regarded as mobilisation material for new units. In that case, an air service which possessed 
no war industry would never be able to replace its losses, and would cease to exist after a few weeks. 
On the contrary, material in reserve possesses only a secondary attraction for countries having 
a low war-potential. 

On behalf of my delegation I am therefore compelled to oppose the limitation of material in 
reserve, owing to the unequal treatment which would result, as between countries having war 
industries of small capacity and countries otherwise situated. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I should just like to remind 
the Commission that the Soviet delegation has already made a proposal in the sense indicated 
by Count Bernstorff, but going much further. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I understand that the present proposal relates only to 
complete machines, and I would point out that it is only necessary to remove a part of an aeroplane 
to make it no longer a complete machine. It would thus be possible to assemble machines from 
material in store, and the latter material could thus be rapidly transferred to material in service 
without being subjected to any limitation. I therefore consider that the proposal does not go far 

·enough, and l cannot vote in favour of it. · 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH AMENDMENT. 

The amendment was adopted by nine votes for to eight against. 
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WITHDRAWAL OF THE AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

The President.- We still have the Soviet amendment. Does M. Lounatcharsky maintain it? 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics).- As the Commission has already 
voted on this question in a more general form, I withdraw my proposal. 

The Commission rose at 7 p.m. 

TWENTIETH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December 2nd, I9JO, at zo a.m. 

President: M. LouDoN (Netherlands). 

104. Communication by the President regarding the Texts drawn up by the Drafting 
Committee. 

The President. - Our Drafting Committee has revised the text of the Convention which 
we submitted to it, but only as regards the form. It does not think that it has altered the substance 
of the articles in any way. However, if any delegates are at all doubtful on this point I would ask 
them to inform the Bureau as soon as possible, stating their views. The texts will be distributed 
tomorrow, Wednesday, and any observations or alterations which the delegates may desire to 
submit should reach the Bureau by Thursday afternoon at the latest. 

105. Discussion of the Texts adopted at Second Reading and of the Amendments thereto 
(continuation): Discussion on Chapter II. - Material: Section III. · Air 
Armaments (Second-reading Text) : Article AE. 

r. The High Contracting Parties shall 
refrain from prescribing the embodiment of 
military features in the build of civil aviation 
material so that this material may be con
structed for purely civil purposes, more particu
larly with a view to providing the greatest 
possible measure of security and the most 
economic return. No preparations shall be made 
in civil aircraft in time of peace for the instal
lation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake 
not to require of civil aviation undertakings 
that they should employ personnel specially 
trained for military purposes. 
. They undertake to authorise only as a provi

SIOnal and temporary measure the seconding 
of personnel to, and the employment of military 
aVIation material in, civil aviation under
takings. 

3· The High Contracting Parties under
take no~ t~ subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines ~nnc1pally established for military pur
poses, mstead of being established for economic 
administrative or social purposes. 

4· The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to encour~ge as far as possible the conclusion 
of econoffilc agreements between civil aviation 
undertakings in the different countries. 

I. AMENDMENT PRESENTED BY THE 
CANADIAN DELEGATION. 

Delete the following sub-paragraph of para
graph 2 : " They undertake . . . civil 
aviation undertakings " and substitute the 
following text: 

"Personnel seconded to, and military 
material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted 
in the agreed quota. " 

2. AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE 
BRITISH DELEGATION • 

Add at end of the article " and to confer 
together to this end ". 

3· PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Insert a new article as follows: 

"Each o! ~he. High Contracting Parties 
agrees to limit Its annual expenditure on 
the maintenance, purchase and manufacture 
of war material, for air armaments, to the 
figures and under the conditions defined in 
~nex No. . to the present Conven
tion. " 

AMENDMENT PRESENTED BY THE CANADIAN DELEGATION. 

in A:?fci~~:,e:~~~~~as~~~nd ~u~-~:~~~;h t~; E~~f;r~~h~:~~~~~~~nr~!~!:ation is to substitute, 

" They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and t 
seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military a . t' emtp~ra1ry ~e~sur~ !he 
undertakings", VIa Ion rna ena m, CIVil aviation 
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the following text: 

" Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota. " 

Our amendment is intended to remove any ambiguity in the present text. The text as it now 
~ead~ 'Youl~ P.ermit the sec~mding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material 
m, c1vil avtatlon undertakings, without, however, laying down that such seconded personnel and 
material should be counted in the quota which has been allotted to a State. 

· It is true that this authorisation is given only as a provisional and temporary measure, whatever 
that may mean. It might mean for five months or for five years, and it might be for 5 or 95 per 
cent of the air force and material. 

Under the Canadian proposal all seconded aviation personnel and material must be counted 
in the agreed quota, that is, within the quota allotted to each State by the Disarmament Conference. 
I need not remind you that this quota, will have been approved as fair and reasonable by all the 
other contracting parties at the Conference. 

Furthermore, the present text, as laid down in the second reading, introduces an entirely 
new pr~ciple, for it aims to abolish the use of personnel and material for civilian purposes. No 
such prmctple is proposed in Chapters I and II in connection with land and naval armaments. 
In fact, as regards military aviation, this new principle is contrary to general practice in most, 
if not in all, air forces. In most countries, the seconding of personnel and material to employment 
in civil aviation activities has always been looked upon as necessary and legitimate. 

This is especially true in countries of vast distances, like Canada. In Canada, during the last 
few years, aviation has made tremendous progress. Parts of our country, which were months 
distant from the centres of population, have now been brought within easy reach. As regards 
communications and transportation, my country has been a country of the greatest contrasts~ 
Across the southern part of Canada we have splendidly equipped transcontinental railway 
systems, fleets of luxurious steamships plying on the Great Lakes, magnificent interprovincial 
highways, rural mail deliveries, and widespread use of the telegraph, the telephone and the radio. 
But to the north, before the advent of the aeroplane, the means of communication had changed 
little, if at all, since the time when the first fur-traders penetrated into the interior of the country 
in the sixteenth century. Travel was confined to the canoe in summer and to the dog-team in 
winter. The coming of the aeroplane has changed all this; aeroplanes now penetrate into the 
remotest districts of our country. They have proved invaluable, not only in bringing lonely 
outposts in touch with the world by regular mail services but also in carrying supplies to mining 
camps in the far north. Photographic surveys and prospecting for minerals are now carried on on 
a large scale by aeroplane, and the patrolling of vast forest areas for fire detection is also dependent 
upon the aeroplane. 

I should like to read an Ottawa message to Reuter's Trade Service, which I received the other 
day. It says: 

" When the present flying season is completed, the air department of the Ontario Forestry 
Branch will have established a new record of over I4,ooo flying hours for the year. The highest 
previous total was in I929, with II,6oo flying hours. One of the main duties of the airmen 
is patrolling the northern wooded regions in search of incipient forest fires, and carrying 
men and equipment to fight the flames when an outbreak is discovered. The air service has 
already proved of incalculable value in preserving Canadian forests. " 

In addition, relief work for the sick and the rescue of missing parties in the remotest hinterlands 
have become the regular task of the aeroplane. 

We believe that, in view of the difficult and trying work done by aircraft in Canada, seconding 
of personnel and machines is necessary in the interests of economy, efficiency, organisation and 
discipline. In fact, this immensely valuable work of aircraft in Canada has been made possible by 
close co-operation between military and civil aviation and it is not reasonable to suppose that 
Canada would readily consent to the prohibition of the use of military personnel and aviation 
material in a work so essential to the well-being of her people and the development of her territory. 

I have much pleasure, therefore, :M:r. President, in moving this amendment and I trust the 
Commission will find no· difficulty in accepting it. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I am very happy to advocate the 
adoption of the Canadian amendment, as it seems to the American delegation to be entirely 
sound, and preferable to the language of our original text. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I desire to support Dr. Riddell's proposal, as I support 
anything that may tend to reduce the military value of civil aircraft. . 



- 300-

A:IIENDMENT TO THE CANADIAN AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE SWEDISH DELEGATION. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- I should be rather sorry to see the second section of paragraph 2 

cut out. I wonder if it would not be possible to retain paragraph 2 and to add t_h~ s~ten~et suggest~d 
by the Canadian delegation. We should thus still be laying stress on the provrsron .a"!l emp~ra_) 
character of the measure in question, while stating that perso~nel s~conded and military rna ena 
will be included in the figures fixed by the Treaty under consrderat10n. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I do not quite unders~<l;nd the point ?f M. ~~tman's anxiety. 
I should have thought that anything which converted milrtary officers mto_Civilrans. was a good 
thing. If we could do that wholesale, we should have solved the whole question of disarmament. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -The Italian delegation supports the Canadian delegation's 
proposal. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -I feel that if we accept the Canadian amendment we shall be 
creating the impression that this is, so to speak, a normal situation. · · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- Why not? 

M. Westman (Sweden). -Then the military forces would be increased by putting military 
personnel into civil aviation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- They could not increase under the Canadian proposat. You 
would gain nothing by transferring your. military officers to civilian employment .. They .W??ld 
still count as military officers. The only point is that they would be trained or. employed for crvilran 
purposes and not for military purposes. · . . ... 

I quite agree that uuless you included the military personnel, when employed m crvilia"!l 
purposes, in your military contingent, you would be in a difficulty, but as long as you do that It 
seems to me that you cannot possibly do any harm and might do some good. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I was prepared to vote for Dr. Riddell's amendment, but I think 
there is something in M. Westman's point. The Swedish delegate fears that if we confine ourselves 
to laying down the principle contained in the Canadian amendment, military personnel will be 
maintained on credits voted for civil purposes. In this way, the principle of limitation of expenditure 
will to some extent be evaded. I personally should be quite ready to accept the Canadian amend
ment with the addition proposed by M. Westman. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -At the basis of our amendment lies the quota. We take it for 
granted that, at the Conference, States will agree upon a quota which will be fixed definitely, 
and which will be fair and reasonable or it would not have been accepted. · 

We maintain that you are not increasing a nation's military strength by employing these 
forces in civilian work. · 

I am not a military expert, but I should think that if you wanted to train military forces you 
would keep them at military work, rather than use them as rescue parties in the north, for carrying 
supplies and so on. I should think that if they were trained in bOmbing all the time, or in shooting, 
they would be more efficient in the military way. · 

. Om; ~urpose is not _in ~ny way to increase the military efficiency of a nation's air forces, 
nerther IS rt to try to mamtam more aeroplanes, because all seconded machines would be connted 
in our allotment. -

~ith _regar~ to the question of expense, it seems to me that if you fix the quota you have met 
the objection raiSed by M. Westman. We do not want to transfer our forces in order to avoid the 
expens~ of keeping them. It is because we find them necessary for civilian work. The Canadian 
delegation could not accept the amendment of M. Westman. 

SUGGESTION BY THEBELGIAN DELEGATION. 

M. Bourquin (Bel~~).- I think that the amendment proposed by the Canadian delegation 
makes a very useful add~ti.on t? t~e tex~ adol?ted at the first reading. ·This amendment states that 
per_sonn~l seconded to crvil aVIation will be mcluded in the total strength and that is a principle 
which drd _not appear in_ the ?riginal text. I think, therefore, that on this point the Canadian 
propos~! grves us full satiSfaction. Nevertheless, although it adds something it also takes away 
somethmg from the text. ' 

~hat, indeed,~ the essential object of Article AE, 'Yhich we are discussing, and to which the 
Canadian proposal rs an ame~dment ? The object of thrs article is not to provide for limitation 
but to preyent, so far as possrb~e. contact between ci~il and military aviation. What arouses ou; 
apl?reh~~srons, o~ the apprehensrons of a number of us, m respect of civil aviation is th t · dd 't · 
to rts crvil value rt may also prove of military value. • a m a I ron 

preca~:io~0i;'; ~:~~~/~!t i1ni~~~s~~ew to d ta.ke d compre~nsive and absolutely effective 
connection between the t~o air forces. e estre. to avm • so far as possible, close inter-
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The text which is to be replaced by the Canadian amendment said that when personnel or 
material belonging to military aviation, is used in civil aviation. this can only be done as a temporary 
measure. It was not thought possible absolutely to prohibit the use of military personnel or 
material in civil aviation, but we desired to lay down that, when such use could not be prevented, 
it should be of a purely temporary character. This is the point omitted in the Canadian amendment 
and I think M. Westman was anxious that this temporary character should be maintained in 
respect of the use of military elements in civil aviation. 

I admit that the text previously adopted on this matter is extremely elastic: "they undertake 
to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure . . . " The meaning is clear, but, 
from the point of view of legal accuracy, it is obviously somewhat loose. 

I wonder, therefore, whether we could not adopt the Canadian amendment, substitute the 
text which Dr. Riddell has proposed for the original one, and insert in the report a note to the 
effect that perhaps for all of us it is desirable that the use, if any, of military personnel and material 
in civil aviation should be of a purely temporary character. 

In practice, what we have in the present text is only a recommendation; from the legal point 
of view it is not precise enough; no time-limit is laid down for this provisional use. It is therefore 
extremely elastic. We could easily put this text in the report,while not losing sight of the possibilities 
which cause us concern. · · 

This is the suggestion that I take the liberty of making, and I hope it may be accepted by the 
Canadian delegation-namely, that we should accept the Canadian amendment and put the second 
part of paragraph 2 into the report as the expression of a concern which we all share. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).·- Although I am not very fond of the device proposed by the 
Belgian delegate, I have no objection to it. I think the only point which has been raised is the 
point of M. Massigli. I think it is very essential that, in transferring military officers to civilian 
employment and keeping them in the quota of your military officers, as ought to be done, you 
ought also to keep them as being paid out of the defence budget; and I think my friend Dr. Riddell 
will be quite content to add words to his amendment making clear that point. The words, " and 
shall continue to be paid out of the estimate from which they were previously paid " might be 
added. If that point were made, I do not see any conceivable injury from the point of view of 
defence, and it is quite evident that, from the point of view of Canada and similar countries, it may 
be of really essential importance to be able to improve machines and officers for this work, which 
is only in a sense semi-civilian, because it involves very great dangers and difficulties. 

SUGGESTION BY THE NORWEGIAN DELEGATION. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I support M. Westman's proposal. You cannot say that training 
in civil aviation has no value for military purposes. It has frequently been stated that aviation is 
still in its infancy. It is difficult to distinguish between civil and military aviation. A distinction 
is about to be established but it is not yet sufficiently clear. You cannot say that a pilot, or an 
officer who passes the whole of the year on civil aircraft, does not increase his efficiency for military 
purposes. I think it would be difficult to ignore the principle recommended a few years ago by the 
de Brouckere Committee, which asked that a distinction should be made between civil and 
military aviation. 

I have no objection to the idea contained in the Canadian proposal, if it be added to the 
former text. But if Dr. Riddell cannot accept the combination of the two texts, we might consider 
the possibility of a reservation by the Canadian delegation based on the quite special conditions of 
their country, the importance of which I fully recognise.li think it is extremely difficult to endeavour, 
in our ·draft Convention, to apply exactly the same solution to all countries participating in the 
Disarmament Conference. 

All the other delegations have allowed the text of Article AE to pass without comment. A new 
text has just been submitted which is based on the quite exceptional situation of Canada. We are 
asked to change the former attitude of the Commission. I think the best procedure would be to 
modify M. Bourquin's proposal slightly, to keep the former text, and to make mention in the 
report of the position which has been explained to us, particularly as regards Canada. As, however, 
M. Bourquin has not made any formal proposal, for the moment I will merely support M. Westman's 
motion. 

The President. -Can Dr. Riddell accept M. Colban's suggestion ? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -The proposal of the Belgian delegate would meet the views of the 
Canadian delegation. I accept it gladly. The suggestion has also been made to me that we might 
have two texts, one for overseas and one for European countries, the object in view being to meet 
a particular situation which arises outside Europe. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -The essential point, so far as I am concerned, is to prevent civil 
aviation from being militarised. For the reasons set forth by M. Colban, I fear that, if we delete 
the second paragraph, this danger will exist. Before withdrawing my proposal, however, I should 
like to hear the views of some more members of the Commission. · 
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SUGGESTION BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

M. Massi~li (France).- The case with which we are dealing is a difficult one, for we h~ve 
quite different hypotheses in mind. I can accept M. Bourquin's proposal,,but I canals~ agreef w~ih 
the apprehensions expressed by M. Westman and M. Colban, for they seem, to me to e per ec .Y 
justified. Lord Cecil's statement took these apprehensions into account, but met them only m 
part. 

Could we not follow the course suggested by M. Bourquin, bu(reverse it ? We ?ould adopt. the 
Canadian text at the same time as the original text, and insert in the report certam explanat10~s 
showing that in certain particular c~es such a solutio.n might hav~ ~sadvant~es, and t~at th1s 
is a point on which the Conference m1ght perhaps cons1der the poss1b1hty of a d1fierent reg1me for , 
different countries. It seems to me that such a solution would take account of the very ?atural 
anxiety of Dr. Riddell, and at the same time meet the equally natural apprehens10ns of 
M. Westman and M. Colban. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). -I should be very sorr~ if the sec?n~ par~gr~ph were omitted. 
On the other hand, I fully realise the weight of the Canad1an delegation s obJections to the present 
text. At the time of the first reading, certain objections were made. to the us~ o_f t~e words 
"provisional and temporary". We might perhaps meet the C~ad1an delegabon s WlSh.es by 
including some explanations in the report. I think, however, that 1t would be better to retam the 
sentence it was proposed to delete, adding the Canadian amendment. 

The President.- Does Dr. Riddell accept this solution, on the understanding that a 
~eservation will be inserted in the report ? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -We have two things in mind: in the first place, we believe that 
personnel and material, no matter how it is used, should come within the quota; in the second 
place, we believe that it is exceedingly unfair to prevent an overseas country, in a peculiar 
geographical position, from using, as it sees fit, military personnel and material for civilian purposes. 
The present text says that seconding is authorised as a provisional and temporary measure. 
What does that mean ? Probably that some countries would second personnel and machines 
for a month, and that others, if they wished to, might stretch such seconding to a period of five 
years. We cannot say for how long we shall require this right of seconding without any restrictions; 
perhaps not indefinitely; but we have a big country to develop, and the work may take a long 
time. . 

Our amendment strengthens the general text very materially, because all seconded personnel 
and machines would be included in the quota allotted. On the other hand, it does leave it optional 
for a country to detach its military personnel and machines to protect its forests, to rescue its 
citizens, and for use in similar fields of human endeavour. Seconding is customary at present 
in most aviation services, and we do not see any great objection to its continuing. 

I could accept the proposal of the Belgian delegate, or I could accept a proposal aiming at 
the insertion of two texts, one of which would apply to those continents-including countries 
like ours-which feel that unrestricted seconding is essential to their welfare; at the Disarmament 
Conference it could then be decided which group of countries would be included in one category 
and which in the other. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I am glad to see that Dr. Riddell is prepared to accept mv 
proposal. I !15ked that the Canadian amendment be adopted-that is to say, that the Canadian 
~ext be subsbtuted for these~of:ld sub-paragraph of par!lgrll;~h 2 of Article AE and that we explain 
m ~h~ report that the .Comrruss10n recommended that, 1f m1litary personnel were seconded to civil 
a':abon, such seco~ding ~hould ~ave a strictly provisional and temporary character. I do not 
!hmk that, by puttmg th1s text mto the report, we should weaken its purpose, since, as I said 
JUSt now, the legal ch~racter of this text. i~ open to question. It indicates a tendency, but it 
does ~ot lay ~own defirute rules or fix any l1m1ts. Therefore, as Dr. Riddell said, the interpretation 
of this text 1s to some extent left to each individual State. 

I think that the Commission will see its ·way to accepting my proposal. 

The President. - The British delegation has made a proposal concerning expenditure 
If I understand rightly, it should be added to the Canadian text. · 

Lord Cecil ~ritish Emp~e).- Th.at was my proposal. At the same time we shall have to 
re~er ~ese quesbons to a spec1al Comm1ttee of Budgetary Experts, and the exact way in which 
this will have to b~ .settled mu~t b~ lef~ ~o th_e~. But you could not undertake to allow an 
co.u!ltry to keep military. machlf;1eS ~n ClVil av1at10n work unless their COSt was paid for out !r 
~ill~~ b~drts, o~eTWlSe an ill-d1sposed country might transfer such machines to purposes 
o ~ av1a 1on an not make any return with regard to budgetary expenditure for them 
~ t~~d ~eref~e, soie such arrangement is vital; some step in this direction should be taken' 

sf 0 al readmy to ea
1 

ve the form to the Committee of Budgetary Experts and I would submit 
a orm amen ent ater on. ' 
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The President. - I will put the Canadian amendment to the vote. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I propose that we vote on the two parts of the Canadian 
amendment separately, for, in fact, it covers two different points: (r) the deletion of the second 
paragraph of Section 2; and (2) the substitution for that paragraph of another text which deals 
with a different problem. May I therefore ask the President to put to the vote, first, the Canadian 
proposal that we should add to our text the following sentence: 

"Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota." 

and, secondly, the deletion of the second paragraph. On the first question I think we are all 
agreed, but I do not think that this is the case with regard to the second question. 

The President. -I think that Dr. Riddell should give his views on this point, for he has 
·already given us to understand that he regards the two texts as incompatible. Is he prepared to 
accept M. Markovitch's proposal ? 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- I wish to take this opportunity of thanking the Commission for the 
measure of support that our proposal has received. It seems to me, after listening to all the 
speeches, that by far the best solution is that contained in the proposal of the Belgian delegate, 
and I would like to see that proposal voted on in the form in which it has been explained by the 
Belgian delegate. 

I wish to make it clear that I cannot accept the proposal of M. Markovitch. 

The President. -I shall, then, put the Canadian proposal to the vote, on the understanding 
that the Commission's recommendation, to the effect that the seconding and the employment 
mentioned in the second paragraph shall have a provisional character, will be inserted in the 
report. · 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I should like to explain more clearly what I think should be 
mentioned in the report. We could say that, at the first reading, a certain text was adopted, 
and that, at the second reading, we had to take account of the position of Canada and perhaps 
of certain other countries, a position which appeared to be hardly compatible with so strict a 
rule. In these circumstances, the Commission, while still of opinion that it was most desirable 
that seconding should be of a temporary and provisional character, nevertheless drew the attention 
of the Conference to situations such as that of Canada. 

We are thus more or less following the course indicated a few minutes ago by M. Colban, 
and leaving the Conference free to adopt either two systems or a single system. We are merely 
laying before the Conference the de facto situation which we have found. 

I presume that this would fully satisfy Dr. Riddell. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I think this is a new proposal. If I understood M. Bourquin 
rightly, he proposes that we keep the old text, adopt the Canadian amendment, and indicate 
in the report that the views of the Commission were not unanimous. · 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -I apologise for not having made my meaning sufficiently clear. 
My idea would be to adopt the Canadian text, and say in the report that, although we deleted 
the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2, that did not mean that we gave up the idea, but that 
we omitted this sub-paragraph because we found that we had before us a de facto situation which 
would have to be considered by the Conference. We should substitute the Canadian text for 
the text which was adopted at first reading, and we should explain in the report that we do not 
give up the original text, but that its application might encounter certain difficulties such as those 
pointed out by Dr. Riddell. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I make no objection to this procedure, or to the Canadian 
proposal, but I would point out that it is extremely difficult to vote at the same time on a definite 
text and on the interpretation of that text in a report which we have not yet before us. I therefore 
suggest that we merely vote on the Canadian text. 

M. Colban (Norway). -I maintain my view-that is to say, that if the Commission were 
·unanimous both at the first and at the second readings with regard to a certain text, it does 
not seem to me to be reasonable to replace that text by a new text, and to say that the new text 
was inserted on account of the exceptional situation of certain countries. The text which should 

. appear in the draft Convention should reflect the views of the Commission as a whole, and the 
exceptions should be mentioned in the report. That seems to me logical, so that, to my great 
regret, I cannot vote for the Canadian proposal, although I quite agree that Canada should be 
regarded as an exceptional case on account of the special conditions described by the Canadian 
representative. 

_ The President. - Is M. Colban making a formal proposal, or is he merely explaining 
his vote? 

M. Col ban (Norway). -Like M. Markovitch, I propose that we vote on the deletion of the 
former text, and that, whether that deletion be agreed on or rejected, we then vote on the Canadian 
text, and that, in any case, we explain the poliition in the report. 



PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION FOR A SHORT ADJOURNMENT 

OF THE CANADIAN AMENDMENT. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am a little afraid of what we are going to do n?w! because 
it seems to me we might easily arrive at a decison wh!ch is not r.eally one that t~e maJonty of the 
Commission wish to adopt. Although notice was given of this amendment, It ~as apparently 
come as a surprise to the minds of some of our members, and, as M. Colban has explamed, they have 
apparently great reluctance to make a change at the last minute in a text which has been adopted. 
On the other hand, I do not honestly think. that M. Markovitch's ingenious suggestion meets the 
case at all. The whole point is whether countries in the position of Canada, and some others, are 
to be forbidden, as a principle, from using the~r military mac~ine: and. their ~ilitary officer~ !or 
civilian purposes. Really the question of addmg the n~xt thing. I~ qmte ~ di~erent prop?s~t~on 
altogether. That is put in as an alternative to the mam proposition, whtch IS the prohibition 
or not of this practice. Personally, my own judgment is that there is no harm whatever in the 
Canadian amendment as it stands, and if I had to vote I should vote for the amendment. On 
the other hand, I do not want to have a decision of this Commission which will not really be in 
accordance with our desires-which I take to be these, that we quite recognise that there are cases, 
such as that of Canada, where some provision of this kind ought to be made, in order to enable such 
countries to develop reasonably and properly. I believe there is practical unanimity on that point. 
There is also practical unanimity that, in such a case, all the machines and all the personnel so 
used ought to be included in the military quota, whether of machines or of personnel. There is 
not, apparently, quite the same unanimity over the proposition which I ventured to make, that 
not only ought the numbers to be included but also the expense. It seems to me personally that 
that should be so, but whether it is so or not is a relatively minor matter, because the machines 
would have to be paid for by the military authority, the machines being military machines handed 
over to civil aviation. The real question is whether it is desirable, or not, to make that the 
general principle in the case of countries of a more settled and elaborate character than Canada, 
and some others. 

On that point, there is a considerable difference of opinion, and I venture to suggest that 
this matter might be adjourned for a short time-I do not mean until to-morrow, necessarily-in 
order that we may try to find whether we cannot arrive at a text which we can generally agree 
up?n-either by making some indication that a particular regime is to be allowed in certain countries, 
or In some other way. I cannot help thinking that, with the assistance of M. Politis, we should be 
ab~e to reach a conclusion without much difficulty. I suggest therefore that there should be a short 
adJournment of this question-not of the whole business of course-and that Dr. Riddell and any
body else who likes to should consult with M. Politis and see if they cannot arrive at an agreement. 

. M. Rutgers (N~therlands). -I do not care how we vote, whether we vote in two parts or 
In on~t~e r~sult Will be the same. To sa~ in the report that we retained the text in spite of 
certam obJections put forward, or that we omitted it although it contained much that was of value 
amounts .to the same thing .. I~ does _not therefore matter whether we vote in one way or another: 
and I think that the Commission might do well to follow the President's suggestion instead of 
debating on this point. ' · 

. Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- The question has been discussed at great length, but it has 
sh~ to be !llade clear. I only referre_d to procedure, and I entirely share the British delegate's 
pomt of view so far as the problem Is concerned. Nevertheless, I fully appreciate the special 
reason.s put forward by the delegate of Canada. 

Like the de.legate of Norway~ ~ m~rely <;Iepr~cated the extension of the special case of Canada 
to other countnes ~here the posit.IOn IS qmte diff~rent. I desired to add these explanations to 
my remarks ~oncernmg pr?cedure, m order ~o make It clear that I have no objection to the adoption 
of the Canadian proposal m respect of special cases such as that of Canada. 

I feel I must make. a reser~ation with regard to the statement of the Netherlands delegate, 
who says the pro~edure 15 of no Importance. There are cases when this is so, but in this instance 
I do not agree With M. Rutgers. ' ' 

The Presiden~. - I t~ that we can now close the discussion, and that I can put to the 
vote, first, the deletion-that 15 to say, the first part of the Canadian amendment. · 

· Lord Ce~il (British Empire). -It is a perfectly well understood procedure that if an bod 
rhves the ad]ournm:nt of a particul~r ques~ion that is put first before any substantial que~ioni. 

ave moved the adJournment of this question, and I ask for my point to be put. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE DISCUSSION : APPOINTMENT OF A SMALL COMMITTEE TO REVISE THE TEXT. 

the p~!~~.:ie;~::~j~~~!~'1~~'; ~:~~~~~~:~mf~ro~li~~~c:~dt~k~=~~~l !£ :the viot. t~, butt 
even necessary to put It to the vote sine 11 h · IS no 
should meet, with M. Politis as Cham:a~e :o agr~e tthi<~;t, tasxtsuggested by Lord Cecil, a committee 

' revise s e and enable us to vote on it later. 
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This small committee might consist of M. Politis, Dr. Riddell, M. Bourquin and :M. Colban, and 
meet this afternoon at 4 o'clock. 

Agreed. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The purpose of this amendment is very obvious, and I need 
not detain the Commission more than a few moments. 

We have already agreed on the second reading that "The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to encourage as far as possible the conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation 
undertakings in the different countries". The proposal I make is to add "and to confer together 
to this end". If anybody objects I shall not press it. It is merely to lay a little more emphasis 
on the agreement we have already come to. 

The President. - I think there will be no objection to this amendment. 

This amendment was adopted. 

ro6. Discussion on Chapter II.- Material : Section III.- Air Armaments (Second
reading Text) . 

PROPOSAL BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION TO INSERT A NEW ARTICLE. 

The President. - The British delegation proposes that we insert a new article to read 
as follows: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the figures 
and under the conditions defined in Annex No. . to the present Convention." 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -This proposal is to extend what we have already done in 
regard to land and naval armaments to air armaments also, and I should like to say a word or 
two on the special importance of this amendment with regard to air armaments. 

We are agreed, or at least there are a good many of us who believe, that the limitation by 
horse-power is going to be one very difficult to apply and, as we think, not very satisfactory in 
its result. The limitation as to numbers of aircraft seems to me to be even more difficult to apply. 
It is perfectly true that you can limit numbers of aircraft, but it is also true that none of us, or very 
few of us, think it will be possible to limit the spare parts. It is evident that if you do not limit 
the spare parts you enable practically any number of spare parts to be accumulated and the business 
of putting the spare parts together is the work of a few hours and would probably enable people 
to have ready, or almost ready, any number of aeroplanes at any moment. It is also clear that 
since you can only limit complete machines-that is the decision so far in this Commission-you 
have merely got to leave out a certain portion of the machine and it is not a complete machine 
and does not come within the quota. In other words, I am afraid that in this case, and as I 
think, in a good many cases, the attempt to limit by direct limitation is one which is not 
satisfactory and not complete in any way. The question is: How can we make it more satisfactory 
and more complete ? There is only one way, and that is to limit the amount of money that can 
be spent on this particular arm. That, no doubt, is a very satisfactory limitation, assuming 
that it can be enforced, and I think it is not necessary for me to argue that it can be enforced, 
because we have decided in two or three cases already that in the great majority of countries 
it can be enforced. 

That is the whole case. I believe that each one of us is of opinion that the limitation of 
the air arm is at least as important as the limitation of the land arm or the sea arm, and, that 
being so, it seems to me that we must limit it in this way. It is certainly much more difficult 
because of the difficulties involved in many countries by the existence of civil aviation. 

Under those circumstances, I think we are bound to take every step that we can to limit 
the air arm. · This seems to me to be a very desirable and efficacious way of doing so, and I 
think the majority of the Commission will support this amendment. 

M. Sa to (Japan). -I have some difficulty in accepting the British proposal. The reason is very 
simple. We hold that once you have a direct limitation in respect of material, budgetary limitation 
is superfluous. I have upheld this point of view so far as concerns naval material, and, although 
I was beaten when this question came to the vote, I feel that I should continue to uphold it with 
regard to the limitation of air material. 

The second reason, which is perhaps even more important for certain countries, is the 
following: in many countries, my own included, air forces are still in process of formation. 
We are far from having completed this process; we are continuing to organise our air forces,· 
and it is therefore extremely difficult for us to foresee what expenditure will be necessary for 
the purchase and upkeep of material, and, naturally, very difficult to limit such expenditure 
beforehand. 

I think that this is not only the case in my country, but that other States are in the same 
position. For this reason, it is very difficult for me to support the British proposal. . 
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i\1. CobiAn (Spain). _ I have some doubts with regard to _the bear.ing of this proposal in 
relation to Article DA-text drawn up at sec~nd rea~in~-':"h1ch I thmk we have ado~ted. 
This Article DA, on budgetary expenditure, provides for limitatiOn of the total annual expenditure 
for land and air forces as follows: 

" The relevant figure and the conditions governing such limitation o~ reductio!!• in 
particular as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation. of l.~nd, naval and arr expenditure, 
are stated in Annex No. . to the present Convention. 

1 think that the proposal of the British delegation _duplicates Article D~. I am sure Lord 
Cecil did not propose it with that int~ntion, _and that _Is why I would ask h1m to be so good as 
to explain the bearing of his proposal m relation to Article DA. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very much obliged. to M. Cobian for asking. m~ this 
question. The point is, I think, quite a simple ~:m~. ~n Article DA, we propose. to lim1~ the 
total expenditure on land, air and sea forces, and It IS still doubtful whether that ~Ill be _split up 
up into separate expenditure for land, air and sea forces. That total expenditure mcll!des 
personnel and everything. In addition to that, in t~e case of land and sea forces, w~ ~ave ~rov~ded 
for special limitation of the money spent on matenal, and I venture to say_ that If It be JUstified 
in the case of land forces, I think it is equally applicable to the case of a1r forces, b_ecause the 
progress of military science _makes the mec?a~isation of t~ese for~es more and more Important. 
Therefore, it is very essential we should li.mit the ma~enal speci_fic~lly! although we have the 
additional limitation by numbers of effechves. That IS a real limitatiOn J;>ecause yo~ .c.annot 
keep an effective in pieces and pufit. togeth~r ~t the last _minute_. . There IS no poss1bi?ty. of 
evading the total; but you do not specifically limit the matenal and It IS for the purpose of hm1hng 
the material that this amendment is designed. 

M. Cobian (Spain).-. May I thank Lord C~cil for the ~xplan~ti<?ns !hat he has just giv~n me_? 
In these circumstances, If there be any question of makmg, a limitatiOn on budgetary lines, It 
would, as I have already frequently explained to the Commission, be extremely _difficul~ for my 
Government to accept such a limitation. We are, indeed, of opinion that there IS nothuig more 
deceptive than the value of air material as expressed in currency. 

I much regret that I cannot accept this proposal, in view of the quite special conditions 
obtaining in my country in regard to the cost price of material. 

M. Massl~ll (France).- When the question of the limitation of expenditure on naval material 
was discussed, I raised an objection of principle. That objection holds good in this case also, but 
there are further practical difficulties to which I would like to draw Lord Cecil's attention. 

There are some to which I would only make a passing allusion: I presume that we are agreed on 
the definition of the words " war material ", and that we are only referring to the aircraft whose 
numbers and total power we have defined; I presume also that some committee-or other has 
defined what is to be understood by war material, implements of war on board, etc. Taking such 
agreement for granted, I should like to draw the attention of the Commission to one special point. 

Lord Cecil desires, for quite comprehensible reasons, to prevent the development of air 
armaments, which are in continuous evolution, and to fix a barrier to their expansion. We may 
arrive at that result by limiting total military expenditure. On the other hand, it will be very 
difficult for the various Governments to give even approximate figures in regard to air material. 
There is a constant technical evolution going on, and, not only with the object of increasing the 
destructive powers of aircraft, but also in the direction of changes in aeronautical construction 
which affect both civil_and military aircraft. For instance, it has become a general practice to 
rep!ace wo~d by _metal m aeroplanes, with a view to increasing the safety of pilots, a consideration 
which ~pplie~ With equal force to military and to civil aircraft. This simple change, however, 
results m an mcrease of about fifty per cent in the cost price of aircraft. That is the difficulty. 

lf_you _adopt a fair~y elastic limitation, such as the general limitation of expenditure, the 
countnes will make therr own arrangements; they will economise under other heads, and will 
be able t? reduce to a minimum the difficulties resulting from the un).mown quantity represented 
by technical. development; but if you introduce specific limitations, you will encourage them to 
keep a margm. , 
. . I have therefore consideraJ;>le doubts as to the possibility of adopting the course that has been 
md1cated and I shall not vote m favour of this proposal. 

I:ord Cecil (British ~~pire). -I am very sorry to trouble the Commission, but I must say a 
word m reply to M. Mass1gli. . 

Surely his argu~e~ts are the stro_ng~st possible arguments in favour of the proposal I made. 
What _we are after~ IS, If_ we can, to limit and reduce armaments as far as possible, but to limit 
t~em IS. the essential thmg. \Yhat M. ~assi~li says is that there is great difficulty in limiting 
~~ft, becau~e they ~re _contmually b~mg Improved. I know it. It is not only in matefial 
ltr IS no~ o~y m substitutll_lg o~e mate~! _for another that improvement is taking place, it i~ 
~ o~essmg m 3:11 sorts of directJO~s. . It IS Just for that reason that air armaments ought to be 
limi1tded, otherwise we shall have IneVItable competition between the different air forces of the wor . 

has J:esepre ~ ~fther re~o: 'Yh}ch see_m~ to me special to the French position .. I believe France 
a e y-orgaruse arr orce, It IS a part of their land forces. In consequence, France's 



air armaments will be limited, because France has accepted a limitation of land effectives and 
material. 

At any rate it is evident that there will be a complication. In some respects, mechanical 
development might be limited; the development of tanks is at least as rapid as the development 
of aeroplanes. It is going on continuously. The development since the war has been enormous
at any rate, in my country-as everybody knows. Development is going on continually, yet it 
never was suggested that for. that reason we were not to have budgetary limitation of land 
armaments. The same thing, I think, applies to the air. 

After all, we propose to make this Convention extremely supple and elastic in the clauses which 
M. Massigli and I have been discussing in the Sub-Committee presided over by M. Politis. We 
have made all sorts of provisions that, if anything unexpected occurs, there is to be further 
reconsideration of the position, and so on. The Convention is only to last for a limited period, 
and is then to be renewed. All these things can be taken into consideration by those who are 
making their estimates of all the expenses which are required. 

I do not see myself that we get rid of the difficulty that there will be a tendency, no doubt, 
to provide for margins, but that is so whatever form of limitation be adopted, whether specific, 
budgetary, general, or whether it be confined to one particular ann. There is a general limitation 
of expenditure. Undoubtedly, those who prepare the budgets will take into consideration all the 
margins they think necessary. That will be one of the things we shall have to thresh out at the 
Conference, and we will have to try and reduce those margins as much as possible. I hope we shall 
reduce them· considerably. Whatever we do about that-that is a matter for the Conference and 
not for this Commission-! earnestly hope we shall not abandon this chance-the only real chance 
we have, as I see it-of providing an effective limitation of the air ann. If we do not do this, I 
venture to say that all we have done so far in the limitation of the air arm is of absolutely no 
effect. It might have a moral affect, but it would have no direct nor practical effect at all. For 
those reasons, I do earnestly hope we shall adopt the principle of budgetary limitation of the air 
ann, even if of no other ann. 

M. Massigli (France). -In the first place, I wish to state that in France the air force is a 
separate organisation from the army; consequently, this disposes of one of the objections raised 
by Lord Cecil. . 

I should like to add that I do not think it is true to say that we have done nothing to limit 
military aviation when we have limited the number and aggregate horse-power or machines. It 
does not seem to me correct to compare aeroplanes with tanks. Tanks are constructed for purely 
military purposes; that is not the case with aeroplanes, the principles of construction being the 
same whatever the type of machine. The object of certain expenditure is to increase the safety 
of the pilot, the stability of the machine, etc., and such expenditure is not primarily of a military 
character. In any case; since we have agreed to the total limitation of expenditure on national 
defence, we shall avoid the dangers which Lord Cecil fears may arise. Moreover, the limitation 
of the number and aggregate horse-power of machines will afford effective guarantees. Consequently, 
although I h~ve the same desires at heart as Lord Cecil, I shall vote in favour of the maintenance 
of the present system, because I am sincerely convinced that this will not leave the door open to 
any dangerous development of military aviation. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -Mr. President, when the British 
proposal is put to the vote, the American delegation will abstain from voting. I think it is no 
longer considered confidential in this Commission that the American delegation does not favour 
the method of budgetary limitation. Perhaps, therefore, it would seem the natural course for us to 
vote against the proposal. However, although a considerable majority of the Commission has 
declared itself in favour of the principle of budgetary limitation, the present debate has brought 
out the existence of considerable difficulties, even among that clear majority, in the application 
of their principle. . 

I am· anxious that the attitude of the American delegation should not constitute a further 
obstacle to agreement and I shall therefore refrain from voting when the British proposal is put 
to the vote. 

M. Sato (Japan).- In this connection the Commission should take into account the special 
question of the relations between civil and military aviation. There is no limitation of civil aviation 
as regards technical development; on the contrary, the general tendency each year is to increase 
expenditure on civil aviation. Any limitation of this expenditure is inconceivable. 

This being the case, it would be difficult to accept any limitation of expenditure on the purchase 
and upkeep of material for military aviation. Considerable freedom of action should be allowed, 
so as to provide for all contingencies. . 

It is therefore impossible for me to agree to any limitation of expenditure on air material. 
This is not in any way inconsistent with my attitude as regards the limitation of the aggregate 
budget. I did not vote in favour of the limitation of air budgets, and I voted against the limitation 
of naval budgets. As regards the limitation of the aggregate budget, however, the examination 
. of the possibility of the separate limitation of the land, naval and air budgets has been entrusted 
to a Committee of Budgetary Experts. This separate limitation of budgets has not yet been adopted 
by the Commission, and therefore the question is still open. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I would like to remind the Commission of the doubts 
I expressed during the discussion of the article providing for the separate limitation of expenditure 
on each category of armaments. I said that Yugoslavia was in a somewhat difficult position, owing 
to the fact that we have no separate services for the air and land forces. In the circumstances it is 
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difficult to separate the various credits allotted to ~he thre~ c:;ategories ~ :rm~te:~he ~:eusi 
therefore make the same reservation as before, and If the Bntl~h propos e lb t d f the 
shall have to vote against it. If it be accepted , I would pomt out th~t t e s u Y 0 

practical application of the methods of limitation upon which we are now votmdg hi as been e~~~s~~ 
to a Committee of Budgetary Experts. If the British amendment ~e adopte , propose a 
question of its execution and application be referred to that Committee. 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH PROPOSAL. 

The British proposal was rejected by six votes to five. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -· I am afraid this is the first decision of this Co~mission 
which I find very difficult to accept, and I must ask that a very express rese~e be put mto the 
report and that the numbers voting be stated, and also the number of abstentions. I do not know 
whether you took the number of abstentions; perhaps they should be taken expressly by a second 
vote. 

The President. - As Lord Cecil desires it, we will calculate the number of abstentions by 
deducting the number voting from the total number of delegations. 

REQUEST BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION FOR A VOTE BY ROLL-CALL. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do not want to be troublesome about this, but we attach 
great importance to it, and as the voting was unsatisfactory-only eleven members voted-it might 
be better to take a second vote by roll-call. 

The President. - I agree to that, if there be no objection on the part of the delegates. 

M. Cobiiln (Spain). - I have frequently ventured to point out to the Commission the 
unsatisfactory character of votes, which show no positive results, and always leave a certain 
ambiguity. It is the duty of each delegate to vote on every proposal submitted to him. We must 
make our opinions quite clear so that the public may know what they are. 

As regards the vote which has just been taken, I have already said that, to my great regret, 
I was unable to accept the British proposal. I abstained for the same reasons as Mr. Gibson-after 
stating the views of my Government. In conclusion, I would repeat that, in my opinion, these 
votes are of no value. 

VOTE BY ROLL-CALL. 

The following five delegations voted in favour of the British proposal: 

Canada 
British Empire 
Irish Free State 

Six delegations voted against the British proposal: 

France 
Japan 
Poland 

Thirteen delegations abstained: 

Belgium 
Bulgaria 
China 
Czechoslovakia 
Finland 

Germany 
Greece 
Italy 
Spain 

Sweden 

Norway 
Netherlands 

Roumania 
Turkey 
Yugoslavia ·. 

United States of America 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
Venezuela · 

M. ~ol!tis (Greece). -I wish to explain my vote. I abstained, not because I am 0 osed 
to t?e pnnciple: but because I do not understand this proposal. I think that a more suitabl~~lace 
for It :w~mld be_m Article DA, to which it might perhaps be added, but, in any case, I cannot form 
an opmion until I know whether the budgetary experts are in favour of it. 

dd ~ Crian (Spa~n). -. My reasons for abstaining are already known to you, and I would 
a
1 

t t do not think It reasonable that we should have to re-vote on a question which h 
a ready been voted upon. as 

M. Westman (Sweden).- I abstained for the same r M p li ·· 
we have as yet no definition of the term "war material". easons as . o tiS, and also because 

. . M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). - My delegation abstained for th 
mdicated by M. Politis. e same reasons as those 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Re ubli ) · . · 
from voting because it does not think that the B ·tis! cs . -The SoVIet delegation abstained 

n proposal would have sufficient effect. Our 
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delegation submitted a proposal for the direct limitation and reduction of war material, 
supplemented by budgetary limitation and reduction by categories, and that proposal goes much 

· farther and is much more effective. · · 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I hiwe always been opposed to budgetary limitation as a 
substitute for direct limitation, but in the present case I am in favour of the British proposal. 

The President. - The British proposal has thus been rejected by six votes to five, with 
thirteen abstentions. M. Cobian complained just now that the Commission had been obliged to 
vote twice. I am pleased to note that this second vote has served to clear up the position. 

107. Discussion on Chapter IV.- Chemical Arms (Second-Reading Text). 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from 
the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

PROPOSAL BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION. 

" CHAPTER IV • ...:... PROHffiiTIONS. 

" SECTION I. - CHEMICAL ARMS. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . 
" SECTION II. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

" The High Contracting Parties agree forth
with to prohibit the employment: 

• I. Outside fortified works, fortresses 
and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

" (a) In the case of guns: 77 mm.; 
" (b) In the case of howitzers: IOS mm.; 

" 2. In fortified works, fortresses and 
field works of artillery ·of a calibre above: 

• (a) In the case of guns: xso mm. 
·• (b) Inthecaseofhowitzers: 21omm.; 

" 3· Mortars and trench-mortars of every 
kind of a calibre above xso mm.; 

"4· Tanks of every kind. 

" They undertake to destroy all the war 
material, including spare parts, the employment 
of which is prohibited by the above paragraph. 
Furthermore, within . . . months as from 
the coming into force of the present Convention, 
each State shall notify the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations of the number of 
individual units destroyed. The Secretary
General shall communicate this information to 
the other States signatories. 

" The High Contracting Parties· also agree 
to prohibit the manufacture and importation 
of the said war material." 

The President. - We now come to Chapter IV, in regard to which we have a German 
proposal to discuss. This is, first to replace the heading " Chemical Arms " by the heading 
" Prohibitions ", and secondly to divide this chapter into two sections, the first dealing 

·with chemical arms and consisting of the text already adopted, and the second with land armaments; 
this would consist of the new text which the delegations have before them. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I stated at yesterday's discussion that, at our session in 
the spring of 1929, 1 I had proposed that the dropping of bombs by aircraft should be prohibited, 
because I regarded that as an essentially offensive method of warfare. 

During that session, the question of prohibitions was discussed very fully, and I then said that 
I intended to make a similar proposal ~ater in regard to offen_sive land armaments. . 

When I made this proposal a fortrught ago, I hoped that 1t would compensate for the exclus10n 
of land material from reduction, which was then decided upon by the Commission. 

1 Note by lhe Se<relarial -See document C.I9S·M·74-I929-IX; Minutes of the sixth session (First Part), page 51. 
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This question has been discussed during the present sessio~, and I sh~:mld lik~ to ~o~e wha_t ~as 
said on that occasion by M. Westman. He said: "A suggest~on mad~ m I927 I!i t s ommrss10n 
might be taken as a starting-point. Would it not be possible-while acceptm~ the bud~etary 
method-to limit directly, at any rate, certain categori~s of a~s-name}y. those. which are easrest to 
supervise and are also the most important from the pomt of view of their attacking power-namely, 
tanks and heavy guns?" · · · . f 11 

I merely quote this part of his speech as an example, to show that this question was u y 
discussed by us a fortnight ago. . . . . 

I have also been greatly impressed by the profound uneasmess which prevails at prese~t 
throughout the world, and more particularly in Europe. Efforts have b~en mad~ ~o. remove t~us 
uneasiness by means of various pacts-in partic~ar the Pact of Pans-pro!llbitmg: offensrve 
warfare. But these pacts, including the Pact of Pans, have not made as much Impression on the 
public as they ought to have done, because they have not, at 3:ll_events ~p to the present, been 
followed by their logical consequence-disarmament .. ~o prohib~t offensive war:fare and at the 
same time pile up offensive arms is a manifest contradiction, and IS not a proceeding calculate~ to 
inspire the peoples with confidence. For that reason, I say that we should destroy offe~s~ve 
armaments. We shall thus impress "the public imagination, and provide a sense of tranquillity 
which has hitherto been lacking. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I should like to explain the vote which I shall give when the time 
comes for the Commission to pronounce upon this proposal. . 

I shall vote against this amendment. It contains tw? parts: the second part r~fers to. direct 
limitation and is thus contrary to the principle adopted m the part of the Convention whrch we 
have already examined-namely, in Article TA. If it were desired to maintain this principle, it 
should have appeared in Article TA, and I do not think the Commission showed any desire to 
accept the direct limitation of land material. 

The first part prohibits the use of certain devices in time of war. I cannot accept that either, 
not because I do not desire the exclusion of the most inhuman methods of warfare in the event of 
war, but because I do not believe they would be excluded. If ever we have the misfortune to be 
involved in another war, I do not think that prohibitions imposed on belligerents by law will 
be respected any more than they were last time-indeed even less than last time. 

In these circumstances, it is better to be frank, and not to give the peoples of the world the 
illusion that war will not in future be as terrible as it has been in the past, if, I repeat, we should 
ever be so unhappy as to find ourselves again engaged in war. The more world public opinion is 
convinced that war is bound to be a terrible thing, which will utterly destroy civilisation, the 
more it will bring its influence to bear upon the Governments to render the preventive means, which 
the League is engaged in strengthening, truly effective. ' · 

I am profoundly convinced that we can prevent the outbreak of war, but if we are unsuccessful 
and war does break out again, it would be vain to hope that any limit could be set to it. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - The last thing I desire is to prolong the life of this 
Commission, which is nearing the end of its labours. This question has been exhaustively discussed 
on several occasions. I am familiar with the point of view of M. Politis, which he has already 
explained. I would merely remind him that there is a contradiction in what he said, and it is a 
contra~ction which .I _ce!tainly_ did not e~p~ct fro~ him. Why shoul~ we prohibit chemical 
arms •. If we say that It rs Impossr~le to prohrbrt certa_m other arms ? . If rt be possible to prohibit 
chemical arms, I do not see why It should be more difficult to prohibit tanks which can certainly 
be seen more easily than gases. ' 

M •. Po.litis (Greece).- The co~tradiction t? which ~ount Bernstorff has just ;eferred should 
no! be ll!lpute~ tom~ ... ~en, durmg our previous sess1o~s •. we were discussing the advisability 
of msertmg th1s proh1b1tion m Chapter IV; I was also of opmion that this prohibition was outside 
t~e·scope of the ~onvention which we were engaged in drawing up, because that Convention deals 
With the re~uction o~ armaments,. wh_ereas this chapter is on a totally different plane, and is 
concerned With 'Yhat 1s to b~ ~one m tim~ of ~ar. T~es~ are two entirely different things, and I 
was th~n, and ~till am, of op~1on tha~ th1s aT!1cle, which 1~ the ?illY article in Chapter IV, should 
not be mserted m the Conventwn.. If 1t be des1red t? deal w1th th1s question, a separate Convention 
should be drawn up, as w_as done m ~925, but even m th~t case I still maintain my point of view
namely,_tha~ we are makmg a prom1se to the peoples wh1ch may prove to be illusory, and that our 
true policy rs to prevent war and not to make it less inhumane. 

VOTE ON THE GERMAN PROPOSAL. 

The President. -We will now vote on the German proposal. 

The German proposal was rejected by ten votes against to two for, and twelve abstentions. 

M. Morfoff _(Bulgaria).- I abstained from voting on this amendment becausethe.insecurit 
of my country will not be lessened by a reduction in the calibre of guns Like M p lit" I think 
that we should concentrate on measures to prevent war. · · 0 IS, 
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MEMORANDUM BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION • 

. " The French and English texts of the first paragraph of this Chapter, as agreed to at the second 
reading, are as follows: ·. 

• ' Les Hautes Parties contractantes s'inter
disent, sous conditions de reciprocite, l'emploi 
a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou 
similaires, ainsi que de tous liquides, matieres 
ou procedes analogues.' 

• ' The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes. • 

" It ~ay b_e recalled that, <;lt~:ring the first part of the sixth session, certai~ delegations assumed 
that the mtenhon was to prohibit the use of all chemical methods of warfare of every kind. On 
the other hand, there are some indications that this view is not shared by all States. It is at least 
possible that this difference in interpretation owes its origin to a serious ambiguity in the Geneva 
~as Protocol of I925, as well as in all Treaties and Conventions regulating gas warfare signed 
smce _th~ wa~. In ~he Geneva Protoc~l of June I925, though the relevant portion of the French 
text Is Identical with that of the article quoted above, in the English text the French word 
' similaires ' is translated by • other •. 

" Basing itseH on this English text, the British Government have taken the view that the use 
in war o! ' other ' gases, including lachrymatory gases, was prohibited. They also considered 
that the mtention was to incorporate the same prohibition in the present Convention. 

" From every point of view it is highly desirable that a uniform construction should prevail 
as to whether or not the use of lachrymatory gases is considered to be contrary to the Geneva 
Protocol of I925 andjor to· Chapter IV of the Draft Convention. 

" The British delegation proposes, therefore, to invite an expression of opinion on this point 
from all the States represented on this Commission. " 

NOTE BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION REGARDING THE BRITISH MEMORANDUM. 

" I. All the texts at present in force or proposed in regard to the prohibition of the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases are identical. In the French delegation's opinion, 
they apply to all gases employed with a view to toxic action on the human organism, whether 

· the effects of such action are a more or less temporary irritation of certain mucous membranes or 
whether they cause serious or even fatal lesions. 

" II. The French military regulations, which refer to the undertaking not to use gas for 
warfare ( gaz de combat) subject to reciprocity, classify such gases as suffocating, blistering, irritant 
and poisonous gases in general, and define irritant gases as those causing tears, sneezing, etc. 

· · " III. The French Government therefore considers that the use of lachrymatory gases is 
covered by the prohibition arising out of the Geneva Protocol of I925 or Chapter IV of the draft 
Convention. 

" The fact that, for the maintenance of internal order, the police, when dealing with offenders 
against the law, sometimes use various appliances discharging irritant gases cannot, in the French 
delegation's opinion, be adduced in a discussion on this point, since the Protocol or Convention in 
question relates only to the use of poisonous or similar gases in war. " · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -This is not really a matter for me to make a speech about. 
The point is stated quite clearly. There is a little difference between the English and French 
text of the Geneva Protocol of I92j, and there seems to be a certain difference in the practice of 
countries as to whether the prohibition extends or does not extend to those gases which are not 
dangerous to health. The French delegation have been good enough to circulate a statement 
in which they saythat their practice is the same as ours in forbidding the use of all gases; but I 
do not know whether that is the case with other people, and my Government is anxious, if possible, 
to clear up the situation in that respect. · 

I have made my appeal here, and it is for each Government to say whether they feel able and 
disposed to make any reply to this appeal on the subject. 

The President. - The French delegation has already replied in writing, and Lord Cecil 
would like to know whether the other delegations can also state their views. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania).- My delegation was among those that proposed this prohibition, 
and I am therefore entirely in agreement with the construction which Lord Cecil has placed upon 
this article, which has also been explicitly confimled in the note now submitted by the French 
delegation. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - The Yugoslav delegation also urged the desirability of 
inserting in the Convention on the Limitation of Armaments an article dealing with the use 
of chemical arms. We, fully agree with the interpretation given by the British delegation. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - I entirely associate myseH with the declarations which 
we have just heard, for the simple reason that it would be very difficult in warfare to make a clear 
distinction between gases which are lethal and gases which are not lethal. 
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PROPOSAL BY THE UNITED STATES DELEGATION. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United Stat~s of ~erica).- J hafhh~)d~h::ti~':o~~~i~~; ~~ 
necessary for me to make a statement on this subject, as I con ess .. a a . H s 
offer a sound and valuable opinion on the problem raised. by the Bntlsh delegah?n· ~w=~~~~~s 
so many delegations have expressed their views on this subject, I feelthere are,certam consid 
that should be laid before the commission. . 

The American delegation has examined with great interest and sY!llpath~ the me~orandum 
on chemical warfare circulated by the British delegation. A very mter~tmg and Important 
problem is raised by this memorandum and one which it is essential to settle If w~ are to have the 
sort of clear-cut and straightforward international agreement on gas warfare which alone can be 
observed. . 

If, in the interpretation of the Gas Protocol, there is a ~roa~ bor~er-~e of. doubtful cases, 
States which endeavour to execute faithfully their treaty obligations, nsk mcurrmgthe reproach 
of vioiation if other States have a different conception of the scope of our agreement. I am . 
particularly, glad that the British delegation has brought this que~tion f?rward no~, and h~s asked 
for an expression of opinion from other delegations on the 9-uestion of mt~rpreta~10n. !his seems 
to me a distinctly useful step and I welcome the opportumty to lay certam considerations before 
the Commission, together with a suggestion as to how the whole problem may best be handled. 

I confess that, after such study as I have been able to give t? the matter~ I fin~ i~ extremely 
difficult to offer a useful opinion as to what sort of gas can be considered as fallmg Withm the sc~pe 
of the text agreed to on second reading. This entire subject is so technical that I should ~e 
to lay before the Commission some of the problems involved in any decision, which, to ~y mmd, 
show that any definite solution of this problem is beyond the technical competence of this body. 

The primary question involved is as to the use of lachrymatory gases. While lachrymatory 
gases may serve some useful military purpose, for instance as harassing agencies, it is doubtless 
well-known to all my colleagues that the greatest use of lachrymatory gas is found, not in military 
service, but in police work either for controlling mobs, in which use it is certainly far more ?umane 
and probably more effective than the use of machine guns, sabres, or even truncheons, or 1t seryes 
the purpose of effecting the capture of a barricaded criminal without bloodshed or loss of life. 

Aside from this particular civil use of lachrymatory gas, the British document raises anot~er 
far more interesting question of greater technical difficulty and wider ramifications. This question 
involves the use of smoke, which has a widely-accepted technical use for tactical screening purposes. 

Smokes can either be chemical or mechanical in their nature and run the gamut from petroleum 
smoke, mechanical in character-inasmuch as it consists of particles of soot suspended in air
down the line to toxic smokes which are extremely lethal in character. In all probability, the most 
widely-used smoke for military screening purposes is white phosphorus, which has no chemical 
gas qualities, but which is a hideous and cruel agent if used against personnel before it has reached 
the stage of being a true smoke. Between white phosphorus and the true toxic smoke there exists 
an infinite number of gradations, most of which have well recognised chemical properties, and some 
of which are lethal in character. Logically, a statement as to the poisonous or non-poisonous 
or the lethal or non-lethal qualities, of smokes and gases, which might come under the terms of the 
text adopted of Chapter IV at second reading, would require prolonged study by technical experts 
with specialised knowledge of the subject, supported by expert specialised medical knowledge 
as to the properties and probable physical and pathological effects of these various agencies in 
n~rmal ~nd abnormal ?o~centr.ations. I have. sought to outline briefly some of the difficult problems 
With which the CommissiOn might be faced, If we were to embark upon a general discussion of this 
subject now---d~fficulties which I fear we are quite nnprepared to discuss without the backing of 
adequ.ate t~chmcal knowledge. The problem before us is essentially one of doing away with 
agenc~es ~h1ch cause 1;1nnec~ssary sufferi[olg. and it is important, if our prohibition of these inhumane 
agenc~es IS to be all-mclus1ve and applicable, that we have definite knowledge of these various 
agencies and their effects, and of the ramification of any decisions we may take. On the other hand 
we seek~ m~ximu_rn prohibition of inhumane agencies, but, at the same time, we should not be 
led to ~rmg mto disrepute th~ employme~t of agencies which not only are free from the reproach 
?f causmg nnnecessary suffermg, but wh1~h achieve definit~ milita~y or civil purposes by means 
m t~emselves ~ore. humane than those m use before their adoption. I think there would be 
con~1derable h~s1tation on the part of many Governments to bind themselves to refrain from the 
use m war, a!l'amst an ~nemy, of agencies which they have adopted for peace-time use against their 
own population, agencies adopted on the ground that, while causing temporary inconvenience they 
cause no real suff~ring·or permanent disability, and are thereby more clearly humane than the use 
of weapons to wh1ch they were formerly obliged to resort to in times of emergency. . 

I have set fort~ the views of the American delegation on this subject at some length in order 
to lea~ u:p to a .definite pr~posal. I think we a~e all in a~reement as to the end in view. I hope the 
CommiSsion will agree With me as to the difficulty, 1f not the impossibility of our reachin 
a thoroughly sound agreement at this time, and of the need for mature scientific study. g 
. I therefore venture to suggest that the British memorandum be noted in our report that th 
~portance of thisf subject be duly stressed .. and ~hat t?e various Governn'l.ents represented at th: 
~hrrna~ent Con ~r~nce be requested to giVe this entire subject careful study and consideration 

'~ 't a VIew to. arrhivihng at that Conference equipped with adequate knowledge of the problem i~ 
a I s aspects, m t e ope that we may reach the sort of agreement we all desire. 
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M. Sato (Japan).- My Government agrees with the British interpretation. 

M. Cobian (Spain). -I agree with the British delegation's interpretation, because I think 
that th7 text approved at the second reading is so clear that it cannot give rise to any objections. 
It provides that the use in warfare of any kind of gas is prohibited-doubtless because it is very 
difficul. t? distinguish between lethal and non-lethal gases. 

I entirely agree with M. Politis that it would be very dangerous to try to make war less inhumane, 
bu~ ~ would <~;dd ~at we must not do anything which represents a refinement of cruelty. In my 
opiruon, nothing IS more opposed to all idea of civilisation than that scientific knowledge should be 
used to devise methods of destruction. 

· M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -In 1929, the Soviet delegation 
proposed !lot only the renunciation of the use of gases in warfare, but also of their preparation 
m peace-!Ime; this proposal, however, was rejected by the majority of the Commission. 

Y"_e mterpret this paragraph to mean that the use of all gases, including irritant gases, is 
prohibited. 

~s _regards the text proposed by the French delegation, the Soviet delegation is of opinion 
that It ts not for the Preparatory Commission to legalise the use of these gases by police forces, 
and it accordingly regards the third paragraph as unacceptable, particularly as one speaker 
referred to the use of gases by police forces for the purpose of controlling mobs. 

M. Massigli (France). -As the French delegation has expressed its views in writing, I 
need not repeat that it is in agreement with the British delegation. However, we have just heard 
some very interesting statements, and Mr. Gibson has touched the core of the problem. A significant 
silence was also observed by certain dtlegations, which shows that they are not at present in a 
position to state their views on the matter. 

I therefore approve Mr. Gibson's proposal to mention the British memorandum in the report, 
so that it may be sublnitted to the Conference. 

As regards the remark made by M. Lounatcharsky, I would merely point out that I have never 
asked this Commission to interpret the 1925 Protocol in any way, still less to unify the police regula
tions of the various countries. I can assure him that if this question arose, I should leave it to 
him to make proposals. 

Dr. Woo Kaiseng (China). -The Chinese delegation is entirely in sympathy with the British 
delegation's memorandum. It also agrees with the views of Mr. Gibson, the United States delegate, 
and considers that chelnical warfare should be prohibited, and that these questions should be 
carefully ~xalnined. It is also of opinion that the manufacture of all gases, both asphyxiating and 
poisonous, should be prohibited, or at all events, lilnited. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - As regards Chapter IV, the Italian delegation interprets 
the i925 Protocol, to mean that "other gases" include lachrymatory gases-that is to say that, 
subject to reciprocity, the use of lachrymatory gases is prohibited. 

I gladly associate myself with Mr. Gibson's proposal to refer the exalnination of this question 
and the final decision to the Conference. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). - Mr. President, I wish to thank the British delegation for giving 
us an opportunity of discussing this very important question. We are in entire sympathy with the 
interpretation given in the British memorandum. We also welcome the proposal of the United 
States delegation that all the delegations should come to the Disarmament Conference with as 
full and complete information on this subject as possible. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - In reply to the British delegation, I desire to state that we also 
consider the use of lachrymatory gases prohibited by the Protocol. I should like to add, after 
hearing the statements made by previous speakers, that none of them seems to be opposed to the 
use of lachrymatory gases being prohibited. As certain Governments which signed the Protocol 
are not represented here, it is advisable that the result of this interpretation should be brought 
to the knowledge of those Governments, so that this Protocol may be interpreted in a uniform 
manner. 

The President. - I hope Lord Cecil is satisfied ·with the replies he has obtained. Judging 
from the discuSsion, I take it that Mr. Gibson's proposal, which is supported by M. Massigli, is 
approved by the Commission. The Goverrunents are accordingly requested to study this question 
so that it may be settled at the Conference. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should like to say a word of thanks to my colleagues for 
the fullness with which many of them have replied to the question the British Government laid 
before them. I need not say that everything they have said will be brought to the notice of my 
Government and they will be as grateful as I am. . 

I entirely adhere to the suggestion of Mr. Gibson, and I venture to hope that those Governments 
whose delegations have not been able to reply on this occasion will convey especially to their 
Governments, and bring to their attention, all that has passed on the present occasion. 

With regard to what M. Lounatcharsky and M. Woo Kaiseng said about the desirability 
of preventing the manufacture of these gases, I am in entire agreement with them, but they, too, 
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will agree with me that the technical difficulties of prohibition are very ~eat, owing to ~h: to~~= 
of science in matters which are quite removed from th~ m~nufac}ure of~~~:: c~~~~e:ent iheir 
agree that it is of little use to f<?rbid the ~se of gases m tm~es <? war f eace The matter should 
manufacture, and the preparation of t~e1r ma1_1u~acture, m tunes o P · 
be carefully studied, but it does not anse at this JUncture. 

The President. -We can regard the discussion as ~losed. . . · 1 that the 
I would draw your attention to one very important pomt-namely, that 1t IS ess~ntla . 

reservations made in regard to the various points of the reportshouldBbe formul~~tm wll!ir~~~:_~ 
terms. I would therefore ask you to send them in this form to the ureau, w IC 
them to the Rapporteurs. 

The Commission rose at z.zo p. m. 

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December znd, I9JO at 5 p.m. · 

President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

roB. Discussion of the Texts adopted at Second Reading and Of the Amendments thereto 
(continuation). 

DISCUSSION ON CHAPTER V. - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS (SECOND READING TEXTS). 

SECTION I. - ORGANISATION. 

New Article OA. 
There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent J?isarmament 

Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present ConventiOn. It shall 
consist of x [Figure to be fixed by the Conference] members appointed respectively by the 
Governments of the following High Contracting Parties... [list to be drawn up by the 
Conference]. - · 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be 
appointed for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent 
illness. · 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Ar#cle OB. 
- The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary
General of the I.eague of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the 
present Convention, to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary Session on the date fixed in its RuJes 
of Procedure. . 

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases 
provided for in the present Convention and whenever an application to. that effect is made 
by a High Contracting Party. _ 

Article OC. 
The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the 

basis of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article OD. 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are 

present. . 
Article OE. 

Any Hi~h Contracting Party not ha~g a member of its nationality on the Commission 
shall ~e ~nbtle<l: to se1_1d a mem~er app~mted for ~he purpose to sit at any meetings of the 
CommlSSton durmg whtch a question spectally affectmg the interest of that Party is considered. 

Article OF. 
Each ~e~ber of the Com~~ion shall have only one vote. 
All deciSions of the Comi~llSSion shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the 

members present at the meetmg. 
In. the cases I?rovided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats 

~<? natl_onal security) the votes of members appointed by the Parties concerned in the 
lSCUSSio~ sh~ll not be counted in determining the majority. 

A mtnonty report may be drawn up. 
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Article OG. . 
Each member of the Commission shall be t:ntitled on his own responsibility to have 

:mY J?erson he~rd or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which 
IS bemg exammed by the Commission. 

Article OH. 

E~c~ member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that, in any report by the 
Commisslo!'-, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if 
necessary m the fonn of a separate report. 

Article 01. 

All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the 
present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated 
to all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall 
be published. · 

The President. -There is no amendment to Section I. 

SECTION II. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Article IA. 

Text proposed by the Draftin~ Committee. 

. As regards e:ffectives, the exchange of information shall cover the average daily number 
of e:ffectives reached during the budgetary year in the land, sea or air armed forces, or 
formations ·organised on a military basis, of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations within . . . months after the end of the budgetary 
year, the necessary figures to enable the tables-of which models are attached to this 
article-to be drawn up in the case of such High Con.tracting Parties (the headings of the 
columns in the tables will show the information which is required in consequence of the 
decisions of the Commission). Each Party shall attach to this statement an explanatory 
note showing the elements on which the figures supplied by him are based and stating in 
particular for each category of e:ffectives (recruits, militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc.), 
the .number of these e:ffectives and the number of days, service they have performed. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than . . .. in each year. 

Article IA (1). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall forward to the Secretariat of the League 
of Nations within three months of the end of the budgetary year an annual statement 
showing the number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory military training 
during the previous year. 

Article IA (z). 

Each of th~ High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

(1) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 
(z) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing in 

each of its overseas territories. 
Article IZ. 

Text proposed by the DraftinC Committee. 

The High Contracting Parties having conscription system shall forwa~d to. the Secr~al1'
General of the League of Nations at the end of each year the followmg mformat10n m 
regard to their land, naval and air forces respectively: 

{I) The total number of days' active se~ce required of the annual continge':lt; 
_(z) The total duration (in days) of periods of training not included in the act1ve 

service. 
Article IB. 

[The text will appear in document C.P.D.fzBo(a).]l 

Article IC. 

Suppressed-a similar article having been inserted in the Chapter • Naval Material". 

1 N ole by the Secret..,.iat. - See Annex 9· 
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Article IG. 

Each of the High Cont;acting Parties shall communicate to d~d. ~ec:::~:~~~c~f ~~~ 
League of Nations the name and the tonnage_ o~ any veslsel t~~?tr:ype this communication 
Article NH (Chapter II). With regard to extstmg vesse s o ts ' . With re ard 
shall be made within two months after rat~fica:tion of the presdent Co~;:~~~~· of comple~on. 
to vessels to be constructed, the commumcation shall be rna e on 

AMJ>NDMENT PROPOSED BY THE AMERICAN DELEGATION. 

Article IG. 

• Insert after the first sentence of Article IG the folloWing words: 

" ' . . . except merchant vessels completed prior to 1921 which were designed 
for a speed of less than 12 knots '. . · 

"In the second sentence of Article IG, alter the words' two months' to read' x months'." 

Motives: 
" The American delegation, following the session of November ~4th, telegraphed its 

Government to enquire what part of the information required by Ar:ttcle IG, as at present 
drafted, is available from any governmental agency. The Amencan Government h3:s 
replied that it is in a position to name the merchant ships whic~ have h~ret~fore ~ad their 
decks stiffened for the purpose of mounting guns, but that no mformation Is available as 
to whether or not the strengthening features have been removed in the ?ase of. merchant 
ships sold to private interests. The information necessary to c_omply _with Art~cle IG as 
drafted could therefore be obtained only by means of an actual ms,pection for thi? purpose 
of all such vessels as ·were once so fitted but are now under pnvate ownership. Such 
inspection could require a considerable period of time. . 

" The American delegation questions whether the value to be gained from information 
of this character as regards older vessels of low speed, which could be of no real offensive 
value as armed vessels, is worth the administrative effort to obtain it. The American 
delegation believes, however, that if vessels completed prior to 1921 and designed for a 
speed of less than twelve knots were eliminated, it would seem that the purpose of the article 
could be complied with and that from an administrative point of view it would be entirely · 
acceptable. 

The President. -The American delegation has submitted an amendment to Article IG. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -There is nothing I wish to add in 
regard to the motion, but I understand that the Drafting Committee has found a number of 
problems in regard to the question raised by the American amendment, and I should be very 
happy to withdraw this amendment on the understanding that it will be considered by the 
Drafting Committee. · 

The President. - We will therefore not deal with this amendment for the moment. 

Article ID. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the 
ma~um figures attained during the year in respect of the number and total horse-power 
or an:craft, an~ the ~umber, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in commission 
as latd _down m Article AA of Chapter II, Section III, Air Armaments. 

Thts statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 
within three months after the close of the budgetary year. 

Article IE. 

~n order to ensure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each of the High Contracting 
Partte;; .s~all prel?are an annual statement showing the total number of civil aeroplanes 
and ~mgtbles regrstered in the territory under jurisdiction of each of the High Contracting 
Parttes. 

AMENDMENT TO ARTICLE IE SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION • 

. The President.-The first Amendment to Article IE is submitted by the British delegation 
It IS to add as the end of ~h.e article, the words " . together with the expenditure by. 
Government or local authonttes ". 
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f:ord Cecil (British Empire). -This is a very simple amendment. It is, of course, only a 
question of publicity. There is no intention of restricting the expenditure by Governments or 
~ocal authorities on civil aviation, but we do think that it might be a matter of very considerable 
unportance to know what it i.s that is being spent. There is no question of prying into secrets, 
because all these things are published in a properly-managed country. There are accounts published 
by l~cal authorities and by the Government. It is only a question of having them collected from 
public sources; and the British Government thinks that, in certain events, which I do not desire 
to specify, it might be a very important thing to know how much a Government was spending on 
encouraging a particular kind of aircraft. For· that reason, I ask that these words should be 
inserted. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). - I have some difficulty in accepting 
the amendment. I find no difficulty so far as Federal Government expenditure is concerned. 
Wi~h regard to expenditure by local authorities, quite a different problem is raised. I do not 
believe. that we have such information available. It may very well be that some of this information 
is published but I do not know whether it would correspond to what the Convention would require. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I am sure I do not want to put the American delegation 
into any_ difficulty in this matter, but would they mind its being inserted provisionally in the 
Convent10n ? If when the Conference meets, it proves to be an impracticable suggestion, it can 
always be taken out. I think the principle is rather a good one, if they do not mind it being put in. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America).- I have a little difficulty in accepting 
the proposition of Lord Cecil. In order that the American position may be fully understood, 
I would suggest that it should be noted in the report. 

The President. - I shall regard the British amendment as adopted with this reservation. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE POLISH DELEGATION. 

The President. -The Polish delegation has also submitted an amendment to Article IE, 
to add, after the words: ". . . showing the total number", the words: "and total 
horse-power . . . ", the remainder of the text being left as it stands. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - The principle of publicity in the matter of civil aviation 
has already been adopted by the Commission as regards the total number of civil aircraft. 

We are of opi~on that publicity covering the number alone is not sufficient. Let me give an 
example. A hundred touring or sporting aeroplanes with 6o h.p. engines are not of the same value 
as a hundred heavy-transport aeroplanes with 1,000 h.p. engines. If the number alone be given, 

. it conveys nothing. If, on the other hand, the total horse-power be mentioned, you can see at once 
exactly what the position is. In the specific case stated, we must compare, not the total numbers, 
but the total horse-power of 6,ooo for the hundred touring aeroplanes with the 100,000 horse-power 
for the hundred large aeroplanes. It .is the horse-power, and not merely the number, that indicates 
the real value of the aircraft. 

The objection that it will be difficult to produce figures fails, because we have already accepted 
a similar rule for the limitation of military aircraft. Moreover, publicity in regard to horse-power 

. already exists to a large extent for civil aviation. I am referring to the work done, for instance, 
by the Veritas Bureau. I would add that the horse-power of a civil aeroplane can easily be 
ascertained from the registration records, which are regularly kept in various countries. 

If publicity covered the number alone, a small touring aeroplane would be treated as equal 
to an aeroplane capable of carrying a load of several tons. Publicity of that kind cannot be regarded 
as satisfactory. 
. . We are of opinion that it is possible, and absolutely necessary if our Convention is to be 
clearly and easily workable, to introduce the element of horse-power, which is an essential factor 
and more significant than the number. 

These, then, are the reasons for our amendment. 

General Dumitresco (Roumania). - The Roumanian delegation supports the Polish 
proposaL 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -We do not in any way wish to raise 
an obstacle to the Polish amendment, but we should like to have a note, similar to that I have just 
spoken of, made in the report, especially as I do not think we are in a position to give information 
on the subject of horse-power of civil aviation. 

M. Massi~li (France).- I desire to support the Polish proposaL I recognise that it may be 
difficult to apply it in certain countries; but in most cases, the registration records specify not 
only the make and type of the aeroplane, but also the horse-power. It is thus possible to make a 
rough estimate of the aggregate horse-power of a country's civil aircraft without a whole set of 
elaborate calculations. 

The President. - The reservation of the United States delegation will be mentioned in 
the report. 

The Polish amendment was adopted. 
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Article IH (former DA* and DB*). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 

League of Nations, in a model form, a stat~ment sh~wing the actual total amount expended on 
land, sea and air forces, during the precedmg financial year. · . 

It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showmg 
the amount actually expended during the pre~eding !inancial year on the upkeep, purchase, 
and manufacture of war material as defined m Artrcle T A of Chapter II of the present 
Convention. · 1 f h 

This communication shall be made not later than . month after the c ose o t e 
financial year. 

Article IF. 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the infor;mation supplied by t~e 

High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League m pursuance of therr 
international obligations in this regard. . . . 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least o~e report on the m!ormat!On submrtted 
to it and on any other information that may reach rt from an authonsed source and that 
it may consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present 
Convention. . 

All reports shall be communicated forthwith to· all the High Contracting Partres and to 
the Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure 
of the Commission. 
No amendments having been submitted to the above Articles--other than Article I G and Article IE 

-they were adopted. 

SECTION IV. - PR()CEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS AND REVISION. 

Article ZA. 
The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the ·provisions of this 

Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article ZB. 
If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion 

that another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed 
upon, or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present 
Convention, such •party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League; 
before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose 
action is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party 
which may be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard shall present' 
a report thereon as soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of 
the League. The report and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise. as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances 
in virtue of the Covenant of the League of Nations with a view to ensuring the observance 
of the Convention and to safeguarding the peace of nations. 

Statement by the United States Delegate. 

The President. -As regards Section IV, there is no amendment, but Mr. Gibson wishes 
to make a statement. · 

T~~ Hon. ~u~h Gibson (United States of America). -You will remember that when 
~- Politis ~!lade his first report on the work of the Sub-Committee which sat under his chairmanship, 
his report md~~ed a not,«; to the ~ffe~. t}lat the American delegation had expressed some doubts 
as ~o the provrsrons on Complamts . m C}lapter V, and had indicated its desire to study the 
sub]~t further. I now take pleasure m saymg that we have satisfied ourselves that the text as 
p~ovrded affords a satisfactory basis ~or our discussions at the coming Conference, and that there 
will th~refore be no need to mclude m the report any reference to the attitude of the American 
delegation. 

The President. -The Commission notes Mr. Gibson's statement with satisfaction. 

DISCUSSION ON CHAPTER Il. - MATERIAL: SECTION Ill. - AIR ARMAMENTS 
(SECOND-READING TEXTS) (continuation). 

Article AE. 

AMENDMENT PROPOSED BY THE CANADIAN DELEGATION (continuation from No. IOS). 

Report of the Sub-Committee examining this Matter. 

~ ~~~~:~!~~rf~F~~ fin~~e c~~;~~~:i~tew~~cf1~~~ff~i~~~~~!:~;f ~i~~inb:~h~~a~=~~ . 
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It had been suggested that the text adopted at first and second reading should be left as 
it stands with some indication that exceptions might be allowed but this proposal did not 
satisfy the Canadian delegation. ' 
. It was next proposed to omit the article adopted at first and second reading, and to state 
m the report, as proposed by M. Bourquin this morning, that the Commission draws the attention 
of the Conference to the desire, expressed by a large number of delegations, that the utilisation 
of military_ elements in civil aviation should not be permanent, but should only be a temporary 
and p~ovlSlonal measure. That solution also was not acceptable to the majority of the Sub
Comrruttee. 

The third proposal was ·to embody neither the old text nor the Canadian amendment in 
the Convention, but to explain the situation in the report, giving the two texts side by side for 
the Conferen~e ~o choose from, and stating the arguments in favour of each. 

After reJectmg all these solutions, the Sub-Committee reached the conclusion that the bE>st 
way t~ give the Conference a true picture of our proceedings would be to take a vote. As the 
C~adian proposal really consists of two parts-first a negative part in which it is proposed to 
ormt the old text, and secondly a positive proposal to insert a paragraph to the effect that 
per~onnel ser:onded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation undertakings should 
be mcluded m the figures--the Commission should vote on these two points separately; first, 
whether the old text should be deleted and, secondly, whether the addition proposed by the 
Canadian delegation should be adopted. 
. . In any case, whatever you decide, your report will explain the sense of the vote. If you 

decrde to delete the former text, there will be a statement in the report on the lines indicated 
by M: ~ourquin this morning, explaining to the Conference that it was desired that the utilisation 
of m•htary personnel and material in civil aviation should only be a provisional measure. If, 
on the other hand, you decide to keep that text, the report will state that the Commission has 
noted the apprehensions of certain delegations with sympathy, and suggests that the Conference 
should take steps to give them satisfaction. 

We ask you, therefore, to give a clear vote on these two questions, so that the Conference 
may know what is the exact position. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- The .Commission is indebted toM. Politis for this very clear report 
of the different proposals made in the Sub-Committee, but he has omitted to mention my strong 
opposition to his proposal with regard to the method of voting on the respective propositions. 
I found myself, in the Sub-Committee, in the happy position of being able to support at least 
two of the proposals made: one by M. Bourquin, and the other by M. Colban. I did not wish, 
however, at this stage to accept the first solution referred to by M. Politis, because it seemed 
to me, from the Minutes of the discussion, that at no time had the Commission offered any 
objection to an exception being made for Canada; I therefore took it for granted that the 
Commission was unanimous on this point, which had not been controverted; 

· This morning I stated that I should be glad to support the proposal of M. Bourquin, and 
I should also be very pleased to support the proposal of M. Colban. The proposal of M. Colban 
would be to send both the present texts-the second sub-paragraph 2 of Article AE, and the 
Canadian proposals-to the Conference, and the Conference would have before it two proposals 
upon which to deliberate. That seems to me to be a very satisfactory compromise, and, as 
I have· said, the Canadian delegation would be glad to accept it, as there is a certain amount 
of opposition to M. Bourquin's proposal, which, of course, would be preferable from QUr 
standpoint. As a compromise solution, I should like to have M. Colban s proposal accepted. 

If, however, the amendment goes to a vote, it seems only fair that our amendment should 
be submitted first and that the Commission should be given the opportunity of voting for or 
against our text. Should it be rejected, then the Commission might vote on the present text. 

M. Politis (Greece). -Dr. Riddell has been good enough to congratulate me on the clearness 
of my report, but I am afraid he has no reason to thank me, because I thought that we had 
reached an agreement, at any rate as regards the procedure. After what he has said, however, 
it appears that there is no such agreement, or in any case there is no longer unanimity. 

In the Sub-Committee, in order to avoid any misunderstanding, I summed up the discussion 
and asked my colleagues whether they agreed to the four points I have just mentione~, and 
they said they did. I sincerely thought, therefore, that I was representing the unammous 
views of the Sub-Committee on these four points. Dr. Riddell has now reopened the whole 
of the Sub-Committee's discussion. It is true that M. Bourquin proposed a solution which 
was not accepted by M. Colban, and that M. Colban made a proposal which was not accep~ed 
by M. Bourquin. It was therefQre impossible to agree upon either of these proposals, .which 
were approved by Dr. Riddell. We then agreed to propose to you a certain procedure in regard 
to the vote, and to recognise that two separate questions are involved. 
. One question was settled in the text adopted at the twQ previous readings-namely, the 

principle that the employment of military material and personnel in civil aviation cannot be 
of a permanent character. That is the first idea. 

The second idea, which is a new one, is that put forward by the Canadian delegation-namely, 
that military personnel and material employed in civil aviation should be included in the figures 

· inserted in the Convention. 
As these are two separate proposals, you will have to vote on them separately if you wi;'h 

the position to be clear. As regards the first, you have already voted twice in favour of rts 
adoption. You are now asked to go back on your decision. The first point to be decided is 
whether you agree to delete the text in question. When that has been decided, you will have 
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ronounce u on the second point, which is submitted for the first ~ime-na~ely, whether 
to·Jltary person~el and material employed in civil aviation sho.uld be mcluded m the figures 
:~erted m the Convention. I think that is the clearest and simplest way to proceed. 

VoTE ON THE DELETION OF THE SECOND SUB-PARAGRAPH OF PARAGRAPH Z OF ARTICLE AE. 

The President. _ I thank M. Politis for his lucid statement, and I think the best thing 
we can do now is first to vote on the deletion of the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 2 of 
Article AE. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -I regret exceedingly that tJ;ere should have been a J_Uisunderstandill:g 
as to what took place in the Sub-Committee, but the picture ~ ~ave was the picture as I saw .1t 
at the close of the meeting. I regret very much that M. Politis should have thought I was m 
agreement with what he has just proposed. 

The President. -We will now vote on the deletion of this sub-paragraph, as I proposed 
this morning. 

The deletion was rejected by five votes for to twelve against. 

VOTE ON THE ADDITION TO PARAGRAPH 2 OF ARTICLE AE OF THE TEXT PROPOSED 
BY THE CANADIAN DELEGATION. 

The President. -We will now vote on the addition proposed by the Canadian delegation. 

This addition was adopted by nineteen votes for with some abstentions. 

The President. - This addition will thus form a ne~ paragraph of Article AE. 
There remains the question of the budget out of which military airmen will be paid, and 

military aircraft employed in civil aviation will be kept in repair. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).·- I did not move that ultimately; I left it to be gone into 
again in connection with the later amendll!-ent. . . . · 

We certainly hold very much to the kind of phrases which M. Politis employed as to the 
necessary result of whatever decision we came to. · 

IOg. 

The President. - It will be inserted in the report. 

Chapter II.- Material: Section II.- Naval Armaments: Texts drawn up by 
the Commission on November 20th, 1930. 1 

TABLE III. 

Statement by the British Delegate: Consequent Statements by the Delegates of Sweden,Italy, Nether lands, 
Finland, Norway, Yugoslavia, Spain, United States of America, Greece, France, Roumania, 
Turkey, Poland, China. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The Commission will remember that when we were discussing 
Table III we arrived at the drawing up of three rules in a certain order. I then said that I was 
prepared to vote for them, but I must consult my Government on the points, since they were 
novel points on which I had no direct instructions. . 

I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that I am now authorised to accept the three 
proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so I should like to make it clear that 
I regard the first rule as governing the other two-1 understand that was why it was put first; 
that is to say, that though Rules 2 and 3 establish certain important principles, yet their applica
tion must, in the last resort, depend to some extent upon the considerations set out in Rule I. 

It is, of course, understood that in saying this I am dealing solely with the question of transfer 
and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power to ask the Disarmament 
Conference for any class of ship as part of its navy. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - It is with great satisfaction that the Swedish delegation has 
learnt fro~ Lord Ce.cil's statemen~ that the British Gove~erit approves the text of Table III. 
. In ~ connc:ctlon I should like to state that the ~wedish delegation could not accept any 
mterpretation which wo~d we~ke~ the safeguards obtamed. b:y: Powers possessing fleets of small 
tonnage, as a result of the msertion m Table Ill of the three pnnc1ples, in return for their acceptance 
of a great number of rules extracted from the Treaties of Washington and London . 

. General ~e ~arinis (Italy). - I should also like to define the sense and scope which the 
It~an delegatiOn giVes to the text we are now engaged in examining. I will content myself with 
a srmple statement . 

. Like the Bri~ish d~lega~o~, we consider that the basic criterion for transfers should be that 
which was enunciated m pnnc1ple No. I. When this principle has to be applied in practice, we 

1 Nole by lb. S•CY•Iarial.- See Annex II. 
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would make no difficulty in according complete freedom of transfer from the class of submarines 
to that of light surface vessels, that is to say, destroyers and small cruisers. 

C?n the other hand, I desire to state that we shall oppose transfers in the opposite direction, 
that 1s to say, from the class of light surface vessels to that of submarines. . 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I do not think it was the intention of the previous speakers 
to ~duce the Commission to adopt their views, but perhaps it is desirable for me to state the views 
of the Netherlands delegation . 

. I regard the first rule as being as general as possible, because it leaves the Conference to 
conSider all the. circumstances; the second rule applies to a particular case, and gives a perfectly 
clear and defirute solution for that case. I think that if this clear and definite rule is made 
subordinate to the general. rule, which is somewhat obscure, we shall alter its significance. 

For that reason, I desire to make every reservation in regard to the interpretations to which 
we have just listened. 

Rear-Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). - With reference to the Swedish statement, I 
consider that the three rules ought to be interpreted as of equal force, and that none of them 
should be allowed precedence over the others. 

M. Colban (Norway).- We are not trying to draw up any declaration by the Commission. 
The British delegate said that he was prepared to take into account the special situation of very 
small navies; it is obvious that my country, which has a particularly small fleet and will only ask 
for very low figures, will claim at the Conference the greatest freedom in the matter ?f transfer. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -My impression is that we are not now discussing Table III, 
but are being given an opportunity to express our views solely in regard to the British delegation's 
statement. In this matter I entirely agree with the Swedish delegate. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - In regard to Lord Cecil's statement I should have had nothing to 
say, for I cannot fail to recognise that when we settled this question, which was of some importance, 
in the Sub-Committee, we accepted, as a compromise, a number of principles which we should 
certainly not have accepted otherwise. Lord Cecil displayed a most conciliatory spirit, and 
said that he personally saw no objection to the proposal, but that, in any case, he would have 
to consult his Government. He did so, and he now brings us the good news that the British 
Government accepts this solution, and had I intended to speak, it would have been merely to 

· express my satisfaction. 
Unfortunately, I am compelled to say a few words in view of the unexpected statement 

which we have just heard from my friend General de Marinis. As you are all aware, this text 
was adopted by the Sub-Committee without any reservation or objection on the part of any 
delegation. It was recognised as a compromise, and it is for that reason that I am unable to 
agree to any alteration now, especially as it implies that at the Conference there will be a great 
naval Power which will oppose the legitimate claims of numerous, though smaller, other Powers. 

. The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I had not anticipated speaking 
again, as there have been so many declarations of the points of view of the various delegations. 
There is, however, one point I should like to bring up. . 
. · I assume that it is already amply covered by the provisions of Article EA concerning the 

maintenance of stipulations of existing treaties, which we passed the other day; but I should 
merely like to say that, in accepting the three points of Table III which are drawn up as the 
compromise text, I assume that the application of the inverse ratio was not intended to apply 
to Powers which are signatories of the Washington and London Treaties. 

M. Politis (Greece). - I should like to say, on behalf of my Government, that I desire to 
associate myself with the statements made by the Norwegian and Swedish delegates, and wish 
this statement to be embodied in the report. 

M. Massigli (France).- I had not intended to speak, because I also thought that we should 
simply have to take note of the reservati~n Il_lade a fe'_V days ago by Lor? ~ecil. ~owever, 
since the naval Powers have expressed therr v1ews, I thmk 1t my duty to mdtcate bnefiy the 
attitude of the French delegation. 

The French delegation took the initiative in proposing a system of transfers, because it 
considered that this system was sufficiently flexible to safeguard the interests of fleets of small 
tonnage. We desire that this debate should end now on an optimistic note. We feel sure that, 
notwithstanding these reservations, the proposed formula: will provide the Conference with a 
means of safeguarding the legitimate interests of those fleets which we are convinced that no 
one here desires to oppose. 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I had not ~xpected ~hat my statement ~ould have troub!ed 
M. ·Cobian so much. In any case, I should like to pomt out that there lS no contradiction 
between what I said before and my present statement. The second paragraph of Table III 
provides that: 

" Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed. roo,ooo tons will have full freedom of 
transfer as regards surface ships." 
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But we are obviously not concerned at the moment with surface ships, but with sub~arines. 
We hav~ agreed to transfers from the submarine class to that of surface vesselsMbu~ ~?t ~~ce ~~sf" 

I should like to reassure M. Cobian, and to express the same hope as M. . assig I. en Ire Y 
agree with the French delegate, a_nd ·am convinced that the Conference will find a means of 
satisfying everybody. , 

General Dumitresco (Roumania). - The Roumanian delegation is in agreement with the 
Swedish delegation's statement. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - The Turkish delegation also associates itself with the Swedish 

statement. 
M. Coblim (Spain). -I thank General de Marinis for l_lls explan~tion, but. I must say that 

what is written is written. I am also grateful to M. Massigh, and I thmk that, If th~ Confere!lce 
reaches agreement, it will be after each ha~ defended his legitimate rights on a basis of equity, 
justice, and the compromises we have arrived at here. · 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -The British representative's statement has g?.yen us the 
greatest satisfaction, and has removed any doubts as to the value of the compromise between 
the· two conflicting points of view. . . . . 

I wish to state that we regard the three principles in Table III as an mdivrsible whole, 
from which no part could well be taken a-:vay without we~kening the effect of the other parts. 

I also desire to support what was said by the Swedish delegate. 

Dr. Woo Kaisen~ (China). - The Chinese del~gation. ~grees wit~ the view stated by the 
Norwegian delegate. In vie:W, however, of the spe~Ial_POSitlon of Chma and the length of her 
coastline, the question reqmres very careful exammatwn, and we have not yet be~n able to 
form a very definite opinion. We shall wait until the Conference to define our attitude. 

The President. --After the very interesting and, I think I may say, reassuring statements 
we have just heard, we can regard the discussion as closed. 

no. Date of summonin~ the First Disarmament Conference: Proposal by Count 
Bernstorff. 

TEXT OF THE GERMAN PROPOSAL. 

"Whereas the Council of the League of Nations at its meeting on December 8th, 1926, 
having regard to the resolution adopted by the Assembly on September 24th, 1926, relating 
to the work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, forwarded the 
said resolution to the Preparatory Commission and requested it to submit proposals with 
regard to the date at which it would be possible to convene the Conference, due allowance 
being made for the probable progress of its work; 

" And whereas the report of the Third Committee to the Assembly of the League of 
Nations mentioned the Committee's desire that a Conference for the reduction and limitation 
of armaments should be convened in 1931, and whereas, after taking note of this report, 
the Assembly at its meeting on September 30th, 1930, expressed the conviction that, during 
its session next November, the Preparatory Commission would be able to finish the drawing 
up of a preliminary draft Convention, and would thus enable the Council to convene, as soon 
as possible, the General Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of-Armaments; 

" The German delegate has the honour to submit the following resolution for the approval 
of the Preparatory Commission : 

. " ' The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference, having completed 
Its work, suggests that the Council of the League of Nations should, in conformity with 
the general desire that a general Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Arma
ments be summoned at the earliest possible date, convene the said Conference for Monday, 
November 2nd, 1931.' " 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I assume that all my colleagues have read my proposal 
and I have therefore very little to say about it. ' 

Th~ Council instructed us to prol?ose a date. The Third Committee of the Assembly expressed 
the desire that that date should be m 1931. These two desires taken in conjunction led me to 
propose November 1931 for the Conference. . 
. I must apologise for one ~istake !n my proposal: I suggested November 2nd, the first Monday 
m the month, but that day IS a festival of the Catholic Church, and I shall therefore propose 
Thursday, November sth, instead. · · 

If the Council decides in January to convene the Conference for November sth we shall 
have ten months in which to prepare for the Conference. If ten months are not en~ugh then 
probably ten years would not be enough either. I think ten months gives us ample time and that is 
why I have proposed that date. ' 

. Dr. Woo Kaisen~ (China). -The CP,inese delegation desires to state that it is ins ath 
w~t~ th~ German delegation's suggestion that the General Conference for the ReduciT::~ an~ 
Lnnrtation of Armaments should be convened at the earliest possible date. 
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· General de Marinis (Italy). - I support the German proposal. For the last three years 
we have been saying that the Conference should be held as soon as possible, and it seems useless 
to repeat that once again without indicating a date. We should therefore suggest a date to the 
Council. · . 

Moreover, as Count Bernstorf;f says, ten months are enough for the preparations for the 
Conference. A few months more would not help us; if the preparations are possible at all, we 
ought to be able to complete them in ten months. 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I entirely sympathise with the desire of the German delegation 
that the Conference should meet at as early a date as possible, and I dare say they are right, 
but I do not know that November 5th will be the earliest date possible. It might possibly and 
conceivably be earlier; it might possibly and conceivably be later. But it seems to me rather 
presumptious for this Commission to try and do what the Council really has to do. The Council 
has to summon this Conference and must, I think, fix its date. 

I do not see how we can put ourselves in the way of the Council in that respect. I think what 
we might do is to beg the Council to fix a date definitely, and not say it shall take place as soon 
as possible. I think that by January next, when it has had the opportunity of considering our 
report and suggestions, and of considering the necessary arrangements for the proper convening 
of the Conference, the date ought to be fixed. 

I think the German delegation is right. By January, the Council ought to be in a position to 
fix a date, and I think we should suggest that the Council ought to do so. But I hesitate to ,;o 
further than that. I think it would be rash for us to try and do what is, after all, the Council's 
business. Here, I fort~fy myself by reading the careful wording of the resolution of the Assembly, 
which affects my Government as a Member of the League, and that resolution does not suggest 
that we should fix the date, but merely "submit proposals with regard to the date". Those words 
were very carefully chosen, I doubt not, and we should propose that the Council in January 
should fix the date for the Conference. I agree with the German delegation that after January 
there should be no doubt as to when the Conference will take place. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I share Lord Cecil's doubts. 
I am quite aware that a question was put to us in 1926, but its wording and the circumstances 

in which it was propounded, clearly showed its object. The Council wished to know when we 
should have completed our work. In reply we are sending it a report and a draft Convention. 
Should we go further ? Ought we to add to this report a suggestion in regard to the date for the 
Disarmament Conference ? I do not think we ought. It is not proper to shift responsibilities, 
and fixing the date of the Conference is a responsibility. If the Council considers that eight, 
ten or fifteen months are required for the preparations for the Conference, that is a matter for it 
to decide, in the light of the political considerations of which it is then aware. It is not for us to 
take the Council's place. It is true that public opinion is awaiting the summoning of the Conference 
with impatience, but I do not think that a month or two will make much difference from that 
point of view. It is our duty to explain to the public the unfortunate effects-as shown by 
experience-of convening a Conference without adequate preparation. If we explain this clearly, 
the public will understand that we cannot take this responsibility in the Council's stead. The 
Council will meet in two months' time, and can then fix a date. As Lord Cecil says, we can 
even make a recommendation to that effect, but I do not think that we should go any further 
than that. · 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). -I quite agree with the German delegation that the Conference 
ought to meet at the earliest possible moment, but, at the same time, l agree with Lord Cecil as 
regards the fixing of the date. 

In previous discussions, both in the Assembly and in the different Committees, this question has 
always assumed great political importance. It was sometimes imagined that the Conference was being 
postponed, or that an attempt was being made to postpone it; but now we have reached a far 
more advanced stage. We are approaching the end of our labours-everybody knows it and can 
see it-and the last step we have to take is to make the final preparations. Political considerations 
no longer enter into it; everyone desires the Conference to meet as soon as possible. All that 
remains-and in my opinion it is a matter for the Council-is to decide how long the preparations 
will take. This question will have to be settled by the States Members of the Council, with whom 
in accordance with the Covenant and all our past decisions, the responsibility rests, as M. Massigli 
has pointed out. It is not for the Preparatory Commission, which was assigned a perfectly definite 
task, to take this responsibility. 

Public opinion will be perfectly satisfied if we explain our views, especially as it is a matter 
of common knowledge that the Conference will meet at the end of next year or early in 1932. 
The difference- in the dates is so small that, both for reasons of tact and on political grounds, 
we should leave the decision to the Council. 

M. Politis (Greece). -I entirely agree with what M. Benes has said, and merely wish to 
make a few additional remarks. Since most of the delegates who have spoken belong to 
countries represented on the Council, they will have an opportunity of urging the reasons for the 
selection of any particular date during the Council's discussions. 

I think it is desirable that you should also learn the point of view of countries not represented 
on the Council, and they have their opportunity of stating their views here. It is essential-! 
cannot repeat this too often-that the Conference should be successful, because if it should fail, 
this would be the greatest disaster since the war; and, in fixing the date of such an important 
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Conference, the Council will have to take into account weighty pol.itical consi~~rations, ~~d w!ll 
also assume an enormous responsibility. It is not for me to ex~II!me the pohtlca!- conditl~ns m 
favour of any particular date. What I should like to say-an~ ~h1s IS the ~omt of VIew, I thmk, ?f 
most Governments which are not represented on the Council, and especially of small States-Is 
that as this Conference is to be an exceptionally long one, Jasti~!? a gre~~ many months,. the 
delegations will have to consist of many different elements---pohtl~al, military and tec~mcal. 
Small countries have not a large choice of such personnel, and they wiJl have to settle the difficult 
question of whom they will immobilise at the seat of the Conference for many months. 

They will thus need time not only to reflect-for it is not solely a matter of reflection-but 
also to arrange their affairs. They will have to transf~r diplomatists from their posts, ~~d arrange 
for their replacement while they are away; they will have to detach naval and military staff 
officers and send them as experts to the Conference, and these officers also will have to be replaced. 
These questions cannot be settled in a few weeks, or even a few months. Governments must be 
given ample time to make their preparations. 

Moreover, there is another consideration of a technical nature. We have called the instrument 
which is the outcome of our labours a " Draft Convention ", but it is not really a draft Convention; 
it is only a skeleton. A draft Convention usually means a document which is complete and ready 
for signature; but the instrument which we have drafted is something very much less than that, 
and I might even go so far as to say that we have not inserted the essential element of the future 
C,.nvention-namely, the figures. It will take a considerable time for each country to determine, 
with due regard to what has been done here, the logical and practical figures whieh can be proposed 
to the Conference with a reasonable chance of acceptance. Countries like my own, which have not 
very large services at their disposal, will require a. very long time to go into these matters and 
come to the Conference adequately prepared, and it is absolutely essential to the success of the 
Conference that they should come adequately prepared. _ 

For these reasons, although we are all agreed that this Conference should meet as soori as 
po~sible, I feel that we must not, now that we know that it is going to be held very shortly, display 
too mtich impatience over a matter of two or three months. -

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I wish to make a final appeal to the Commission. I have 
always endeavoured to understand the scruples of my colleagues, and I have tried to do so in 
regard to the question with which we are dealing; but I really cannot understand how they can 
feel any scruples about proposing a date to the Council, when the Council itself transmitted to us 
an ~ssembly resolution, asking us to make proposals with regard to the date when it will be 
possible to convene the Conference. For my part, I should feel considerable scruples in not proposing 
a ~ate when th~ ~ouncil has asked us to do so. It would be discourteous on our part not to comply 
With the Council s request. - · 

I~ t~e second plac~and this is a que~tion to which I have frequently referred in this 
Com!DISSio_n-I really thmk that we do not display sufficient sympathy with or understanding of 
public feeling. 
" I assure you ~hat ~orld public opinion cannot tolerate any further repetition of the expression 

as soon as possible .: Those words have been repeated so often without result that they no 
longer have any meamng, and are no longer accepted. I earnestly advise you at the last moment 
not to repeat them once more . 

. Dr. Markovitc~ (Yu.goslavia).- I think the German representative has every reason to be 
sa~Isfied, because, m pomt of fact, our work is completed, and it will be possible for the 
Disarmament Conference to be summoned in the near future. I quite understand CountBernstorff's 
a~guments and ~cruples, but I think that the British delegation's proposal is more in accordance 
With the real desires of 0e Germ~n delegate than the German proposal itself. If, when we submit 
our r_eport to the Council, w~ ask It to convene the Conference, that is beyond question within our 
provmc_e, an~ our request Will carry more weight than a decision which is really outside our sphere 
and. which m1~ht be regar~ed as inspired by a desire for popular applause, rather than as the result 
of npe reflection. For th1~ !eason, I earnestly beg the German delegate not to insist on a formal 
vote, but to accept the Bntlsh proposal. 

~· Morfoff ~ulga!ia). -. The Bulgarian delegation also desires the Conference to be held 
as qmc.kly as possible: It considers that the only way to emerge from this uncertainty is to fix 
a defimte date, and as no other date has been proposed, we shall vote in favour of November Sth. 

Bern~·~a~o (Japan)ci. h-I thought it would be u~necessary for me to speak; but, since Count 
delega~on. as presse IS proposal, I am constramed to define the attitude of the Japanese 

In .th.e first place, Count Bernstorff refers to the Council resolution dated D b 
ga~smhittmhg to the Prepara~ory Commission a resolution adopted by the Asse~~~y ~; ~~ht rgz6, 

u w en t e Assembly decided to ask the Preparatory c · · a year. 
to the d~t~ of the Conference, the circumstances were ver~m:;;ffsswn/~ makeha proposal in regard 
M. M<l;SSigh has already alluded to those circumstances In rgz6 e~~n prom w at tChey a;e .to-day. 
only JUSt been set up, and no one had an idea · h . • e reparatory ommisston had 
task: Consequently, the Assembly, anxious tlat the ~o e; It wo~l~keb able to complete its 
possible, requested the Preparatory Commission to k n erence s

1 
° e convened as soon as 

rna e a proposa on the matter. 



-325-

The latest resolution adopted by the Assembly is that of September 1930. This resolution 
contains two recommendations. The first is that the present session of the Preparatory Commission 
should be its last. That desire has been fulfilled, since our task is practically completed. The second 
recommendation is that the Conference should be convened as soon as possible. It is true that 
in the Third Committee's report an approximate date was indicated for the Conference, the desire 
being expressed that it should be convened during 1931. As, however, our work is nearly concluded, 
our present task is to submit a report to the Council, and it will be for the Council to fix the date 
of the Conference in accordance with the resolution adopted by the last Assembly. 

In saying this, I am by no means seeking reasons for postponing the date of the Conference. 
I can assure Count Bernstorff that my Government will instruct its representative on the Council 
to accept the earliest possible date, provided always that due regard be paid to the somewhat 
pecul~ar ~osition of countries which, like my own, are remote from Europe. You must remember 
the tune 1t takes for documents to reach Japan, and a long time must also be allowed for the 
passage of the Japanese delegates and experts. If, however, these special circumstances are taken 
into consideration, my Government will accept the earliest possible date, provided it be fixed 
by the Council. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am very sorry to trouble the Commission again, but I 
really cannot allow Count Bernstorff's observations to pass, because this is not the first time he 
has tried to occupy the position of being the only person who is really in favour of disarmament, 
a claim which I am utterly unable to square with the conduct he has pursued during the sessions 
of this Commission. He says we ought to have regard to public opinion. Certainly we ought to 
have regard to public opinion, but equally certainly we ought not to allow our decisions to be 
guided simply by what we think wiUbe most popular. 

We are engaged on a task of infinite importance and complexity. We have to try and bring 
about a Conference for the disarmament of the world, a Conference which is absolutely unique in 
its character. We should be utterly unworthy of the positions we hold in this Commission if we 
allowed ourselves to be diverted from that immensely important and responsible duty by any 
question as to what would, or would not, be popular. I am astounded that anyone should think that 
was an argument we ought to consider for a moment. Let me just remind the Commission of how 
we stand. It is not for us to fix the date of the Conference. That is admitted. We cannot do it. 
The Council of the League is the body that is going to call the Conference, and therefore the only 
body which can fix the date is the Council of the League. The only question is whether we shall 
suggest a particular date or say to the Council that we hope that, at their next meeting, they will · 
definitely fix a date. That is the only issue. To my mind it is perfectly evident, if we take our 
business seriously, that the proper course is to say to the Council: "We think the time has now 
arrived at which you can fix a date, and we wish you to fix a date at your next meeting, but you 
must be the judge of what that date ought to be ". That seems to me to be perfectly clear. 

The German delegation suggests November sth. Why ? They have given no particular 
reason why it should be November 5th, or any other date. They have had no information from 
the Secretariat as to what would be a suitable date. They do not know what would be possible. 
They have made no enquiry from other Governments as to what would suit them. They have 
made no enquiry at all, but merely fixed that date because it will be popular. That is the only 
argument which has been given in favour of the suggestion. 

I venture to hope we shall adhere to what is the business-like and proper course, and say to 
the Council: "We think the time has now arrived when it is possible to fix a date, and we hope 
you will fix it "; but it is for the Council after taking all the circumstances into consideration, · 
to say what is the best date for the Conference, and it is for them therefore to fix the date. Any 
suggestion we make would be neither suitable nor useful. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I do not see any reason why this question of the date of 
the Conference should be treated with so much heat. I have endeavoured to avoid doing so myself. 
I do not think my argument in regard to public opinion is so very extraordinary, because it can 
be truly said that if public opinion were not demanding disarmament, the Governments would 
not be demanding it either. That, I think, is beyond dispute. 

Moreover, as a special argument I said that the Council had asked us to propose a date. 
I propose, therefore, that we should suggest a date to the Council, and I think we have a right 
to do so. · · 

When I suggested November, it was not without having made enquiries. Indeed, I have 
been very carefully into the question. It was quite clear that the Conference could not be convened 
before the Assembly. We-are all agree on that. Nor could it be summoned immediately afterwards 
-that is to say, in October. That is why I proposed November, as the first possible month after 
the Assembly. I think that is a very simple proposal, and one which could quite well be 
discussed calmly. 

The President. - After hearing the opinion of almost all the delegations, I would ask 
Count Bernstorff whether he would. agree as a compromise to an alteration in the wording of 
his proposal. We might say: 

" . . .. suggests to the Council . . . that the Conference should be convened 
at the earliest date which the Council considers expedient."_ 
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This would reflect the views of the great majority of the Commission. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -We have alw~ys. said that our yo~es ,wer~ ~ve!l simply 
as an indication, and I do not see why we should not md1cate the Co!f!mlsslon s oprmon m regard 
to the date. After all, this would be of great interest to the Council.. ~~ then should we ~ot 
give an opinion on this point as we have done on others ? Is the Comm1sswn m favour of a defimte 
proposal or not ? 

M. Benes (Czechoslovakia). - I should like to reply to what Count Bernstorff has just 
said. I have special reasons for thinking that it is difficult to fix a precise date. In the fi~t place, I 
could not conscientiously vote in favour of November sth, because I am absolutely convmced that 
two or three months more will be needed for the preparations, and therefore I might be disavowed 
by the Council. I do not like being disavowed at any time, and I should not like to be in this case 
above all. Secondly, supposing we adopt November 5th and the Council next January fixes a later 
date, the Preparatory Commission will appear to have been in a great hurry to show public opinion 
that we wish to disarm quickly, while the Council, which includes the Foreign Ministers of the great 
Powers, who are responsible for their policy, will appear to be less eager. I hesitate to place those 
Ministers in such a position, and that is the real reason why I should prefer not to fix a date. I 
think we should state that we wish the date to be fixed by the Council, so that we may not be 
disavowed and may avoid giving the impression that we are in a greater hurry than the Foreign 
Ministers of the great Powers. 

I should like to add that I entirely agree with Count Bernstorff that we should avoid the 
expression " as soon as possible ". 

The President. - Count Bernstorff wishes his proposal to. be put to the vote; but it is 
understood that even if the majority of the Commission opposes it, that will not mean that the 
Commission is against the date of November 5th. It will simply mean that it does not wish 
to take any responsibility for fixing a date, and that that responsibility rests solely with the 
Council. 

M. Cobian (Spain).- According to the statements which have just been made, there appears 
to be a certain conflict between our desire to fix a date and the powers of the Commission. No 
one opposes Count Bernstorff's motion in principle, but the Commission is nearly unanimous 
in feeling that it cannot fix a date. I therefore propose that we should first vote on the ·question 
whether the Commission considers that it can fix a date. . 

AMENDMENT PUT FORWARD BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION • 

. Lord c.ecil (British Empire). -.I venture to think it would be better to put Count Bernstorff's 
motion, wh1ch has been moved qmte regularly, unless somebody moves an amendment to it. 

I should be quite prepared to move as an amendment that we ask the Council at its next 
meeting to fix a date for the Conference. · 

The President. - As this is an amendment to Count Bernstorff's proposal, we must vote 
on the amendment first. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The exact terms of the amendment I move are as follows: 

. " The Preparatory Coml!lission for the Disarmament Conference, having completed 
1ts ":ork, requests the Council of the League at its next meeting to fix the date for the 
meetmg of that Conference." 

Count Bern~torff (Germany). - When are we going to vote on the date ? If the date is 
not voted on, I will move an amendment to the amendment and propose November 5th. 

Lord .cecil (British Empire). - Count Bernstorff has proposed that we should su est to 
the Council that they fix.the date at November sth and as an amendment to that I sugg~~t that 
~e .should as~ the Coun?il to fix the date. If the Commission adopts my amendment it is quite 
Ph am they w1ll not b~ m favour of Count Bernstorff's proposal. The question is whether we 
s ould ask the Council to fix a date or suggest that they should fix it at November sth. 

Count Bernstorff ~Germany). -In every Parliament in the world it is the ractice to vote 
first on the proposal wh1ch goes furthest, and my proposal goes furthest because if fixes th d t . e a e. 

In .tt0~~se~~:~~B~~f~~ f~.f~:ekad t~ea~o~~::~oC~~~~l~n~orf~ is not s¥ffici:tly informed. 
wh1ch I have moved would certainly be ut before the Y . wn conn. ry, e amendment 
rejected you then put the resolution. Tha~ is the ordinaryresolutt?n, .and If the amendment is 
know what it may be in other countries. prac Ice m my country; I do not 

VOTE ON THE BRITISH AMENDMENT. 

Th~ President. - I will now put Lord Cecil's proposal to the vote 
Thts amendment was adopted by seventeen votes, . 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). -. I do not oppose Lord Cecil's proposal, but I should like 
to see agreement as to the date. 

The President. - Then you abstain, I understand. 

GERMAN AMENDMENT TO THE BRITISH AMENDMENT. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- In order to make the position perfectly clear, it is necessary 
that I should now move an amendment to this amendment, fixing the date of November 5th. 

VOTE ON THE GERMAN AMENDMENT. 

The President. -· Count Bernstorff therefore proposes to add the words " . this 
date to be November sth, I93I ". 

This amendment was rejected by nineteen votes to four. 
The Commission rose at 7.30 p.m. 

TWENTY-SECOND MEETING. 

Held on Friday, December sth, I9JO, at IO a.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

III. Text drafted by the Draftin~ Committee (document C.P.D.292 1): Procedure: Where 
Reservations to the Texts should appear. 

The President. - You have all had the draft Convention as remodelled and corrected 
by the Drafting <;ommittee. You have no doubt studied it, and will certainly agree with me that 
the Drafting Committee has accomplished an immense task, and that the Commission has every 
reason to tender its heartiest thanks toM. Westman, M. Jean Paul-Boncour and Sir Henry Malkin,· 
who have done work that will be of the greatest value to us. Their draft is a most 
admirable summary of what the Commission has done. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- Some days ago the Drafting 
Committee distributed a short preliminary notice 8 with regard to the first part of its text 
(Personnel). The Committee then stated that its proposals, though implying a number of changes 
in form, did not affect the substance of the draft, but were merely designed to simplify and clarify 
the provisions. I am bound, however, to add that, in the course of its work, the Committee has 
found it necessary, on one or two points, to make proposals which affect the substance of the draft: 
but it is anxious to draw the Commission's attention expressly to the few cases where this has been 
done. I shall have occasion to point out the articles where these changes have been made, when 
our draft comes up for discussion. 

I am also anxious to make it clear that the Drafting Committee has confined itself to making 
proposals for the drafting of the text of the Convention, without taking into account the reservations 
that have been made. It was not for the Drafting Committee to append these reservations, and it 

·would have been undesirable to do so until all the reservations were in the hands of the Bureau. 
Lastly, I want to call attention to a change of form affecting the actual headings of the draft. 

The annexes· to the naval clauses taken from the London Naval Treaty contained "sections" 
which were liable to confusion with the sections of the various chapters. To avoid such confusion, 
the sections of the chapters have been called "chapters", and the chapters have been called 
" parts ". 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America).- I note that the general American 
reservation on Part III of the Treaty (Budgetary Expenditure) has been dropped from the text 
of the Convention and relegated to the report, together with all other reservations. You will 
remember that in our meeting of November 21st last, I drew particular attention to this subject 
and said: 

" Inasmuch as so much of the general discussion of this subject has centred rou1;1d the 
position of the American Government, I fear that, if the single text, without any accompanying 
commentary, were to go forward to the various Governments for study between now and the 
General Disarmament Conference, they might fail to find in that text a clear picture of the 
situation as brought out in the debate. Further, a re-statement of the American position 
at the Conference might come as a surprise to those delegations which did not participate 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - See Annex 12. 

' Nl>le by the Secretariat. - Document C.P.D.287; see Annex 10. 
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in our debates here, and which, by reading the single text, might think there wa5 no diversity 
of views about budgetary limitation, and no problem such as. that broug~t UJ? here now. 
In order, therefore, that an entirely straightforward presentation ?f the situation may be 
found in our text, I desire that a reservation in the followmg language be stated 
in Chapter III: · 

" The American delegation makes a general reservation on the subject of l:iudge~ary 
limitation, and draws attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930, fifth meetrng, 
sixth session, second part. " 

No objection was raised to my specific request that the reservation be printed in the language 
I submitted, and I feel obliged to bring the matter up again and ask that our reservation be 
printed with the text of Part III of the Convention as we had understood would be done. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- The Drafting Committee 
thought the reservations should not be inserted in the text, but that reference should be made 
to the report. As to this, it is of course for the Commission to decide. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). - Provided there are very clear 
cross-references in the draft Convention to the portions of the report which contain the reservations, 
I find no difficulty. 

, Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I have not the least wish to make any objection to anything 
the American delegation may think necessary from their point of view. At the same time I hope 
they will realise that this puts some of us into a little difficulty, because other people 
have reservations which they regard as of great importance. If we fill these texts with reservations, 
it may _look as if we had done nothing at all. I was wondering whether it would be possible to have 
some general note at the beginning, to say that reservations are not included, and that references 
to the report are given to show what reservations had been made regarding particular articles. 
Otherwise, I am a little afraid the general result might be to give a rather discouraging impression, 
because it is obvious that, in a Commission of this kind, there must be differences of opinion about 
almost every important question. We can only do our best. Perhaps the American delegation 
could consider my suggestion. · 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America) .. _- I do not believe there is any real, 
practical difficulty. So far as I understand it, Lord Cecil's concern is that the text shall not be 
obscured by an accumulation of reservations in it. I should think M. Westman's suggestion that 
re~erences be made in the texts to the reservations, which would be found in a separate document, 
m1_gh~ cover that fully .. If that be not satisfactory, _con~ideration might be given to the idea of 
pnntmg after our text, m the same document, an entrre list of reservations, so that they might be 
found conveniently. I would be willing to fall in with either procedure. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should be quite content if M. Westman would be good 
enough to insert opposite each article of this Convention a reference to the part of the report 
which deals with that article. That would be sufficient for me. 

The President.- I think we are all agreed on this point. We might now proceed to take 
the draft Convention, part by part. . . 

II2. Text drafted by the Draftin~ Committee (do~ument C.P.D.292 1): Examination and 
Discussion. 

DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article I (new). 

Th_e High Contracting ~artie;; agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments as provided rn the present Convention. 

PART I. - PERSONNEL 

CHAPTER A. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article 2 (fonner Articles A and H). 

on a ~ili~~at:S1:~ :~~ht~e~~ ~~~ac~;~~~~ a~=~dsforces and format!ons organised 
categories o_f effectives define? in the tables annexe! to this ch~~e~oih~x~eed, \n .~at of tte 
such party rn the corresponding column of the said tables. ' gure a! own or 

1 Note by lho Secretarial - See Annex 12. 

• 
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Article 3 (former Article E). 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of day's duty 
performed in each year by the number of days in such year. 

The above articles were adopted. 

Article 4 (former Articles C and D). 

By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, 
equipment, capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, 
as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. . 

By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all the 
measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and 
unit~ with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time 
footmg. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- This is just a mere matter of drafting. In the English text 
in line 2 of Article 4. after the words " Customs officials ", the word " or " should be inserted 
Again, in line 3. after the word " armament ", the word " or " is necessary tQ make it read properly 

·I might add that personally I do not understand the meaning of the last ten words in this first 
paragraph. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -If I remember rightly, the word "et" appeared in the French 
.. text and the word " or "in the English text in the enumeration in the first paragraph of this article. 

It was decided, after some discussion, to omit these two words. That solved the difficulty, but left 
the text more or less unintelligible. I cannot say now which of the two words is preferable. 

M. Massigli (France).- I can confirm what M. Rutgers has just said. The wording adopted 
was intended to show that this article did not mean that all the conditions must be fulfilled before 
the formations in question could be taken into account. It was sufficient if one or other of those 
conditions were fulfilled. The Conference will have to settle in each case what formations are to be 
taken into consideration. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I am quite content whether the word " or " is ~mitted ·or 
not. It is more a matter of style than of sense. But with reference to the last ten words of the 
first paragraph I must ask what they mean. I do not understand them. I have read the text a 
dozen times and cannot make out the meaning of the words " as well as any organisation " If you 

. say " any other organisation " it has a meaning. 

The President. - In the French text the word " autre " is used. The word " other " should 
be inserted in the English text before the word " organisation ". 

Article 4 was adopted. 

Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part I. 

TABLES OF THE ·AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES. 

Tabl• I. :_ Land Armed FOYcos Table II (optional). - Tabl• III. - Total Land Land Armed FOYus slaliomd in lh• H omtJ Country: slaliomd 0vOYSIQS. 
Armed FOYces. 

a b • a . b • a b • .. Other Other Total 
Other .s Total · soldiers Total soldiers soldiers 

~ effectives, who have e:ffectives, who have efl'ectives, who have 

~~ includiog Officers including Officers completed including Officers completed 
the (Article completed the (Article the (Article more than 8~ more than more than effective& H. 1) effectives H. 1) x 1 months effective& H. 1) :r 1 months ~t' months. .g. specifted of service specifted of service specified of service_ 

:il in columns (Article in columns Article) in columns (Article 
band e H. ::t) 

band· e 
H. :z) band e H. 2) 

I 
A. 
B. 
0. 
D . . . 

1 Nol•. - This fignre will be determined by the duration of the period of serv~ce which 18 m force m the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party "'t the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN mE LAND .FORMATIONS ORGANISED 
. ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Tabu IV. - FormatiOtiS organised on a Military Basis Table V. - FormatiOtiS organised 
stationed in t!u Home Country on a Military Basis stationed Ovlll'seas. 

bO a b • a b • :a Total effectives, Officers Other soldiers Total effectives Officers Other soldiers " .... including or officials or officials who including or officials or officials who H the eflectives ranking as have completed the effectives ranking as have completed 
u~ specified in officers more than x 1 specified in officers more than 1t 1 

.g, columns b (Article H. I) m<>nths of service columns b (Article H. I) months of service 

:E and e (Article H. ::t) and e (Article H. 2) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . . . 

-

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED iN THE SEA ARMED FoRCES. 

Table VI. - Sea Armed Porus. 

J 
Table VII. - Sea FormatiOtiS organised 

on a Military Basis. 

High Total eflectives Total effectives 
Contracting (officers, petty officers and· men) (officers, petty officers and men and officials 

Partie• 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

(Article H. 4) of every grade (Article H. 4 ) 

TABLE OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE 
AIR ARMEnl,Foacxs. * 

Table VIII (Optional): - Air 
Armed Forces stationed in the HomB 

Table IX (Optional). - Air 
Armed Forces stationed Table X. - Total Air 

Country. Overseas Armed Porus 

a b a .. b a b 
. 5 Effectives who have Effectives who have Effectives who have .. 
" completed more 

g~ 
Total effectives, Totalef!ectives, completed more completed more 
including the than x 1 months than x 1· months Totaleflectives, 

of service including the including the than :. 1 months 
8~ effectives 

(officers, eflectives of senjce 
effectives of service 

.... specified 
non-commissioned specified (officers; 

specified (officers, 
.!!!' in column b in column b non-commissioned non-commissioned 
:X: officers and men) officers and men) in column b 

officers and men) (Article H. 6) (Article H. 6) (Article H. 6) . 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 
. . 

'. Nok. -This figure will be determined by the dnration of th 1 · · 
conscnpt army of any High Contracting p • ..- at the tim f th . e ongest penod of service which is in force in the 

• ....... J eo e signature of the Convention 
Nok by th• Drafting Commitk• - When drawin u th . · 

Part I, ~d of the Model Tables VI to XII, annexed to Arf;cl~ 
2 
e~ol~~ ~eadings ~f Tables VIII to XIJ, annexed to 

had dect~ed to fix the figure x at a period of service e ual to the9, e ra ~ng Comnu~ee assumed that the Commission 
of the High Contracting Parties by eflectives recruite2 by co _lo~gest )nod of Sel'Vlce completed in any of the armies 
should the figure x be different in the case of land s nsd c':pf on. n the event.of this assumption being erroneous , ea an au- orces ? • 
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TABLES OF THB AVBRAGB DAILY EFFBCTIVES WHICH ARB NOT TO BB BXCBBDBD IN THB AIR 
FORl<AnONS ORGANISED ON A Mn.rrARY BASIS. 

Table XI. - Air Formalions organised on a Military 
Basis stationed in tho H<m14 Country 

Tabk XII. - Air Forn1ations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overs ..... 

"" IJ 

.!3 
b IJ b 

"!l 
Total effectives, Effectives or officials who Effectives or officials who "' .. Total effectives, !1.~ Including the have completed more than ;rl have completed more than ;r1 

"t: effectives months of service (officers, including the months of service (officers, 0"' efiectives Up.. 
•pecified in non~commissioned officers, 

specified in non·commissioned officers, 
~ column b men and officials of every 

column b men and officials of every 
:I: grade) (Article H. 6) grade) (Article H. 6) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . . . 

<?eneral d~ Marinis (Italy). - I have some remarks to make on the addition which the 
Draftmg <?ommrttee has made to the Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be 
exceeded m Land Formations organised on a Military Basis. The words " or officials " have been 
added in columns b and c. . 

There was nev:r any mention of this addition in our discussions. The Drafting Committee 
merely states that rt has thought well to make the addition, without giving any other reasons . 

. For my part, however, I am very glad to accept these additions, which I think are altogether 
justified. There can be no doubt that officials who replace officers, non-commissioned officers or 
men should be taken into account. . 

I may say that I have always given much consideration to this question of civilian personnel 
permanently attached to formations organised on a military basis and serving with the armies. 
I have again and again been tempted to raise the question in the Commission, but have always 
refrained, in order not to add to our labours or to make difficulties. Now that the question is raised 

· at the last moment, I am compelled to deal with it. . 
It is quite obvious that the civilian personnel attached to formations organised on a military 

basis will have to be taken into account; and, a fortiori, the civilian personnel attached to the 
armed forces themselves will have to be taken into account. 

There are armies which include civilian staff permanently attached to certain services in very 
large numbers, even up to tens of thousands of men. This civilian personnel releases a corresponding 
number of officers, non-commissioned officers and men. Consequently, the addition should also 
be made in the Tables of the Average Daily Effectives which are not to be exceeded in the Land 
Armed Forces in the Home Country and Overseas: in column b the words "or officials" should be 
inserted after the word " Officers ", and in column c the words " or officials, employees or similar 
agents " should be inserted after the words " other effectives ". 

If we accept this addition in the second series of tables, there is no reason why we should not 
accept it in the first series. It is a very important question, to which I draw the Commission's 
attention. Take the case of two armies of roo,ooo men. The first army has 30,ooo civilian employees 
permanently attached, who take the place of non-commissioned officers and men in the services 
required for the maintenance of the fighting units. This army consequently has the whole of its 
roo,ooo men available for fighting purposes. The second army, which has no permanently-attached 
civilian personnel, will not have roo,ooo men available for fighting purposes, since it is compelled 
to detach a part of them for services in the rear of the armies and the like, which, in the first ar;ny 
are left to the civilian personnel. I think, therefore, the addition I propose is absolutely essential. 

M. Massigli (France).- I also noticed the Drafting Committee's proposal, but I understood 
it in a different sense from General de Marinis. To my thinking, the proposed addition to Table IV 
does nor raise the very large question brought up by the Italian delegate. 

As I understood it, the idea in the mind of the Drafting Committee in using the forms " officers 
or officials ranking as officers" in column band "other soldiers or officials who have completed . . ." 
in column c, was the following: There are among the formations organised on a military basis 
enumerated in Article 4 (Customs officials, forest guards, etc.) formations which do not use the 
military terms. In my own country, for example, the waterway and forest officers are treated on a 
similar footing to soldiers, but are called " Gardes genbaux" or "Inspecteurs" of waterways and 
forests. 

I understood this Table to mean that it ·was desired to cover the personnel equivalent .to 
officers, just as in Table I, when the word " officers " is used, I naturally assume that all armres 
will include in the table the personnel equivalent to military officers of, for example, the intendance, 
the medical corps, etc. Am I right in thinking this was the idea in the minds of the Drafting 

1 Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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Committee ? I feel sure the latter never meant to cover all the civilian personnel employed in 
military administrative services. That idea would lead to absurdities; the tables would have 
to include, for example, typists ! . · . . . . 

I should like, therefore, to know exactly what 1s the object of the wordmg proposed, and 
whether I understand it aright . 

• 
General de Marinis (Italy).- Though I attach great importance. t~ this. question, I should 

never have raised it; but, once it has been brought before the CommiSsion, 1t must be settled. 
I think that if we do not include in Table I the civilian personnel permanently attached to the 

army services, the reduction we are proposing to make will be entirely illusory, s~c~ the civilian 
personnel in question performs exactly the same services as the officers, non-commiSsiOned officers 
and men discharging the same functions in .other armies. . 

The civilian personnel in certain armies is so n_um~r?!fS as to excee~ the. total effectlves of 
other armies. Allow me to say that not to take th1s c1V1han personnel mto account would be 
monstrous. 

If the Commission cannot see its way to accede to my request, I shall put in a 
formal reservation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope we shall be rather careful about this discussion. 
I thought it was very well understood that we were only going to discuss questions of draftin~. and 
I trust that we are not going to be launched into questions of substance. 

It seems to me that General de Marinis has a perfect right to say that these words which are 
inserted in Table IV are an addition, and ought not to be inserted as a matter of drafting. If he 
takes that view, personally I should agree with him that they ought to come out, because they have 
never been before the Commission at all. I think we can do that, but do not think we can alter 
now, in substance, Table I, otherwise we shall be launching on a precedent of discussion which 
may be very serious. As far as I am personally concerned, I had always understood the expressions 
" officers " and " soldiers " in Table I tQ mean all those who were doing the duty of officers and 
soldiers. If there be any doubt about it, the Conference will no doubt have to make it quite plain 
as to who is to be included and who is not to be included. But I certainly understood that anyone 
doing the work of an officer was an officer for the purposes of these tables. 

I think personally that the best coui'se would be, in the circumstances, to strike out all the 
references to these words in all the tables so that the matter may be left entirely free when we 
come to th~ Conference. · 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -In several cases, one of 
which is the old Article H, there is reference to " armed forces " in the general sense-that is 
to. ~ay, as a!! expression embr_a~ing both a~ed forces proper and armed forces organised on a 
mil~tary bas~s. Moreover, provisiOn wa~ made m ~he texts for a special note relating to " officers ". 
In mterpretmg those texts, the Draftmg Comrmttee was forced to recognise that there are not 
necessarily any " soldiers " ~r " officers " in the forces organised on a military basis.· It was for 
that reason that the Committee agreed to. add the words " officials " or " officials ranking as 
officers", as the case may be. The text the Committee proposes involves no substantial change. 

The second question raised by General de Marinis is a new one and the Commission will 
have to decide the point.· ' 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). -I have no objection· to the insertion of the word "officials" 
whi~h I do n?t think mak~ any difference a~ all. The officials of formations organised on a military 
b~1s-that 1s to say offi<:1~s ~apab~e of bemg employed (as Article 4 says) for military purposes 
Without measures of ~obil1sat10n-.m othe_r words, without the necessity of providing them with 
arm~are armed o~c1als. Th8:t bemg so, 1t seems to me the question is not of much importance 
and 1s really a question of wording. . .' 

G~neral. de Ma~inis (Ital_y). -Lord Cecil has just prop~sed to omit the word "officials" 
I cons1d~r this q~esh.on so senous t_hat t~e attention of the Conference should be drawn to it: 
I accordmgly mamtam my reservatiOn With regard to Table I. 

d Jhe Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of ·Am~rica). - Under c~lumn c of Tables I II 
:f£ect~;~~~ words " other soldiers :· are used, but I think it would be more elegant to say " other 

b t Ji:d ~e~ (Britisbeh Emp_ire). -. These tables, it will be seen, refer to Articles H.r and H.z, . 
u WI ve to modified m the final text so as to refer to the relevant articles. 

General de Marinis (Italy) - I do not u d t d h h · · 
departed from the terms which h~d the sanction ~f e:~r!~ ~ Y t e ~raftmg Committ~e _has 
We have always said " Maximum Land Armed Fo t t' or. our sessiOns of our CommiSSion. 
It seems to me the general heading "Tables of th~e;.~ea Ion~ 1.~ tt;;ffHof!!e Cou~try ",and so on. 
exceeded in the Land Armed Forces " should be left . rage a! Y . e~t!Ves wh1ch are not to be 
of the first two tables we should in eacli case re a~1\ st~dsf while m the case of the headings 
beginning "Maximum Land Arm'ed Forces ' v~. 0 e orm we have always employed, 
of the Total Land Armed Forces". · · · In Table III, we should say " Maximum 
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. M. West~an _(Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -We chose this form to 
bnng the headings mto conformity with the actual text of Article 2; but, if General de Marinis 
prefers the change he has proposed, I have no objection. 

The Italian proposal was adopted. 

Tables I, II and III as amended, were adopted: 

Tables IV and V. 
Tables IV and V were adopted. 

Table VI. 

· Coun:t Bernsto_rff (Germany). -This table uses the term "hommes d'equipage "; but on 
page 2I, 1~ con_necbon with publicity, it is said " total effectives, including effectives specified 
separately m this Table". There is no question there of "hommes d'eq1u"page ". Is this expression 
meant to cover all naval effectives, including coast-defence effectives and men embarked on 
board a ship or on the point of being embarked ? 

May I, Mr. President, return for one moment to Article 4· I am anxious to state that I regard 
the interpreta!io!l given to Article 4 on May rst, 1929, as still being the interpretation given to it 
by the Commtsston. 

M. Massigli_ (France). -Count Bernstorff's observation is quite right. It only affects the 
French text. It will meet the case if the word " equipage " be omitted. 

Table VI, as amended, was ad~pted. 

Table VII. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -Here again the word "eq11ipage" should be ~mitted. 

Table VII, as amended, was adopted. 

Tables VIII and IX. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -I draw the Commission's 
attention to the first footnote under Tables XI and XII, and wish to say that the figures of the 
tables should be corrected. Instead of ". . · . of Tables VIII to XII ", the text should read : 
" . . of Tables I to V and VIII to XII . . . " 

The question before the Drafting Committee was. whether the longest period of service is 
to be uniform for the three arms: in other words, whether a single figure (.x) should be given, or 
three different figures for land, sea and air forces respectively. This problem has never been 
settled by the Gommission, but in cannot avoid reaching a decision now. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - If I am not mistaken, it is for the Governments to decide 
whether they wish to give three figures, two figures, or only one figure. 

The President. - That is so. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia).- I do not think there is any option in the matter. I think 
there should be only one figure. 

The President. - Does the Commission agree to Table VIII as it stands ? 

M. Sato (Japan). -I should like to know how the Commission interprets the expression 
" .x months ". M. Fierlinger has made a suggestion. Does the Commission agree to it ? This 
expression is too elastic, and there should be an exact interpretation of it for the Conference. 

The President. - The interpretation is given in the footnote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). ·-But that is no interpretation-it is a question. 
That does not resolve the question put in the first part of the'note. The first part says that 

when you say " the longest period of service completed in any of the armies ", you mean the 
longest period of service in the land arm or the air arm as the case may be. Whichever way you 
decide that is to be the longest period of service. 

You have to decide primarily whether in Tables VIII, IX and X you are going to put in the 
longest period of service in the air arm, or the longest period of service in either the land or the air 
arm, whichever is the longest. In order to carry out the wishes of the Commission, you must put 
in the longest period of service in that arm. 

· The point is to have some kind of record of those who are serving as professional soldiers; 
or airmen, or those who are serving merely in discharge of their duties under the conscription laws. 
I should have thought the thing did not admit of argument, but evidently I am wrong. The note 
was made contrary to our wishes, we did not insert that particular provision in reference to the 
sea at all. 
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M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). -The division into three cl~ses is not of muci: importan~e, 
and I think we might adopt a uniform figure for land, sea and air forces. TI:e penod of semce 
in certain arms is long enough to compare with the period of service in the navies. . 

I have no objection to Lord Cecil's proposal. I will onl:y observe that It. cannot. be 
of much importance to fix a separate figure for each arm, and that. It would be better, m my view, 
to have uniformity in the matter. · 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - If there are to be three 
figures, we shall have to say "x" for the land forces, "y " for the naval forces, and "z" for 
the air forces. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -· The only difficulty is it does not apply to the naval forces. 
M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of th~ Drafting Com~i~tee. -Quite so, ~ut w~ must 

settle the system now, because the question will come up agam m the passage dealmg Wlth the 
exchange of information. 

Tables VIII and IX were adopted. 
Tables X, XI and XII. 

Tables X; XI and XII were adopted. 

CHAPTER B. - PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

Article 5 (new). 
The p~ovisions of this chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription_ 

Article s(a) (former Article I). 
For each of the High Contracting Parties concerned, the maximum total periods of service 

to which the effectives recruited by conscription are liable in the land, sea or air armed forces 
or formations organised on a military basis respectively, shall not exceed the figures laid 
down f?r such party in the table annexed to this chapter. 

Article 6 (former Article I). 
For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in the 

different periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

Article 7 (former Article XB). 
As an exception, each of the High Contracting Parties concerned may exceed the limits 

which he has accepted by the table annexed to this chapter in so far as, owing to a falling-off in 
the number of births, such an increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number 
of effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter A of this part. 

Article 8 (former Articles I and XB). 
In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . .months . 

• 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I. 

Maximu~ to~ period of service to which the effectives recruited by conscription 
are hable m the armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 

High Contracting 
Parties 

I I Land Sea Air 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 

. . 

M. Westma'! (Sweden), Chairm~? of the Drafting Committee. -Up to now, the text of 
the draft Con':enbon has referred to the contracting State having the conscription system " 
In the new a~Icle, 5 _(a), propo~ed by the Dra~tiD:g Committee, however, this expression has bee~ 
replac~d _by effecbves .recrUited by conscnpbon ". The reason is that, side by side with 
conscnpt~o.n, some countn7> have eff~ctives recruited by the voluntary system, to which limitation 
and publicit_y as _for co~scnpted armies do not apply (Article 5(a) and table). 

Our objec~ m addmg the new article (Article 5) was to settle this question once for all and 
prevent confusiOn. . 

the C
ThahetPresidenht. 1- For greater despatch, I will ask whether there are any observations on 

per as a w o e. . 
Lord Cecil (British Empire) - In Article 7 · t . · 

~ngli~~ text the words " to be ~ttained " ought to b~s a~~e~ ~te~~ mat~er ~- draftilng-in t~e 
mtelhg1ble. It dropped out in the translation. e en - IS wou d make 1t 
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The Commission will remember that there was a discussion in which the Belgian and French 
delegates and myself took part in regard to whether notice should be given to the contracting 
parties and t~ the Permanent Disarmament Commission if any action should be taken under this 
article. First, I suggested that the Permanent Disarmament Commission should decide on the 
matter. There were objections and we decided it should be done by notice as follows: 

" Provided that any High Contracting Party proposing to exceed such limits shall 
imm~diately notify. the nature and extent of his proposed action to the other High Contracting 
Parties and to the Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General of the 
League, together with reasons for it." 

That is a shortened version of what is stated in the derogations clause; I thought the form 
simpler;but the substance is much the same. 

M. Massi~li (France).- I agree with the sense of Lord Cecil's proposal. If I am not mistaken, 
it means that when a country has decided through the legislative channels-for it rests with 
parliament to decide-on extending the period of service for the reasons given in the article 
we are.c~nsidering, it will inform the other contracting parties and the Permanent Disarmament 
Comm1ss1on. 
. I wonder if it would not be possible to say the same thing more simply and clearly. Could 

not M. Bourquin, who drafted the article, suggest a form of wording which takes account of 
this consideration ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I should have thought there was no difficulty about this, 
because, as M. Massigli pointed out the other day, in point of fact it could only be done by 
legislation, and therefore it would be necessary to send the proposed legislation to these various 
authorities. I think there ought to be something in the nature of a statement of the reasons, 
so that it would be known why they desired it. Doubtless, the legislation would give these 
reasons. I am content to have the drafting seen to by the Drafting Committee; the substance 
is all I ask the Commission to adopt. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). -I think we are l.n agreement as to the substance of the matter, 
and that it is a mere question of wording. I do not feel, therefore, that we should now discuss 
these points of detail, since the .form will certainly not affect the substance, as to which all are 
agreed. 

The President. - M. Massig1i, Lord Cecil and M. Bourquin will agree on a form of words. 
The article is consequently adopted subject to the incorporation of the new wording. 

Article 7 was adopted subject to rewording. 

Article 6. 

The President. - I must now go back to Article 6, on which General Kasprzycki wishes 
to speak. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - The new wording of Article 6 differs from the former 
wording. The new wording is as follows: 

" For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in 
the different periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform." 

The original wording was : 
" . . ·. the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active service 

and of days of service during the periods of instruction which he undergoes." 

I think a new idea has been inadvertently introduced to which a certain importance attaches 
in the technical sense. The idea of active service and periods of instruction, which we discussed 
in the Experts Committee and which is reproduced in the successive texts of ~ur d~aft, is r~placed 
by a different conception-namely, that of the t?t~ nl!mber of days comprll!ed m the d1ffer~nt 
periods of service. That means t~at we are. elimin~tmg from the Conv~ntl?n the concept~on 
of active.servi~e. and I think that 1s not the v1ew whtch has found ~xpre~s10n 1~ the Comm1ss1on 
hitherto. I think it might be possible to revert to the former wordmg w1th a shght amendment, 
keeping the words: ". . . the total number of days of active service and of days of service 
during the periods of instruction . . .", instead of substituting the new wording proposed. 
By " active service " is meant, not only the periods of training with the colours, but the period 
fixed by law during which the man is under special obligations and may be called up at any 
moment to serve with his unit for a period the total length of which must not exceed that fixed 
~~ . 

This conception is important, and I for one cannot agree to the proposed change. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -Article 6 is one of those 
which were discussed at the greatest length in the Drafting Committee, and, in the course of our 
discussion, we learned from our military experts that the expression " active service " lent itself 
to different interpretation. It appears, for example, that in England " active service " means 



· nd I believe the same is true of Switzerland. Moreover, there are countries, such 
war serv1ce, a . . . · h t · t f th t It s den where there is no such thmg as achve serv1ce-m t e s nc sense o e erm. 
!:as~~ av~id this expression "active service" ~that the military experts have proposed, and 
the Drafting Committee recommends, a change m the text. . 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -I am very sorry the military experts ca.nnot ~gree 01_1 a 
definition of active service. I seem to remember that, in the course of lon!l discusswn~ wh1ch 
took place some three or four years ago, the military experts .accepted th1s text, wh1ch has 
subsequently been reproduced many times in our docume1_1ts. · . . 

1 think M. Westman's remark is well founded up to a pomt, and I feel that, 1f the conce~t~on 
of active service leads to confusion, some agreement must be reached for an ~ccurate ~efimtlon 
of the term. I propose therefore to get the military exP_erts toge!her agam to arrtve at a 
definition. I would suggest the following, without proposmg that 1t should be adopted here 
and now, since it requires study by the experts : 

"Duration of active service: The period during which the man is permanently at the 
disposal of the military authorities (whether serving ~th his unit or on furlo~gh or at home), 
the military authorities retaining the power to call htm up at any moment, Without measures 
of mobilisation, for an indefinite period." 

This eliminates the idea of war. I am astonished that there should be any difficulty in admitting 
that the effective period of service in peace time can be understood otherwise. I accordingly 
suggest we should round off our work by a definition, and adhere to the text previously accepted. 

The President. - As the question has been discussed already at such length, and as all 
appear to be in agreement as to the essential point, I think the simplest solution is to make mention 
in the report of the objections that have been raised, and it will then be possible to come to an 
agreement at the Conference. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - If the Commission so decides, I have no objection. 
Article 6 was adopted. 
Articles 5, s(a) and 8 and the Table annexed to Chttpter B of Part I were adopted. 

PART II.- MATERIAL •. 

CHAPTER A. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article 9 (former Article TA). 
(Provisional text, pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purcha.Se and 
manufacture of war material for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for 
such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in the annex to this article. 

Not•. -In pronouncing on this article, 'the Govemments will take into account at the conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit 
of the drawing up of the annex to this article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six ab3tentions, adopted the principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

" The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied 
to land war material." 

When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods. Nine members of th~ Commission 

voted in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. · 

M. Cobian (Spain) .. - I am uncertain whether the Drafting Committee means to retain 
the note which appears after this article where it stands, instead of putting it at the bottom of the 
page. 

. The first l?aragraph of this no~e might be put at the bottom of the page, aU the rest being 
left to appear m th.e.repo~, w~ere 1t~ natural place is. We sho~d.risk giving rise to confusion if 
we stated the cond1t1ons m wh1ch this vote took place, whereas 1t 1s normal to do spin the report. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -I am sorry not to be able to agree 
with my friend M. Cobian, but the text of the note as it now stands was the result of more than an 
hour of very patient discussion in the Commission. It was the result of mutual concessions and 
presents a picture which we consider it is important to have in the text. ' 

~ hav~ no. objection to it~ going at the b?ttom <?f the page, but I should be obliged to offer 
defimte obJections to su_Ppressmg any part of 1t. I thmk we should be making a great mistake to 
relegate all o~r reserv~t10~s to a sep_arate doc~en~, and though I have been willing to fall in with 
the general v1ew, I thmk 1t would gtve an entrrely maccurate and misleading impression as to the 
value of our text. 

~· Cobia~ (Sp~in). -If this note me~tioned Mr. ,Gibson's reservation, I should have had 
nothm!l to say, but 1t d<?es not ~o so. I thmk, therefore, we should append the reservation of 
the Umted States delegation or gtve a reference to the report. This note states that there were so 
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many votes on one side, so many on the other, and some abstentions, but does not mention the 
Uni_t~d States delegation. I have no personal interest in the matter; but I should like to see the 
postbon more clearly stated. 

I suggest we should give a reference to the report for the United States reservation. In the 
report! ~e conditions under which the vote took place would be stated. But we must avoid 
establishing a precedent in the case of this article which might be inconvenient in the case of 
other articles. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - M. Cobian has made an appeal to 
me, and I find myself in the peculiar position of being more conciliatory than he asks me to be. 
He asks me to be content with a reference to our reservation. I did not make a reservation, and have 
merely tried to prevent the necessity for a reservation by asking that the text should be put in the 
form of a note. Therefore, I am offering more than he asks me to give. . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I hope M. Cobian will not insist on his proposal. After all, 
the purpose of this drafting is merely to reproduce the decisions of the Commission. Rightly or 
wrongly, we arrived very definitely at the decision that this note should appear in the Convention, 
and I hope we shall adhere to that. I think it would be better to put it at the bottom of the page, 
but otherwise I think we cannot do better than be very strict in our determination not to re-open 
any of the questions we have discussed, at least in substance. 

The President. -Very well then, the note can stand at the foot of the page .. 

Agreed. 
Article 9 was adopted. 

CHAPTER B. - NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

(Note.- Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an 
indication; most of them correspond to the figures and dates laid down in the 
Treaties of Washington and London.) 

Article zo (former Article A). 

Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of 
war of each of the High Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation 
under Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not 
exceed the figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article II (former Article B). 

Table II annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 
High Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. · 

Article I2 (former Article C). 

Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any 
stricter conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a party, 
each of the High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, 
subject to the following conditions: 

{I) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III 
annexed to this Chapter. 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article IJ (former Article D). 

No capital ship shall exceed 3s,ooo tons (3S.s6o metric tons) standard displacement or 
carry a gun exceeding I6 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article I4 (former Article E). 

No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 
or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). · · · 

No aircraft carrier of Io,ooo tons (Io,I6o metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 
carry a gun exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre. 
. If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre, the total 
numberofgunscarried,exceptanti-aircraftgunsandguns not exceeding S.I inches (I30 mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.I inches 
ISS mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of ·anti
aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding s.I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre, is not limited. 
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Article IS (former Article F). 
No submarine shall exceed 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry 

a gun exceeding s.x inches (130 mm.) in calibre. 

Article z6 (former Article G). 
No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or arm~m~nt pr~sc~ib~d .by 

the present Convention shall. be acqu.ired by, or constructed by, for or w1thm the Junsdichon 
of any of the High Contractmg Parties. 

Article I7 (former Article H). 
In regard to the repl~cem~nt of the v~ssels of war limited. by the present C~mvention, . 

the High Contracting Parties Will comply with the rules set out m Annex IV to this Chapter. 

Article z8 (former Article J). 
No preparation shall be made in merchan~ ships in t~me .of peace for the installation of 

warlike armaments for the purpose of convertmg such ships mto vessels of war, other than 
the necessary stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches {ISS mm.) 
in calibre. 

Article I9 (former Article K). 
In the event of a High Contracting Party's being engaged in war, such Party shall not 

use as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction 
for any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another 
Power and not delivered. 

Article zo {former Article L). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 

of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 

Article ZI (former Article M). 
Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures 

allowed by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out 
in Annex V to this Chapter. 

Article zz (former Article N). 
Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April xst, 1930, have been used as stationary 

training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article ZJ (former Article 0). 
(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down 
for such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex · 

* * * 
Noll. - The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as 

examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to accept: . 

Article •.. 

" Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a 
landing-on platform or deck for aircraft." 

Article ... 
" In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be 

employed in vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,523 metric tons) standard displacement." 

* * * 
. The P~es~dent . . - I propose to discuss only articles on which explanations have to be 

giVen or obJections raiSed. 
Article zo. 

M. Westman (~weden), C~irm~n of the Drafting Committee. -I would draw attention 
to the f~ct that Article xo begms With the words: "Throughout the duration of the present 
Convention ". 

: This phrase w_as sugg~ted. by M. Ma~igli to meet certain difficulties raised by M. Cobian. 
Fro'!~- the legal pom.t c;>f view, 1t may poss1~ly lead to some misunderstanding if the hrase be 
retamed, because this IS the only article which allows to the self-evident fact that th p · · 
of the present Tre~ty hold good for.the duration of the Convention. e provisions 

I d~w attent!on to the fact :mthout suggesting any change. In order not to e d th. 
compromiSe at which we have amved on the subject of Article 10 it will h n an~er e 
give an explanation in the report, stating the reasons for the addition of~~e ~b~:s~.sufficient to 
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M. Cobian (Spain). - I am opposed to the amendment which the Drafting Committee 
has made in a text of its own drafting ! 

. I ~ay at o~ce corre<;t M. Westman's statement that the .phrase in question appears only in 
this article. Without gomg any further, I find, in Article II, the words: "during the period of 
application of the present Convention ". 

M. Westman has also stated that this phrase was inserted after lengthy discussion. It was 
a~opted on the proposal of M. Massigli. But M. Westman has forgotten that M. Massigli waived 
his :unendment, but ~fterwards brought it forward again, and by a very close vote (M. Westman 
votmg on the same s1de as myself) we managed to agree on this form. In these circumstances, 
I cannot agree to the omission of this phrase. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - I do not propose to strike 
out the phrase; I only suggested that one should give an explanation in the report. 

Article zo was adopted on the understanding that an explanatiotl-as proposed by 11:1. Westmatl
would appear in the report. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I wish merely to make an observation 
?.~ ~e t~an~~ation _of the n~te at the head of the chapter. It says the figures are given as an 

mdicatlon . I thmk that 1s probably a literal translation of the French. Probably what we 
should have is the word " illustration ", inasmuch as " indication " implies some form of " recom
mendation". 

Agreed. 

Article zz. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - I would draw attention 
to the fact that, in the paragraph numbered {2), which is in the following terms: 

" {2) Before the laying-down of the ship or· ships for the construction of .which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the High Contracting 
Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that laid 
down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III." 

nothing is said about notifying the Secretary-General. We have simply followed the Commission's 
decision, without attempting to alter this artiCle; but some addition in regard to this point is 
perhaps required. • 

Lord Cecil {British Empire).- That means that it must be given to the contracting parties 
and the Secretary-General, and the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Agreed. 
Article IZ thus amended was adopted. 
Articles IJ to zz were adopted. 

Article 23 (former Article 0). 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - When this article was 
accepted, the matter of the former Article DA (now Article 28). with regard to general budgetary 
linritation-~n which it was stated that the question of the possibility of a distinct limitation 
of the expenditure on land, sea and air forces would be submitted to a Committee of Experts 
for examination-was still unsettled. But the ether day the Commission would not agree to 
the insertion of an article on the lines of Article 23 referring to air material, and a number of 
delegations were against its adoption on formal grounds, arguing that, while in principle they 
were in favour of the article, they could hardly undertake to limit expenditure on material 
while at the same time referring the possibility of a separate budgetary limitation of expenditure 
on land, sea and air forces to the experts. 

I remember very well, however, that Lord Cecil drew attention to the fact that there was 
no material inconsistency between the two decisions, and that it was possible after all to proceed 
immediately with the discussion of the question of budgetary limitation of material, while leaving 
it to the Committee of Experts to consider the wider problem of the possibility of limiting 
expenditure. on material and on personnel in the various budgets separately for the different 
forms of armament {land, naval and air). 

I would call the Commission's attention to this question. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I hope the Commission will stick to its rule of procedure 
and not make any alteration of substance in the Convention as we have settled it. M. Westman 
has stated a part of what has happened; he forgot for the moment to remind the Commission 
that we have already passed an article dealing with land armaments in exactly this form, in 
spite of the fact that· we propose to have a general limitation of expenditure under the latter 
part. As the Commission knows, I deeply regret the failure to carry out that policy with regard 
to the air, but I do not propose to argue that now. It would be very improper for me to do so. 
I propose to insert a reserve on the point in the report, and I hope that the Conference will be 
able-perhaps with the help and advice of the Committee of Experts-to take a more progressive 
view than the Commission was able to take in this matter. I hope we shall make no alteration 
in this case, because it is a question of substance and not of form. 

The Commission decided to retain Article ZJ. 
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M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Draf!ing Com~ittee. -Is ~note to be ~dd~d to 
this article stating that the Committee of Experts JS also gomg to deal With the question . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I do not know whether it ought to come in here. That will 
be a matter for consideration. I contemplated that exactlY: the same procedure would take place 
with regard to this article as with regard to the land article. 

Agreed. 
Tables I, II and Ill appended to Chapter B of Part II. 1 

Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex II to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex III to Chapter B of Part II. 
Annex IV to Chapter B of Part II. 

No observations being made, these Tables and Annexes were adopted. 

Annex V to Chapter B of Part II. 1 

M. Sato (Japan).- When we come to discuss the general cla~ses, I sh~ll return to ~he subject 
of previous treaties to which reference is made on page 13, sectlon III, m the folloWing terms: 

"(b) . . . "Moreover, the Hig~ Contracting Pa~ies 'Yho are signatories of the 
Washington Treaty retain the rights wh1ch they possess m thts respect under the same 
Treaty". · 

This Annex was adopted, subject toM. Sato's reservation. 

CHAPTER C. -· AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 24 (former Article AA). 
The number and total horse-power of the a~roplanes, capable of use in war! in commiss~on 

and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and atr armed forces of each of the H1gh Contractmg 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 
Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. . 

Article 25 (former Article AA). 
' 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war, 
in commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns 
of Table III annexed to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. 

Article z6 (former Article AC) . 

. Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules . . . [these rules will 
be established by the Conference]. · 

The volum~ of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The point I wish to raise is one which some may think a 
matter of substa~ce; if that be so, ~ shall not insist. Article 26 says that " horse-power shall be 
measured according to the followmg rules . . . [these rules will be established by the 
Conference]". It will be a very difficult matter for any party to make a statement as 
to the horse-power unless t~e~ know the rules by which they are to be governed. Could we not 
say there should be a Com~JSston of Expex:ts to draw up ~les for measuring horse-power before the 
Co~fe~ence meets? We m1ght suggest th1s to the Council and the Council could act on it or not 
as 1t liked. 

The P~esident. - We might either add a note at the foot of the page or make mention of 
the matter m the report. · 

Agreed. 
Article 27 (former Article AE) . 

. . I. The Hig~ Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of 
military features m the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be 

1 
Not. by Ill• S•crelarial. - The Tables and Annexes are sbown in document c p D . A 

• • . 292 , see nnex 12 • . 
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cons~cted for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest 
posstble measure of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made 
in civil aircraft in time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to 
employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise only 
as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military 
material which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included 
in the limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or 
Articles 24 and 25, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 

3· The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
_lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

4· The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries and to 
confer together to this end. 

Tables annexed to Chapter C (former Artl.de AA) of Part II. 

Tabl• I. I Tabl1 II. - A11opla"'s of lh1 Land, 
Aeroplanes of tho Land, Sea and Air Arm1tl Forcos. S1a and Air Formaliotts organiS<tl ott a 

Military Basis. 

• b t d • b t 
Total aeroplanes (Optional) (Optional) (Optional) Total aeroplanes (Optional) (Optional) 
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Chapter C, with the tables annexed, was adopted. 

PART m. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article z8 (former Article DA). 
(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual eXpenditure ?f each of t~~ High C:ontracting ~a~ies on his land, s~a 
and air forces and formations orgamsed on a m11itary basiS, shall be lmnted to the figure latd 
down for such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed in Annex ..... . 

Note. - In pronouncing on this Article, and in particularly as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation 
of the expenditure on land, sea and air forces, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
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requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit 
of the drawing up of Annex ... 

Note by the Drafting Committee.- The Preparatory Commission adopted on second reading 
the following text for Article DA: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to 
reduce its total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure a':ld. t_he 
conditions governing such limitation or re?uction, i? particular as ~egards the poss1b1hty 
of a distinct limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, an• stated m Annex No .... 
to the present Convention. " 
Note. -In pronouncing on this Article, the Govem~ents. will take into account at the Co~erence the repo~ 

requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them m order to permtt 
of the drawing-up of Annex No. • •• 

Inasmuch as this text leaves certain questions to be settled in the Annex, which has not yet 
been drafted, the Drafting Committee has confined itself to reproducing provisionally the text 
which it proposed, in somewhat similar conditions, for Articles 9 (TA) 3!1~ _23 (0), aD:d _has 
inserted in the note accompanying the article the reference to the posstbiltty of a. distmct 
limitation of the expenditure of the land, sea and air forces. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). -I imagine the attention of the Committee of Experts will be 
drawn to the discussions we have had on the subject of limitation of budgetary expenditure and 
the various possibilities of evading the obligation not to exceed the maximum expenditure figures, 
and to the necessity for bringing into the reckoning the expenditure which is not included in the 
war or navy budgets. 

M. Cobian (Spain). - I should like to ask the Drafting Committee for an explanation at 
to which is the exact text of Article 28. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -It is the first text, with 
the first note. The note will be put at the bottom of the page. The note by the Drafting 
Committee will be omitted. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - As a matter of English it ought not to be "pending the 
drafting of the Annex", but "subject to the drafting of the Annex". We shall never meet again, 
I hope, after a few days; therefore we must settle what we are going to do, and merely say that what 
we do is subject to any change made by the Conference as a result of the Annex. 

Article z8 was adopted, 

PART IV.- EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Article 29 (former Articles lA and lA (2)). 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the 
exchange of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives 
reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, within ............. months after the end of each year, 
the necessary information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. 
Ea?h Party shall attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on 

. whtch the figures supplied are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives 
(recruits, militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the 
number of days' service they have performed. 

The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred 
to above by the Secretary-General not later than .......... in each year. . 

M: Rut~ers (N~t~erlands). - I should .like to make a remark on this part in general, and 
to ~emmd the Commission o~ the proposal With regard to direct publicity in respect of material. 
Th1s propo~al was set on one.s1de by an amendment which is found in another part of the preliminary 
dra!t, .but 1t was not ~u~ dtr~ct to the vote. Although I am still not sure there would not be a 
m_a.Jonty of the Commtsswn m favour of such a proposal, I am not bringing it up again. I only 
w.1sh to express the hope that the report will mention this proposal and state that it was not put 
drrectly to the vote. 

The President. - That will be done. 

General de Marinis _(Italy) .. - In the last paragraph it says: "The said tables shall be 
finally drawn up, and pu~lis~ed With the explanatory note referred to above by the Secretar _ 
General . . . . I thmk 1t. would be preferable to say: "The said tables shall be finatl 
drawn up by the Permanent Disarmament Commission and published by the Secretary-General ·~ 

inclin~d ~a:~f!~i t(r;:~f~·e ad~p~0 G~~e~~ln~~dMa~~i~0~~~;~s~~ ~e ~h~ ~~~~~a~lljd b~ !~~ 
~~~~e~~~~~~~{'bisa~:n~~~ ~~:~i!~i~~ we A~~~~ropose~ to .. entrust functio~s ~f this kind 
Commission shall receive all the informatio~ supplied4~;y;~ Higrh~:n~~~~~~;tp~~;::::! 
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Secr~t'!-ry-~eneral of the L~gue ~ pursuance of their international obligations in this regard ". 
ProVIsion Is_ th_erefore made m this article for the Commission to receive information. If we lay 
down that It IS to draw up the actual tables, that will mean that it will have to receive this 
information :· in bulk "-if I may so express myself-and do the preliminary work itself. On the 
other hand, if we keep the present text, the Secretariat will be able to classify the information 
and so help the Commission. 

General de Mar~ni_s (Italy). - I think the compiling of the tables is a matter rather for 
the Permanent Commission. .I should have no objection to our confining ourselves to stating 
that the tabl~ are _to be published by the Secretary-General. My objection applies mainly 
to those countnes which are not Members of the League of Nations. The point is of no importance 
for my own country, since it is a Member of the League. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I think General de Marinis is right. The words "drawn 
up and ". a~e superfluous and misleading. The tables are published with the explanatory note 
and then 1t IS the duty of the Permanent Disarmament Commission to make and publish a report 
every year; it is not the duty of the Secretary-General to draw up these tables. 

M. Politis (Greece). -It should be stated who is to draw up the tables. At the same time 
there should be some system for classifying the information received, and I think General de 
Marinis' remark is very reasonable. It seems to me that the Commission, which is to examine 
the information supplied from the various quarters, and to observe the execution of the Convention, 
should determine the system of classification-in other words, the tables. 

In reply to M. Massigli, I would say that it will be sufficient to alter Article 40. Article 40 
says: "The Commission shall meet for the first time . . . to elect a provisional President 
and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules of Procedure." It would be sufficient to say: 
" . . . to elect a provisional President and Vice-President, to draw up the tables referred 
to in Article 29, and to establish its Rules of Procedure ". 

M. Massigli (France). - I repeat that I do not attach much importance to this point; 
but I do not see that M. Politis' amendment can solve the difficulty. The first paragraph of 
Article 40 refers to the first meeting of the Commission. But there will be no question in this 

·case of evolving model tables; the models are already in the draft Convention, and they will 
have to be filled in, and that will have to be done every year. We might put in somewhere 
a provision to the effect that the Commission is to draw up the tables; but, in any case, the provision 
should be a separate one. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I do think personally that the words " drawn up and " in 
the last line but one are unnecessary. We should have to alter the earlier part of the article 
also if we make any change. It provides that the contracting parties are to forward to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations certain information, which is "the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such party". Then it says, 
in the last paragraph: "The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published". I should 
have thought that we might leave out those words " drawn up and ", as it is quite clearly the duty 
of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, under Article 48, to consider all this information, 
to point out what ought to be done about it, to make any observations it likes upon it and to 
receive it all. This is merely a mechanical duty to put into a form-which no doubt will be settled, 
if there is any difficulty about it, by the Permanent Commission-the information received. 
That is all that drawing up and publishing means here. It means nothing more elaborate than 
that, and I should have thought we could have left that as it is and made the explanation, if 
necessary, in the report-but I should have thought it was quite clear. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -The interpretation given 
by M. Massigli and Lord Cecil !s undoubte~y the right one .. I think tha_t it is the _word "finally" 
which has caused all the m!Sunderstandmg, and that might be omitted, leavmg, the text to 
state simply that "the said tables shall be drawn up and published . . . " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I agree. 

The President. -I put to the vote the proposal to omit the word " finally". 
Agreed. 
Article 29 thus modified was adopted. 

Model Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV). 1 

Tables I to V. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - In column d of Tables I to V there has been a change in 
the wording which alters the meaning of the column. 

In the text first proposed by the Drafting Committee the wording was: 

" . . . soldiers whose period of actual service with the colours has exceeded the legal 
period of service, but is less than x years (information to be supplied only by the High 
Contracting Parties having the conscription system) ". 

1 Nou by the Secretariat. - Theoe Tables are shown in document C.P.D. 292; oee Annex 12. 
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The passage in brackets has been replaced by the wording: " (information to be supplied 
only for effectives recruited by conscril?tion) ". . . 

This completely changes the meamng. I will gtve an example. . 
We want the conscript armies to give us the information in col~m~ d. :rake the ~as~ of a 

conscript army with one-year service, the maxim':m p~riod of seiVIce m which (here, mdicated 
as x) is three years. We want to know what men m this army do mo~e than one years and ~ess 
than three years' service. Now these men fall into two classes. First, there are. the soldiers 
called up by conscription who, after serving for one year, ask to be allowed to re-enlist for one or 
two further years. Secondly, there is another class, which is the larger-namely, the men who 
enlist voluntarily and, though not called up by conscription, apply to serv~ for, say, tw~ or three 
years. Provision should be made here to cover this class, and the old text did so. For this reason, 
I ask for the restoration of the text originally adopted. · 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - Th~ heading in question 
was adopted after hearing the views of the military experts, and the safe Idea was to make the 
text clearer. But on reflection I think General de Marinis' observation, if I understand it aright, 
is altogether justified, and I suggest that we reinsert the original text and say: " (information 
to.be supplied only by the High Contracting Parties having the conscription system)". 

This proposal was adopted. 

Table II. 

M. Sato (Japan). - In Table II, publicity becomes compulsory, whereas it is optional in 
the chapter on limitation. · It also becomes compulsory for air effectives in Tables VIII to XII. 

I do not remember the Commission expressing a final view on this point. There was a 
document put in by the Bureau I in which it stated that " the tables . . . are optional as 
regards the limitation of effectives, but compulsory as regards publicity". But this document 
was never formally discussed. The discussion was so confused that the Commission left this 
question without passing any resolution. 

It seems to me there is an inconsistency here. In the case of air material, Table I of the 
tables annexed to Chapter C (former Article AA) of Part II, regarding aeroplanes of land, sea and 
air armed forces states, in columns b, c, and d that it is optional; and the same is the case in 
columns b, c and d of Table I of the Model Tables annexed to Article 35 (former Article ID). 
There is consistency, therefore, as between limitation and publicity in the case of air material, 
but not in the case of air effectives. 

It seems to me, therefore, that the Commission has not come to any decision on this question 
of publicity, which is optional in one case and compulsory in the other. I have no objection 
of prin<:iple in the matter. If the Commission is for compulsory publicity in regard to effectives, 
the limitation of which is optional, I shall bow to its decision. But I think there should be a 
formal decision of the Commission in the matter. 

. M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- We had the same doubts . 
m the Drafting Committee on this point as M. Sato. We referred to the Minutes and found that 
there was a decision of the Commission on the point. ' 

M,. _Sato (Japan). -.M. Westm.an reminds me that'there was a formal decision in regarcl 
to effechves. I have no difficulty, therefore, in accepting the text proposed. But was there also 
a formal decision in regard to air material ? Limitation and publicity are, I understand, optional. 

M. W~stman _(Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - We found nothing in 
regard to arr matenal. 

General ~~. Mari~is (Italy). -In. the note under tables IV and V there is a printer's error. 
The note says. Ce chi~re.sera detenrune par la duree de service Ia plus longue en vigueur dans 
les ~n~es de conscnphon . . . " It should read: " . . . dans tes armees de 
conscnpt~on . . . " 2 . 

I should lik~ the table shown under Tables IV and V and headed " Annex to Tables II and V" 
to be drawn up m the same form as the other tables, with columns a, b, c, d, e. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -This will be done. 

h M.~t~si~li (France): - It is understood that in Tables IV and V column d the same 
c ange e made as desired by General de Marinis in the case of Tabl~ I, II and 'In. 

" M. Fier!inger (Czechoslovakia). - Perhaps it would be more logical t · 1 
other e!fechves who have completed x months of service or more " I th of sltY I_n co ulmn c 

we find less than x months" and that mi ht 1 d t . . · .n e o owmg co umn, 
temptation to eliminate those effectives who ~erv:~xa~tl;~I~~~~s~atton and possibly to the, 

1 
Note by the Sel1'etarilll. - See thirteenth meeting N 6 

:·The English text is not affected. ' o. 1· 
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T~e !~esident. -The Commission is in agreement to omit the words " more than x months 
of service m column c, of Table I, and to replace them by the words " at least x months of service" 
The same change will be made in the other tables. 

Tables I to V, thus amended, wt!l'e adopted. 

Table VI. 

The ~resident. - In the second line of the " Note by the Drafting Committee "; under 
Table VI, 1t says: " . . . in any of the armies . . . ". The words " or navies " should 
be added. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- The note is to be omitted 
Table VI was adopted. 

Tables VII, VIII and IX. 

Tables VII, VIII and IX were adopted. 

Table X. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -According to the decision we have arrived at the note should 
b~ changed to ·:.. . . the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript 
arr forQe . . . 

Agreed. 

Table X was adopted. 
Tables XI and XII. 

Tables XI and XII were adopted. 

The President. - It is understood that the note at the foot of these last two tables is to 
be altered. 

Article JO (former Article lA (I)). 

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory military training 
within the jurisdiction of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, at the end of such year, the number of youths 
who have received such instruction. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ... , , , , . 
in each year. . 

M. Sato (Japan). -In the first paragraph, it is said " .•. at the end of such year ... ". 
It is not possible to supply information just at the end of the year, for that is when the figures 
are being drawn up. There should be some interval allowed. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -Very true. Perhaps it 
would be possible to take the expression which we find in Article 35: " . . . within . . . 
months after the end of each year " ? 

Article 30 was adopted with the above amendment. 

Article 3I (former Article IZ). 

The High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations at the end of each year the following information as to the provisions of 
their law relating to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air forces 
and formations organised on a military basis respectively: · 

(I) The total number of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods . • 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than •....•. 
in each year. 

M. Massi~li (France). -The question is rather different in the case of this article. The 
facts in this case are determined by legislative enactments, and the information can be supplied 
within twenty-four hours. There is no need for an interval of any length. We can therefore leave 
the words: " At the end of each year ". 

Article 3I was adopted. 

Article 32 (former Articles DB"' and IB). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall, within .••..... months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations a statement, 
drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing by categories of materials the total 
actual expenditure in the course of the said year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war materials of the land armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of such 
Party. • 



The information contained in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than ......... in each year. 

NoU. - In giving an opinion on this Article, the Governments will take into account t!'e report requested 
from the Committee of Budgetary Experts regarding the number and n:':Ure of the categones to .be l~d. do:-vn 
and the methods of publicity thus adopted in connection with the proVISIOns of the annex regardmg liDUtation 
referred to in Article 9 of the present Convention. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -In line 5 of the ~st paragraph of Article 32 I ~u.Ppose we 
ought to put in the words " land and sea armed forces . We have made the same decision about 
each of them. 

Agreed. 
Article 32, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 33 (former Article I of document C.P.D. 260). 1 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of l~ying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party); 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; . 
Principal dimensions-namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below 

water-line; 
Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-General 
to all the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later 
than. . . . . in each year. 
Article 33 was adopted. 

Article 34 (former Article IG). 

There shall be communicated to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations the 
name and tonnage of any vessel (except vessels completed prior to 1921 which were designed 
for a speed of less than 12 knots) whose decks have been stiffened as authorised in Article 18 
of the present Convention. · · 

As regards vessels whose decks have already been stiffened this communication shall 
be made by the High Contracting Party whose flag the vessel flies within x months from the 
coming into force of the present Convention for such High Contracting Party. 

As regards other vessels whose decks are stiffened in future, the said communication 
shall be made by the High Contracting Party within whose jurisdiction the stiffening has 
been effected, as soon as the stiffening has been completed. 
. The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ....... . 
m each year. 

~· Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -The Drafting Committee 
had dilfi_culty in finding a wording for this article, because it seemed difficult to settle which 
c~ntractmg party should give the information in the case, first, of vessels whose decks are already 
stiffened at _the time of the coming in force of the Convention, and secondly of vessels whose 
dec~s are st!ffened subsequent to the coming in force of the Convention. The text of the former 
Artlcl~ IG d1d not specify which Power was to be under obligation to supply the information. 
That IS another problem the Commission has still to settle. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - It has never been decided by the Commission. 

~eneral de ~arinis (Italy). -We might put in the third paragraph of this article: "by 
the H1gh Contractmg Party whose flag the vessel flies ". · . 

. The. President. - There are no brackets in the English text. The same form will be used 
m the third paragraph as in the second paragraph. 

Agreed. 

1 Lord Cecil (British Empire). -This was agreed to. I am a little puzzled by this article. 
t appears to me to have been very much changed from what it was when we passed it and to 

go a great ?eal fur~her now. It requires information of all vessels which have been stiffened. 
~ have not n~structJons about that. Of course we can give information about any vessels that 
I a~e beenk stiffened by the Government, but if they have been stiffened by private individuals 

o not now that we have any means of knowing about that. I understood it was only to 

1 Nou by lluJ ;>ecrelariAI. - See Annex u. 
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be information regarding the vessels which were stiffened by the Government. That is Article 18 
?f the pr~n~ Convention, which permits Governments to stiffen the decks of certain vessels, 

. if they Wish, m orde~ to .carry guns. It is quite right that that information should be given, 
b?-t to ask them to g~ve mformation as to aU vessels whose decks have been strengthened is a 
different matter. I_ do not think in ~y own country there exists any possible means by which 
one could know this. We have no nght to look at vessels except to ascertain whether they 
are seaworthy. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I do not think there is any disagree
ment as. to the ~enti3.l: purpose of this article, but I confess that, after further study, I find 
there still remam certatn ambiguities which can undoubtedly be readily cleared up between 
now and the General Conference. As an example of the sort of ambiguity I refer to, it is stated: 

" As regards v~els whose decks have already been stiffened, this communication shall 
be made by the H1gh Contracting P.arty whose flag the vessel flies." 

I venture .t? point out the difficulty o! carrying out this obligation which might arise in 
the cas~ of a c1tizen of one country purchasmg, for private use, a vessel of which the decks had 
been stiffened, from a citizen of another country. In that case the citizen of the first country 
might not be in a position to furnish the information necessary to carry out the obligations 
under the Convention. 

There are a number of other possible complications, but I do not think there are any really 
serious difficulties involved. Study between now and the General Conference will result in the 
formulation of a perfectly clear text which will achieve our purpose. I therefore suggest we 
can readily adopt this text, with the understanding that we will all study the formulation of 
a better text between now and the Conference. . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -All the same-if Mr. Gibson will allow me-l think it will 
be as well to make this text as good as we can. I suggest adding this wording: 

" As regards vessels whose decks have already been stiffened, this communication shall 
be made by the High Contracting Party who has carried out, or caused to be carried out, 
the stiffening." 

That is the only thing they can really speak to; they cannot speak to what has been done 
by other people, at least in my country. 

In the next paragraph you would have to make a similar alteration. Perhaps it would 
be sufficient to say: "By the said High Contracting Party". We should have to look into that. 

The President. - I observe that Mr. Gibson agrees. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I think there is a serious objection to this modification. I do 
not imagine there can be many cases of private persons having vessels built with stiffened decks 
without the knowledge of their Governments. I think such very rare cases-if there be any 
such cases at all-might be left out of account. 

For my part, I should prefer to make no change in this article; otherwise we shall be 
embarking on a discussion of substance. This is no longer a question of drafting. If cases 
are really discovered of vessels whose decks are stiffened without the Government concerned 
knowing anything about it, the Conference can be informed, and can alter the article accordingly. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am discussing the substance because this article was never 
settled by the Commission at all. It is an entirely novel suggestion and not authorised, in my 
judgment, by any decision at which the Commission arrived. The Commission only arrived at 
a decision that, where Governments had authorised stiffening, they were to make a return on 
the subject. I should protest very strongly against altering that in any respect. I tried to establish 
a draft which took into account only what we discussed. I cannot agree with M. Rutgers, and 
I think he is going beyond our duty. We have to discuss what we decided and how we shall 
express that decision. We decided that Governments which caused decks to be stiffened had to 
give a return of what they had done. That is all you can ask Governments to do, and we should 
put nothing else in the article. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- Lord Cecil's interpretat~on 
of the decision taken by the Commission is hardly correct. The old Article IG is in the followmg 
terms: 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of the 
League of Nations the name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in accordance with 
Article NH . . . " 

It does not deal merely with vessels constructed by the Governments. The text is of general 
application. 

It was because of the inadequacy of Article IG that the Drafting Committee thought fit to 
suggest the solution before you. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- This still does not answer the question. It depends on what 
ships were constructed in accordance with the other article. As I read the other article, it refers 
only to Government action. It is not, however, of very great importance. · 



M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -That is not my reading of the article. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- It seems to me we should settle this point one 'fay or another. 
It is not a matter of great importance, but when you put a duty on G?vernm~nts 1t mus~ be only 
a duty which they can carry out. They have no means and ~o nght to mte~ere With what 
private individuals do with their ships. As ~ matter of fact I believ~ tllat a cons1der~ble num~er 
of ships built now are built with decks sufficiently strong to carry 6-mch guns, not With any VIew 
to tlleir being used as part of the armed forces of the country1 ~ut merely to defend themselyes 
against submarine attack. I am told, bu~ I do not know, that 1t 1s merely a measure of protectu~n 
for the ship and is quite a common practice. I do not know how the Governments can ascertam 
if tllat be ;o or not without inspecting the building of a ship. I should have thought all you 
can ask here is to see that the Government preparations for war are limited. That is tile whole 
basis of our Convention. I do not think this is a very important matter, but we should proceed 
on some kind of ·principle if we discuss what private individuals are doing which may, or may 
not, increase the strength of a country when it goes to war. Then we should require returns 
about transport, and other things not used perhaps in war. I am content to say that everything 
the Government has done or caused to be done in this matter should be returned, but it does 
not seem right to go further than that. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -I am in the happy position of being 
able to fall in with almost any possible solution; but I confess, among them all, the one tllat 
appeals to me most is the amendment offered by Lord Cecil, because it seems to me to be very 
simple and sound and, if we adopt it, we shall know exactly where we are. I, tllerefore, suggest 
that you put tllat amendment to the vote, as I should like to have the privilege of voting for it. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -Article r8 says: 

" No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war . . . " 

I do not believe private individuals can do such things without tile knowledge of their Govern
ments. It is not possible to convert a merchant-ship into a vessel of war without tile Government's 
having a hand in it. Article r8 comprises an undertaking by the Governments not to make any 
preparation for the installation of armaments for the purpose of converting merchant-ships 
into vessels of war. There will be no difficulty for the Government in fulfilling this undertaking: 
they assume much more far-reaching obligations in connection witll the supervision of private 
enterprise-for example, in the case of the International Labour Office. This obligation can be 
assumed by the Governments, not only in cases in which they grant subsidies, but generally and 
without exception. 

M. Sa to (Japan). -I agree with M. Rutgers in respect of his interpretation and comments; 
bu~ I h~ve a few words to add. ;Article r8, which M. Rutgers has just quoted, is the old Article NH, 
which Js taken from the Washmgton Treaty. After the conclusion of that Treaty, there was 
never any question of such an interpretation as has been given by Lord Cecil. My country, 
as a p~y to the Washington Treaty, could not accept any novel interpretation of any one of 
the articles adopted at Washington. The only possible thing to do would be to keep tile present 
text and ~ubmit it. to _the Confe~ence, as Mr. Gibson has proposed .. At tile Conference each 
country Will state 1ts mterpretat10n, and we shall see whether there are circumstances which 
prec~ude the supply of full information by certain countries. The Conference will consider each 
particular case and the solution required. 

As, however, the Drafting Committee's present text has given rise to much discussion I 
propose we adopt the original second-reading text. ' 

Lord Cecil (British Empir~); - Rat.her than _Prolong the debate I should be quite content 
to accept tllat, or. any other deciSion. It ts a most 1IDportant matter. I think it would be better, 
as a m~tte.r of prmc1pl~, to take the last suggestion of M. Sato, because I think that is free from 
tile objection of allowmg the Drafting Committee to legislate for us. 

The President. - The former Article IG will therefore take the place of Article 34· 
Agreed. . 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire). - It should be stated in the report that certain delegates 
P01~t1ed out that It would be very doubtful how far they would be able to comply with such an arttc e. 

Article 35 (former Article ID). 

For each of ~e categ?ries of aircraft defined in tile model tables annexed to this Article, 
the exchange of mformation shall apply to tile maximum figures attained in each ear in 
rf!Specl offtlle num~er an~ total horse-power, and for dirigibles tile total volume yby the 
rurcra t re ~rred to m Arttcles 24 a~d 25 of the present Convention. ' 

Gene~~ :r~~~IT;~~ ~~t~~o~e ~~~ Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary

necessary information to ~nable ~~sa~· t~bl~~ · t~ b:::~ ~~e~n~~ee~~s~f 0~a~~e~~he 
The tables referred to m the preceding paragraph shall be finall d d blish yd. 

by the Secretary-General not later than . . ch y rawn up an pu e .......... m ea year. 
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. The President. - In the third paragraph of this article the word " finally " must be 
ormtted. 

Article 35, thus amended, was adoptetl. 
The Commission rose at z.zo p.m. . 

TWENTY-THIRD MEETING. 

Heltl on Friday, December Sfh, I9JO, at 5 p.m. 

Presitlent: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

II3. Texts drafted by the Drafting Committee (document C.P.D.292 1): Examination and 
Discussion (continuation). 

Model Tables annexed to Article 35 (fonner Article ID). 

These Model Tables I, II, III antl IV were adopted. 

Article 36 (former Article IE). 
In order to ensure publicity as regards civil aviation, each of the High Contracting Parties 

shall indicate at the end of each year (to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations) 
the· number and total horse-power of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered within the 
jurisdiction of such Party. Each Party shall also indicate the amounts expended on civil 
aviation by the Government and by local authorities. 

(The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ... 
. . . .. .. in each year). -

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - To bring the text of this 
article into conformity with the decision reached this morning, it will be necessary to modify the 
second line to some extent and draft it as follows: ". . . shall indicate within x months after 
the end of each year . . . " It will also be necessary to delete the brackets round the words 
"to the Secretary-General of the League ofNations ". 

Thus amentled, the article was adoptetl. 

Article 37 (former Articles DA* and IH). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 

League of Nations within ........... months of the end of each budgetary year a statement 
drawn up in accordance with the standard model (annexed to this Article) showing the total 
amounts actually expended in the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 
of such Party. 

The information supplied in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than. . . . . . . . . . . in each year. 

Note by the Drafting Committee.- It is for the Preparatory Commission to decide whether 
the standard model referred to in the first paragraph of the proposed article should be the 
model statement in document C.P.D.90 or whether further study by experts is necessary: 
in that case, a note to that effect shall be inserted after this Article as has been done for 
Articles 9 (T A) and 32 IB. , 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -I should like to draw 
the Commission's attention to the Drafting Committee's note at the foot of this article, which 
states that it is for the Preparatory Commission to decide whether the standard model referred 
to in the first paragraph of the article should be the model statement in document C.P.D.9o, 
or whether further study by experts is necessary. 

M. Sato (Japan). -When this article was discussed by the Commission, I proposed that 
the question should be referred to the Committee of Budgetary Experts, whose powers should be 
extended. I am under the impression that the Commission agreed. 

General de Marinis (Italy). -I agree with this suggestion. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. -A note will therefore be 
made to this article, substantially the same as the note to Article 32. 

1 Nole by lhe the Secretarial. - See Annex 12. 
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Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I suppos~ we s~ have to consider the actual wording o~ 
the reference to the experts when we have finiShed th1s. · 

Article 37 was adopted with this reservation. 

PART V (former Chapter IV).- CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to ~bs~ain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous hqmds, substances or 

processes. f ll b · 1 · al th d f They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use o a acteno ogtc me o s o 
warfare. 

PROPOSAL BY THE PoLISH DELEGATION REGARDING A CoNVENTION FOR AFFORDING INTERNATIONAL 

AID TO ANY COUNTRY CHEMICALLY OR BACTERIOLOGICALLY ATTACKED. 

General Kasprzyckl (Poland). -I have no desire to re-open the discussion .on this .grave 
problem, but before our work comes to an end I wish to place before you 0e pomt of view of 
my delegation. Our concern, I may say, is shared by a number of other delegatiOns. .· . . 

I should like first of all to remind the Commission of the origin of Part V (Chermcal ~rJ:!ls). 
We urged at the outset that a special chapter dealing with the prohibition of the use of asp~yx1~tmg, 
poisonous or similar gases and also of bacteriological weapons in war should be embodied m the 
Convention; and our object was to establish fresh guarantees in this regard and, in particular, to 
make an advance upon the Protocol of June r7th, rgzs. . 

The conditions under which we have been working, however, have not P'labled us for the t1me 
being to achieve this aim. . 

The texts which we have succeeded in drawing up in Part V (Chemical Al-ms) do not represent 
any essential change in the present situation. 

Further, I recognise that the scope of the Convention, the aim of which is the limitation 
and reduction of armaments, does not easily lend itself to provisions of this nature. We agree, 
therefore, not to insist that this very important problem be dealt with in the draft Convention; 
but I will take this opportunity of explaining briefly to you our point of view in the matter. 

Having regard to the notable development of science in the sphere of chemistry and 
bacteriology, and considering the enormous growth of the chemical industry in particular, the 
temptation to use one of the most formidable weapons in a future war would be too strong to be 
removed merely by a prohibitory measure. With regard to this I should like to quote to you the 
remarks made by the Greek delegate in his excellent speech of December 2nd last : 1 

" If ever we have the misfortune to be involved in another war ", said M. Politis, " I do 
not think that :prohibitions imposed on belligerents by law will be respected any more than 
they were last time-indeed, even less than last time". 

This is very true, and therefore the prohibition should be supplemented by measures increasing 
its practical force, which would make its violation, if not impossible, at least more difficult, and 
would introduce serious dangers for the aggressor. 

I would take this opportunity of emphasising that we have in no way abandoned our original 
point of view. We are of opinion that only collective reprisals could afford us adequate safeguards. 
They are the only means which might act as an adequate deterrent to induce the aggressor to 
abandon once for all the idea of using a weapon of this nature against an adversary. 

I am, however, perfectly aware of the position in practice. The discussions in our Commission 
last year showed that, for the moment; the majority were unable to agree to definite pledges with 
regard to punitive action. · . 

We are theref?re at :pr~sent forced to be satisfied with less, and we are ready to limit ourselves 
to the lowest poss1ble mmrmum. What we do not desire is to remain inactive in the face of the 
possibilities outlined by M. Politis, and in the past by M. de Brouckere, which must be plain 
to us all. 

But t!tere is .one thing ~~ch, it appears t<? us, might be done immediately without the risk of 
encountenng SeJ"?-OUS opposition: an undertakmg on the part of all States to give their support 
to a country which h~ been attacked by chemical or bacteriological weapons. 

As we have adm1tted that f<_>r the !flOment we do not see how, either materially or morally, 
such. an a~ta~k may be rendered 1mposs1ble, we ought at least to agree to give our support to any 
poss1ble v1ctrm. 

p~~ily, States sho'!-ld assure t? any C<_>untry, which has been the victim of a chemical or 
bactenologtcal.attack, rapid and efficient sanitary and medical assistance. Further, they should 
und.ertak~ to gJVe the country the support of the scientific resources at their command· in order to 
dev1se su1table !Deans of defence and ways of nullifying these weapons. These reso~rces should 
be .Put at the ~sposal <?f the p~ople who are threatened, or who have been already tt k d 
qu1ckly as poss1ble and m suffic1ent quantity. a ac e • as 

1 Note by the Sect"etarial. - Twentieth Meeting, No. 107• 
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I was anxious to explain to the Commission, before our work is finished, the point of view 
which we shall shortly propose for examination outside this Commission. . 

Regarding this, I should like to make a statement. I am happy to be able to say that ow 
view is shared by certain delegations with whom I have been able to discuss the subject-! refer to 
the Belgian, Finnish, Roumanian and Y11goslav delegations. I have not had time to discuss the 
matter with other delegations, but I am sure that many of them share this view. 

I would ask the President to be kind enough to insert the following declaration in the report: 

" Though recognising the moral value of international instruments forbidding the use 
in warfare of chemical and bacteriological methods in war, we nevertheless feel that it is 
necessary to make provision, in addition to these instruments, for practical preventive and 
executory measures. These measures should be such as to render chemical or bacteriological 
attack, if not impossible, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and 
efficacy of such attack. They should also constitute a fresh guarantee that no violation of 
the undertakings solemnly signed could be committed without involving very unpleasant 
consequences for the guilty State. 

" Ip. this connexion, therefore, it would be desirable to consider the possibility of concluding 
a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to any country 

· chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a humanitarian 
nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approval . 

. "This problem might be studied in due course by the League of Nations", 

The President. - The observations made by General Kasprzycki will be mentioned in 
the report. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). -The suggestion made by the Polish delegation is most 
interesting, and I therefore support it; but I must add that our delegation has not had the time 
to study it, and I think that the Polish proposal requires very thorough examination from the 
technical point of view and from that of international law. The body which inherits the unfinished 
task of the Committee on Arbitration and Security might place this question on its programme. 

My Government will always support any effort to establish punitive measures to ensure 
respect for treaties, particularly in the case of a treaty having the moral1mportance of the Convention 
regarding Asphyxiating Gases. It is, I think, no secret that my Government favours a system 
of international guarantees, even if, owing to the insurmountable difficulties it encounters, such 
a system can only be achieved by stages. 

But, as the Polish delegate has just said, the question at issue is not one of punitive measures, 
but rather, in my opinion, of an investigation which might fall within the sphere of the International 
Red Cross. Here we touch upon the general rules regarding the laws of war . , . 

The President. -You may continue to speak, but, strictly speaking, this has nothing to 
do with the Drafting Committee's text. 

M. Fierlin~er (Czechoslovakia). - . . . but, as General Kasprzycki has explained his 
ideas on the matter, I would remind the Commission that attempts were made to codify the 
laws of war before the recent war, and that, last year, the International Red Cross called a 

__ conference to study the rights and duties of belligerants. The measures contemplated by the 
Polish delegation might come within the scope of such work, and I think it would be better 
to mention them in our report. · 

M. Massi~li (France). -The French delegation understands the concern which the Polish 
delegation feels on this point. It fully realises the importance of the question, and would be glad 
to see it considered, and mention of it will be made in the report. 

Mr. Lester (Irish Free State).- I just want to make a remark on this subject. There was 
some discussion on the interpretation of this article on December 2nd last, following the circulation 
of a memorandum by the British Government, and, on that occasion, several delegations made 
declarations. I have only to say that the Government of the Irish Free State accepts entirely 
the interpretation of the article as given in the memorandum of the British delegation. 

Article 38 was adopted. 

PART VI. - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. - PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION.· 

Article 39 (Former Article OA). 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall 
consist of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the 
Governments of. ......... (list to be drawn up by the Conference), 
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Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be 
appointed for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During_ the~ term of .office, they may .be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary res1gnatwn or senous and permanent 
illness. . 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 40 (Article OB). 
The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned ~y the Secretary

General of the League of Nations, '~~hin three. months fro~ the e?try mto force of the 
present Convention, to elect a prov1s10nal President and V1ce-Pres1dent and to draw up 
its Rules of Procedure. . . 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed m 1ts Rules of 
Procedure. . · h 

It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extrll;or~ary sesswn m t. e cases 
provided for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect 1s made 
by a High Contracting Party. 

Article 4I (Article OC). . 
The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the 

basis of the provisions of the present Convention. . 

Article 42 (Article OD). 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are 

present. 
Article 43 (Article OE). 

Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its national!ty on the Com~ission 
shall be entitled to send a member appointed for the purpose to s1t at any meetmgs ?f 
the Commission during which a question specially affecting the interests of that Party 1s 
considered. 

Article 44 (Article OF). 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. · 
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. . · . 
In the cases provided for in Articles 49 and 51 the votes of members appointed by the 

Parties concerned in the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 45 (Article OG). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have 

any person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which 
is being examined by the Commission. · 

Article 46 (Article OH). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by 

the Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, 
if necessary in the form of a separate report. · 

Article 47 (Article 01). 
All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the 

present Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated 
to all the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall 
be published. . · · 
Articles 39 to 47 were adopted. 

Article 48 (Article IF). 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied 

by the High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their 
international obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other i.tl.formation ·that may reach it from a responsible source and that 
it may consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the 
present Convention. · 

This re~ort shall be communicated fort~with to all the High Contracting Parties and 
to the Connell. o~ the League and shall be pubhshed on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure 
of the CommiSSIOn. 

M. Politis (Gre~ce). -· I sh?uld ~e to as~ ~hy the Drafting Committee has thought it 
better t? transfer th1s text. I still ~elieve, until 1t 15 otherwise shown, that it will be better 
to place 1t at the end of the part regarding exch~ge of information-that is to say, after Article 37. 
~ supp~se that the reason .for ~e t~ansference 1s that the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
15 mentioned for the fit;>t time m th1s cha~t~. ~ut this no longer holds good since this morning, 
as the Permanent D15arm~ent Com~lSSlon 15 already mentioned in Articles 7 and x2 • I 
the~efore ask whether there 1s any plaus1ble reason for interfering with the lomcal rd f th articles. 0 - o er o e 
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M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - The reason was that 
indicated by M. Politis. It has now lost much of its force, and if M. Politis wishes, and the Com
mission so decides, Article 48 can perhaps be placed 'among the other provisions regarding 
information. · 

M. Politis (Greece). -I should like to propose that the reference "referred to in such and 
such an Article " (Article 39) should be placed in Articles 7 and 12, where the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission is alluded to. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I am a little in doubt whether the whole of this article· should 
go to the Exchange of Information part, because the second and third paragraphs deal with 
the annual report that the Commission is to make, and that is-or ought to be-one of its 
principal duties; the drafting of an annual report containing all the information that reaches 
it showing the general situation of disarmament. I should have thought that the ideal plan 
might have been to put the first paragraph of Article 48 at the end of the Exchange of Information 
part-that is, the paragraph saying that the Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive 
all the information supplied by the contracting parties--and then keep the other two paragraphs 
where they are now. I merely suggest that to M. Politis and to the Commission, because I am 
afraid of putting into the Exchange of Information part what would be, as I see it, if this plan 
goes through, the most vivid and important part of the work of the Commission. 

M. Politis (Greece). - Rather than divide Article 48 thus, I would prefer to maintain it 
as it is; for otherwise the drafting of the second paragraph, dealing with the information above 
mentioned, would have to be modified. · 

M. Bourquin (Belgium). - I desire to support the last solution indicated by M. Politis. 
I think it better to leave the article as it is. In any case, in the part containing Article 37, 
the obligations of the contracting parties are mentioned. They are obliged to send information, 
while, in Article 48, the use to be made by the Commission of this information is dealt with. 
These are two distinct ideas, and I think it would be better to include the use made of the 
information in the chapter regarding the Commission's powers. 

Article 48 was adopted. 

CHAPTER B. - DEROGATIONS. 

Article 49 (Article XA). 
If, during the term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, 

in the opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High 
Contracting Party may suspend temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, from any provision 
or provisions of the present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the 
event of war, provided: 

(a) That such Contr3:cting Party shall im~ediately notify th~ o~her Contracting 
Parties and at the same bme the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the 
extent thereof. 

· (b) That simultaneously with the said notification, the Contracting Party shall 
communicate to the other Contracting Parties and at the same time to the Permanent 
Disarmament Corrimission, through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the 
change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 
thus presented. 

When the reasons for such temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shal_l reduc~ its ·~rmaments to the level apreed UJ?On in the Convention, 
and shall make immediate notification to the other Contractmg Parties. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -In the English, the word "from" in the third line ought 
to be struck out. You do not " suspend from " any provision; you " suspend " any provision. 

The word " from " was deleted from the English text. 

Article 49, thus modified, was adopted. 

CHAPTER C. - PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Article so (Article ZA). 
The High Contracting Parties recognise tha~ any violation of the provisions of the present 

Convention is a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article SI (Article ZB). 
If during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 

anothe'r Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
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· t · 1 t the provisions of the present Convention, 
or is in any way violating or endeavounng 0 VlOSa e t G al of the League of Nations 
such Party may lay the matter, through !h~ ecre _ary- ener • 
before the Permanent Disarmam~nt Commlsslo~. t' f the High Contracting Party whose 

The Commission, after hearmg a represe~ a lve o he re resentative of any other Party 
action is questioned, should such P~rty so desrre, an: t h' hpasks to be heard shall as soon 

which ~fY ~:s:~~~~~y 0~~~~~~ ~ :~: m:~tco!~ractln~ Pa~ies and to the 'coun.cil of the 
~ pos~ ethe re ort a~d any proceedings thereon shall be published as so~n as possible. 
ea~~ Hi h C~ntracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusiOns of the Re:port. 

If the Jigh Contracting Parties directly concerned are Mem~ers of the L~gue _of Nat10ns, 
the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such crrcums~ances m virtue of !he 
Covenant, with a view to ensuring the observance of the present Convention and to safeguarding 
the peace of nations. · 

Articles 50 and SI were adopted. 

CHAPTER D.- FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Note by the Drafting Committee.- The Drafting Committee has inserted in this chapter, 
with a few formal alterations, the provisions drawn up on November 29th by the Sub
Committee presided over by M. Politis and adopted in p}enary session on Decembe~ ~st. 
. The Committee desire to point out that a certam number of formal prov1s1ons (such, 
for instance as those relating to the signature of the Convention) which usually figure in 
treaties sigr{ed at Geneva, have not been inserted in this section. The text of any such 
provisions should in any case be settled by the Conference. 

The President. - The above note has been inserted in front of Article 52 by the Drafting 
Committee. 

M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee.- This note is to be omitted 
from the text of the Convention. 

The President. - Certainly. It will be mentioned in the report. 

Article 52 (Article EA). 
The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous treaties 

under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their land, sea or 
air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and 
obligations in this connection. . 

The following High Contracting Parties • . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by 
them in relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance 
of such obligations being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present 
Convention. · 

M. Sato (Japan). -I would like to -draw the attention of the Committee to the drafting 
of Article 52, which deals with obligations arising from previous treaties. According to the 
present reading of Article 52, which is the same as that of the British amendment, the article 
reads as follows: · 

" The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous 
treaties under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their 
armaments . . . " 

~ut, in the opinion of the Japanese delegation, not only obligations arising from previous 
treaties are to be considered inviolate; there are also in these treaties acquired rights which 
should be dealt with on the same basis, as, for example, in the Treaty of London: 

Article 7, paragraphs 2 and 3; 
Article 16, paragraphs 3 and 4; 
Article x8; 
Article 20. 

Provisions of a. similar n~t!lre ~ppear in the W~hin~?n Treaty. In order not to invalidate 
the above-mentiOned proviSions m these two treaties, 1t 1s the opinion of the Japanese delegation 
that the present drafting of Article 52 should be modified, and should read as follows: . 

. " The pr~;nt Convention shall not affect the provisions of previous treaties under 
wh1ch . . . 

C I _had an opportunity the oilier .d~y of expressing my opinion on fuis object to the Sub
f ommlt~!e l?res~ed. over by M. Pohbs, and he appeared to have received my observations 
. avou_ra y, m t at_1t was agreed to transn:tit them to the Drafting Committee. No doubt it -
~l:c:m! ~ea ie~htcal ~~or tf~ ilief Draftmg Committee has not been informed of what took 

u · omml ee. ere ore venture to draw the attention of the Commission to 
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the consideration of the amendment proposed by the Japanese delegation. If this amendment 
be ad?pted, the last sub-paragraph of paragraph {b), Section III (Vessels to be converted to Target 
Use) m Annex V to Chapter B of Part II, in document C.P.D.2921 should be deleted being 
superfluous. . 

M._ Massigli (France). -I beg M. Sato to excuse a misunderstanding for which I am partly 
responsible. I may have forgotten to have the article altered by the Drafting Committee in 
the manner indicated by him; in any case, his amendment is perfectly justified. 

T~e Hon. Hugh Gib~on (United States of America). - The proposal of the Japanese 
~elegatwn seems to us _so entrrely reasonable and sound that no arguments are needed to emphasise 
1ts value. I merely WISh to say, therefore, that I support M. Sato's suggestion. 

~rd Cecil (British Empire).- The only thing I wish to ask is whether, in the last paragraph 
of this Article 52, you will not need to make a similar alteration of the words " obligations " to 
read " provisions ". · 

The President. - Article 52 will read as follows: 

" The present Convention shall not affect the provisions of previous treaties .. 
and, in the second paragraph, the word " provisions " will replace the word " obligations ". 
. Also, the last sub-paragraph of paragraph (b), Section III (Vessels to be converted to Target 
Use) in Annex V to Chapter B of Part II in document C.P.D.292, will be omitted. 

Article 52, thus amended, was adopted. 

Article 53 (document C.P.D.282).1 

If a dispute arises between two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 
interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention, and cannot be settled 

· either directly between the Parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the Parties 
will, at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -When we discussed the Belgian proposal, I found myself 
in some doubt as to the word "application", and I suggested its deletion, as I thought that it 
would be sufficient to refer to the interpretation of the provisions of the present Convention. 
However, after carefully considering the arguments put forward by Lord Cecil, I changed my 
opinion and did not submit any fresh amendment; I did not propose any change in the text to the 
Drafting Committee. I shall therefore vote for Article 53, understood in the sense explained by 
Lord Cecil. 

The President. - M. Markovitch's observation will be mentioned in the report. 

Article 53 was adopted. 
Article 54 (Article EB). 

The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance 
with their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be 
deposited with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

The present Convention shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument of 
ratification has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited 
by . . . (list to be drawn up by the Conference). · 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary
General of the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. 
They undertake to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . .) 
Note by the Dt-afling Committee. - It will be for the Conference to decide whether this paragraph and 

any supplementary provisions which may be necessary would not be better placed in a protocol of signature (see document 
C.P.D.232).0 

Article 54 was adopted. 
Article 55 (Article ED) . 

. Each of the High Contracting Parties will begin the necessary measures for carrying the 
provisions of the present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into force for such 
Party. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -The Drafting Committee has greatly improved this article. 
It was stated originally that, as soon as the Convention entered into force, each of the contracting 
parties • will begin (entreprendra) the necessary measures", etc. 

1 Note by the Secretariat. - See Annex 12. 
• Note by the Secretarial.- Belgian proposal; see seventeenth meeting, No. 85. 
' N ole by the Secretarial. - See Annex 7. 
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The Committee has said: • . . . will take (prendrait) the necessary measu~es "· 
• Entreprendre .. means • to begin", • pr~ndre" means "to accomplish". I shall be satisfied 
if the word " begin " is altered in the English text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire)._ I see no difficulty and am ready to accept this modification. 

Article 55. thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 56 (Article EF). 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 57 and 58, the prese~t ~nvention sh<~;ll remain 

in force for . . . years. It shall remain in force after the expiratiOn ?~ that pel!od e?'cept 
in so far as it may be amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified m the 
following articles. 
M. Westman (Sweden), Chairman o"f the Drafting Committee.- It was stated in Article EF: 

" The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of . · . " 

The words "in principle" have been replaced by: 
and 58 . . ·" 

" subject to the provisions of Articles 57 

Article 56 was adopted. 
Article 57 (Article EG). 

Before the end of the period of x years provided for in t~e preceding article, ~nd not le:..s 
than y years after its entry into force, the present Convenbo~ shall .be re-exammed by the 
High Contracting Parties meeting in Confere~ce. The ?ate of th1s mee~m.g shall be fixed by the 
Council of the League of Nations, after takmg cognisance of the OJ?IDion o~ the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission and of the intentions of the High Contractmg Parties non-members 
of the League of Nations. 

The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and 
establish fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying 
down general rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 
Article 57 was adopted. 

Article 58 (Article EH). 
Before the end of the period of y years provided for in the preceding article, but not less 

than z years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination 
and revision laid down in that article may also be carried out at the request of a 
High Contracting Party, with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
if the conditions under which the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted 
have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or special circumstances, changes 
justifying a fresh examination and, if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -The American delegation is in full 
accord as to the purpose of Article 58, which is obviously to offer the possibility of examination 
and revision of the Convention, and, at the same time, to prevent the possibility of this right 
being used for light and frivolous motives. We have given a good deal of thought to this question; 
we recognise its extreme delicacy, and we are not convinced that this is the best possible method 
of achieving the double purpose in view. It may be that more mature thought on the part of the 
Governments coming to the general Conference will result in the discovery of a method which will 
be more effective and give us more general satisfaction. For that reason,·! am not offering any 
amendments or suggestions; I merely wish to indicate the desirability of giving the Governments 
an opportunity of considering this questi~n between now and the general Conference. . · 

Article 58 was adopt~. 
Article 59 (Article EJ) . 

. In the cou~se of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 
articles, any H1gh Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention . 

. Su0 denunciat~on shall take effect two years after its date, but in no case before the 
exprrahon of the penod of X years mentioned in Article 56. 

Article 59 was adopted. 

The. P~eslde.nt. -The W:aft Co~vention drawn up by the Drafting Committee has been 
adopted m 1ts entrrety, and I Wish agam to thank the members of the Drafting Committee in the 
name of the whole Commission. · 

MoDEL TABLES ANNEXtD TO ARTICLE 29 (PART lV): PROPOSAL BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION 

M. Westman (Sv:eden), Chairman of the Drafting Committee. - In regard to the Model 
Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV), General de Marinis made certain suggestions about the 
~nex to Ta~les II an~ V. at ~he foot of ~abies IV and V. This refers to the information to be 
g~yen regardmg the d1st~I~ubon of effectiVes according to oversea territories. According to the 
1\lmutes, Gen~ral de Marm1s proposed that ~he same procedure should be adopted for this annex 
as for the mam tables-that IS to say, that It should be divided into columns a, b, c and d. I do 
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-not know whether the Commission is in agreement with this proposal or not. The Minutes do not 
seem altogether clear on the point. . 

. General de Marinis (Italy). -My proposal was adopted without comment, and therefore 
I Withdrew my reservation. M. Cobian told me that the Commission had adopted my proposal 
and that my reservation was no longer necessary. 

M. Massi~li (France).- If the Commission accepts this proposal, I would like to point out 
that w~en, on November 24th last, General de Marinis submitted the amendment, which is now 
to be discuss~d •. I opposed ito~ the ground that it would lead to very considerable complications. 
As the Commission disagreed with me by five adverse votes, with thirteen abstentions, and the text 
was adopted, I made a reservation. I am convinced that insurmountable difficulties will be 
enc<?untered. You ask that not only the total figure, but also the details of effectives (soldiers 
havmg s~rved for a period of x months, soldiers having served for a period of less than x months, 
etc.), takmg transfers into consideration, should be publishedforeveryoversea territory. Taking 
the case of my own country, it would therefore be necessary to provide a table for the Ivory Coast, 
another for French Guinea, a third for the French Sudan, a fourth for Chad, and so on. This 
would be absolutely impossible, unless an army of assessors were employed in these territories. 
Further, a considerable number of civilian officials would have to be employed in ink-slinging all 
day long for the League of Nations. It could, of course, be done; but I think that the only result 
would be to lead the Governments to simplify their oversea organisations, as far as possible to 
establish very large territorial areas, and a result diametrically opposed to the one that we are 
aiming at would thus be reached. 

The President.- M. Massigli does not agree, but he does not oppose the amendment. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I make a formal reservation. 

II4. Procedure: Vote on Draft Convention alone or on Draft Convention and Report toaether. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I should like to raise a point of procedure. We have adopted 
the draft Convention article by article. We shall probably discuss the report part by part. Will 
there be a formal vote or some sort of decision regarding the Convention in its entirety, or will there 
be a vote bearing on the draft Convention and the report together ? 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I was wondering whether it really would be worth while 
to press this enquiry. The report and the Minutes will show what has happened in regard to each 
passage in the report and each passage in the draft Convention. I think that, if we try to have a 
division on the general question, one of two things is bound to happen. Either you will have a 
certain number of delegates who will say that, because they do not agree with this or that particular 
point, they cannot vote for the adoption of the report. which will give a very false impression; 
or everybody will say that, rather than have no report and no Convention, they accept this. In 
neither case will you really convey any clear idea of what is in the minds of the delegates. I really 
hope that we shall not have a division on the report or the Convention as a whole, because I think 
the result, whatever it is, may be misleading to the public. After all, we shall have given them, 
with great detail, our opinions on every conceivable section of this report and this Convention, and 
I do not think we could clarify the matter by having a division or a vote on the thing as a whole. 
That is my first impression on the point raised by M. Markovitch. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I made no proposal with regard to the vote. I simply 
asked a question. I thought that we should have the opportunity of making statements now on 
certain points that we have not discussed. 

The President. -The text of the draft Convention has been adopted, and each delegation 
can make any statement it wishes when the report is discussed. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - In my opinion, the statements should not be limited. 
Shall I be allowed to make one both on the Convention and on the report ? 

The President. - Certainly. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I have no~ the least intention of beginni~g a further dis~us
sion. I do not ask for a vote on the draft Convention. What I had to say appears m the reservations 
that I made, but I should like to know clearly whether the majority has formally adopted the 
text of the draft Convention or not. 

The President. -This document has been adopted, and the reservations have been noted. 

ns. Draft Report: First Part (document C.P.D.294, see Annex 13): Discussion. 

The President. - We can now begin the discussion of the first part of the report, which 
we will consider page by page. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Societ Socialist Republics). -I should like to know whether 
we shall be allowed to make statements on the Convention and the report as a whole. 
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The President. - After discussion of the report, w~?-en each ~eleg~tion has been able to . 
judge in what manner its observations have been taken mto. consideratiOn, we shall hear the 
statements. 

Page I. 
Page I was adopted. 

Page z. 
M. Massi~li (France). - In the second paragraph of paf?'e 2, an allusion is made to an 

important document the questionnaire which has been the basis of our work. Unfortunately, 
no analysis of it is given. I therefore request that the questionnaire be attached to the report, 
as it is an essential element in our work. 

· M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -I agre~ that we should attach this questionnaire, and 
also the one which was distributed to Sub-Committees A and B. · . 

Page z was adopted. 

Page 3 was adopted. 
Page J. 

Page 4· 
M. Massl~li (France). -Would it not be expedie.nt. to attach to our; r~port, or _at l~ast t.o 

give a summary of, the first report made by our Comi!l~s10n to the Council m May 1926 . ThiS. 
document, which has been forgotten to some extent, IS Important. 

The President. -The document will be attached to th~ rewrt. It is understood, moreover, 
that reference will always be made in the body of the report to tM attached documents. · · 

Page 4 was adopted. -
Page 5· 

Page 5 was adopted. 
Page 6. 

Page 6 was adopted. 
Page 7· 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I propose that the sixth paragraph of page 7 should be 
drafted as follows : · 

"The Preparatory Commission therefore met again on November 6th last and was able 
to satisfy the wishes of the Assembly mentioned above." 

This text appears to me more acceptable to everybody. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - There is a slight difference. We thought we were 
interpreting the feelings of the majority of the Commission in drafting our text. I see no difficulty 
in changing it if the Commission so desires. , 

I will take this opportunity of proposing to add at the end of the paragraph the words : 
" with the co-operation of the twenty-five States represented, including Norway and the Irish 
Free State, who were represented for the first time on the Commission_". 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I just wanted to suggest that it is a good thing to leave out 
adjectives, and, if it will satisfy my friend Count Bernstorff, I should like to propose the following 
wording: "and was able to bring its task to a conclusion". We could then leave it to others to 
judge whether the task was a delicate one and whether its conclusion was successful. 

Page 7, with Lord Cecil's amendment and M. Cobian's addition, was adopted. 

Page 8 was adopted. 
Page 8. 

Page 9· _ 
Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I should like to request that an addition be made to the 

last ~aragraph on page g, which is of some importance. I think the Rapporteurs will agree 
to this. 

This paragraph states: 

"The following ~ear (1928), when ~he Committee had started its work, the ninth Assembly 
adopted a new resolution. After recalling that ' a close connection exists between international 
security and the reduction and limitation of armaments ', it declared . . . " 

It appears to me particularly important to state also that the Assembly considered that: 

" . . . . the pr~ent conditions of. security set up by the Covenant of the League 
of Nat1<~ns, by ~e treaties of peace, and, m particular, by the reductions in the armaments 
of certam coui?tnes under these tr~aties, and also by the Locarno Agreements, would allow 
o~ t~e c_oncluswn at the present trme of a first General Convention for the Reduction and 
Lrmttahon of Armaments." 

~e declaration ~ade by the A:~e!Dbly in_ 1928 that th~ present degree of security was 
~uffictent for the <?"awmg-up. of an 1n1hal convention on disarmamant has not been dealt with 
m the report. It 1s of such rmportance that it would be expedient to insert it. 
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M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -We entirely agree that this addition should be made. 
Page 9 was adopted, with the addition Teqtlested by C011nl Bemstorlf. 

Page IO •. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -The first nine pages of the report contain an analysis of 
our w.o~k. and also of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, but on page 10 
an opm10n of ~e Preparatory Commission appears in the second paragraph. I consider that the 
formula used 1snot complete, and I propose that, at the end of the first sentence, after the words 
" and the Assembly", the words: • and by States Members of the League of Nations " sl10uld 

be added. I would also ask that, after this phrase, another sentence be inserted in this form: 

• It is the duty of the Disarmament Conference to examine and weigh up these data. 
Here, we confine ourselves to a simple statement of the results achieved." 

. These addi~ions appear to me to be entirely logical, because the Disarmament Conference 
1tself should wetgh up the data contained in the work to which we allude. 

M. Bour~ui_n (Belgium), Rapporteur. - In the main, I agree with M. Markovitch. It is 
apparent that 1t lS the task of the Conference to consider all the data, including those resulting 
~ro.m the wor~ of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. If this be not expressly mentioned, 
1t 1s because 1t appeared to us to be self-evident, but we are quite ready to make this addition 
to the report. 

Lo~d Cecil (British Empire). - I wonder whether it is desirable for us to attempt to define 
what will be the d~ty of the Conference. I sl!ould have thought that our business was simply 
to present them With the results of our now very prolonged deliberations-primarily, of course, · 
our draft Convention and, secondly, any other information we have. I should have thought 
it unnecessary--or perhaps even presumptuous-for us to dictate to the Conference whether 
they are to consider this or that particular part of those results. I do not press the matter if 
M. Markovitch attaches importance to it, but personally I should rather have left it in the shape 
in which the Rapporteurs. have drawn it, which seems to us the right shape in which to present 
our deliberations. · 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia).- I would also ask Lord Cecil not to press the matter. There 
is no question of dictating a line of conduct to the Conference. The only point is to make it clear 
that the Preparatory Commission has not weighed up the data resulting from the work, but 
that the results are referred to the Conference. I strongly urge that this amendment be adopted, 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I agree with Lord Cecil. In my opinion, we have no power 
to tell the Conference to consider the question of security. This investigation has already been 
made, and I think that the League's work on the matter is quite adequate. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -We have got to such a very fine distinction in words that 
I do not personally attach any importance to whether we tell the Conference to read our report 
or not to read it-which is really the issue now, as I understand it. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I do not wish to prolong the discussion, but in my vi~w, 
this is an all-important question. I am diminishing the importance of my proposal by saymg 
that it concerns the report and not the draft Convention. We simply say in the report that 
the Commission has deemed it neither useful nor expedient to weigh up the data resulting from 
the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, and that we leave this task to the Conference 
itself. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I have no object_ion, and I do not wish to prolong the 
discussion either, and it does not seem to me of any Importance. 

M. Massigli (France). -This is the essential fact. What we wish to know is whether t~e 
papers communicated to the Council and the Governments, preparatory to the Confere~ce, will 
or will not include the material and investigations referred to in this paragraph. _ThiS se~ms 
obvious, I think, for the material and investigations provide in part the replies to certam ql!estto~s 
asked by the Council. If you agree to this, it appears easy to me to find a formula whtch will 
give satisfaction to all. M. Markovitch's last proposal appears to me a good one. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- We agree ~o say that the Confe~ence will have to 
consider the work done, but it is not our place to say that 1t must attach any wetght to that work. 

Page IO was adopted. 
Page II. 

Page II was adopted. 
The President. -If the Rapporteurs agree, _we s~ me~t t?-morrow at five o'cloc~ to 

examine the chapter on effectives, the text of which will be distnbuted to-morrow monung. 
M Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - Sir, the vote on the draft 

Convention as a whole has not taken place, and I should like to avoid any misunderstanding. 
It is understood that the Soviet delegatiot;~ ~as only t;~oted t_he adopt~on of the ~ex~ of the draft 
Convention by the majority of the CommiSSion, and lS not mcluded m that maJonty. 

The Commission rose at 6.45 p.m. 
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TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING~ 

Held on Saturday, December 6th, I9JO, at 5 p.m. 

President: M. LoUDON (Netherlands). 

6 Terms of Reference of the Committee of Experts on Budgetary Questions. 
II . 

The President. _ During its present session, the P;eparatory Commission has discuss.ed 
and adopted the following resolution to instruct the Committee of _Budgetary Expe~'ts to enqmre 
into the means by which the budgetary limitation of land matenal could be earned out. 

CHAPTER II. - MATERIALS. 

Resolution adopted by the Commission on November I7th and 2Ist, I9JO. 

"1 With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on _its purchase, 
manufa~ture and upkeep the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct 
the Committee of Budget'ary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation 
could be carried out, paying special attention to: 

" (a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in questio~; . . 
" (b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed m different 

countries; 
"(c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 

in the purchasing power of different countries, especially with regard to the cost of war 
. material; · 

" (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 
to the following year or years. 

"II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to 
come to a decision on this point, the experts' report should be transmitted to them in good 
time by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

" III. The Committee of Experts should be asked to make a similar enquiry in conl).ec
tion with the limitation .of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land, 
naval and air forces, and to make a report which will also be transmitted to Governments." 

In this resolution, the only question is that of the budgetary limitation of land material 
and that of the limitation of the aggregate annual expenditure of every country on its land• 
naval and air forces. 

When it adopted the former Article 0, now Article 23, the Commission also decided that the 
limitation of the annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase 
and manufacture of war material for naval armaments should be made the subject of a similar 
enquiry. 

Further, according to Article 32 (former Articles DB* and IB), a similar enquiry must be 
made by the Committee regarding the statement to be drawn up in accordance with a standard 
model, sho~ng by categories of material the total actual expenditure on the upkeep, purchase 
and expenditure of war material for the land and sea armed forces and formations organised 
on a military basis of each contracting party. . 

Lastly, I would remind you that when Article 37 was finally adopted, it was decided to 
append thereto a note similar to the note to Article 32, reading as follows: 

" In giving an opinion on this article, the Governments will take into account the report 
requested fro~. th~ Committ~e of .Budgetary ~:cperts with a view to drawing up a standard 
form for publicity m connectiOn With the proviSIOns of the annex regarding limitation referred 
to in Article 28 of the present Convention." 
The Committee's terms of reference are thus defined as follows: 

·: I. The Co~~itt~e of Budget3:ry Experts is instructed to enquire into the means of 
carryi!lg out the hm1tabon of expenditure on the purchase, manufacture and upkeep of war 
matenal for land armaments (Article 9), paying special attention to: · 

:: (a) The nec.essity of li~iting .all the expenditure in question; 
(b) The var1ety of ways m which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countnes; 
. " (c) The. adjustment of ~he proposed method of limitation to .possible fluctuations 
m the pur_chasmg power of dllierent currencies, especially with regard to the cost of 
war matenals; 

h
" (d) T?e conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 

to t e followmg year or years. 
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" II. A similar enquiry should be made in connection with the limitation of expenditure 
on the upk~p~ purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments (Article 23) 
and ~e limitation of the total annual expenditure on the land, sea and air forces and formations 
org~sed on a military basis (Article 28). 

A~ ~~gards the last-named limitation, an enquiry should be made in particular into 
the possibility of a separate limitation of the expenditure on land, sea and air forces. 

" ~I!. The_ Committee of Budgetary Experts will further have to investigate the methods 
of publicit~ (Articles 32 and 37) in connection with the proposed measures regarding limitation. 

" It ~be necessary in particular to determine the number and nature of the categories 
to be provided for publicity in connection with expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for land and sea forces and formations organised on a military 
basis (Article 32). • 

" Th~ terms of reference of the Committee of Budgetary Experts will therefore be 
enlarged m the sense which I have just outlined. · 
· " If the Commission thinks fit, it will of course be able to give further detailed instructions 
to the Committee of Experts." . 

· . M_. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I agree, but I think that when reference was made, at the 
begmnmg of the instructions to the Committee, to the necessity of limiting the total expenditure, -
and in. particular the expenditure on war material and naval armaments, the object was to draw 
attention. t? the opportunities that would offer of evading the obligations in regard tp limitation 
and publicity; I therefore trust that the Minutes recording the discussions on this subject will 
be made available to the experts. 

The President.- I can reassure M. Rutgers at once. What he wishes will be done; in fact 
it has already been done. The Minutes referring to these questions were sent to the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts about a week ago. 

M. Massigli (France). - I also agree, but I would like one point cleared up. The last 
report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts (document C.P.D.9o) has never been approved 
by our Commission. I therefore assume that the questions it deals with are included in the Experts' 
very wide terms of.reference, and that the Conference itself will have to decide finally on the 
problem as a whole. . 

The President.- Yes, the Conference will have to decide on the entire question. 

u7. Procedure for Concluding the Commission's Work. 

The President. - Several members of the Commission have expressed a desire to leave 
Geneva on Monday evening. We will therefore continue the examination of the draft report 
this afternoon. But the Secretariat and the Rapporteurs need more time than had been thought, 
and the next meeting cannot take place till 5 o'clock on Monday. We will consider the part 
of the draft report relating to Part II, Chapter B, and Parts III and IV, Chapter C. The remainder 
of the report can be discussed on Tuesday. 

The Commission will doubtless not think it necessary to go through the report a second time 
in its printed form. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I should just like to raise one question. 
I assume that arrangements will be made for us to receive the text of the draft Convention itself 
either in printed form or at least as a roneoed document. 

The President. - Time will nevertheless have to be allowed for the translation of the 
references to the report. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I was going to make an offer as far as I am concerned. I do 
not know whether the English-speaking members of the Commission will agree. I think it 
will be amply sufficient if we have a French version only distrib~te_d ~ th~ fin<,tl versi~n, and 
we need not have a meeting unless some member of the CommiSsiOn IS dissatiSfied With the 
final French version and asks for a meeting. If, therefore, the final document were distributed 
on Tuesday evening, that would do. 

The President. -The references to the report are very important. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I understand the difficulty is 
the actual numbering of the pages. We might leave the numbers blank. 

The President. - That will make the work immensely easier. 

uS. French Delegation's Reservation 1 on a Proposal by the Italian Delegation regarding 
the Exchange of Information. 

M, Massigli (France). - With regard to one of t~e tables appen_ded to Article 29,. t~e 
Cominission will remember that I was, to my tegret, not m agreement With General de ManniS. 
At the meeting yesterday afternoon, it was stated that the Italian delegate's proposal had been 

1 Note by the Sect'elarial.- See twenty-third meeting, No. 113. 
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~~~~:1 d~~.h~~~i~~ in~!!~rri:!ket~ ~r~p~~~te~ _':!u~~e f~hli~;~~~~ :=:~~:}~~::~u~~~ 
reigning at the time, I did not hear it. I. sho~ld lil~e to pomt out, for ~urp uestion deals• with 
if I had heard it I should have opposed Its discussiOn. The proposal m q b 'tt d b its 
detailed publicity for effectives in respect of each ovbersea J:~t~ry. ;:eswt": f~~/~it~ thi;;een 
author as a corollary to a proposal adopted on Novem er 24 Y ve v 
abstentions, which proposal was worded as follows: 1 

"Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

" {I) A table indicating the land forces stationed in each of its ~versea terri~~ries; 
"{z) A table indica~ing the formati~ms.of ~he land forces orgamsed on a military 

basis existing in each of 1ts oversea temtones. 

If I had heard the proposal made yesterday, I should have stated that, in my opinion, it 
made an essential change in General de Marinis' original proposal, _and should ~herefore not be 
discussed unless the Commission so decided. But the ;Bureau decided otherwise, and declared 
the proposal adopted. . 

I have the honour to read the following reservation, wh1ch I request the Rapporteurs to 
reproduce in the report: 

" The French delegation does not agree. to _publicity in resp~ct ?f effectives stationed 
in each oversea territory, as this cannot be JUStified for sue~ ternton~s any more than. for 
each separate district in the ho~e coun~ry. It further ~e~1res. to pomt out that d~talled 
publicity for each oversea terr1tory •. With nun;ero~s ~stmctions between categones of 
soldiers according to rank and duration of service, IS still more unacceptable, and would 
be physically impossible to carry out, _on acco!l~t of. the consta?-t ~ra~sfers of _troops from· 
one territory to another and the specml cond1hons m the terntones m question. 

" It would require a whole _army of. c!erks: . . . 
" The inclusion of such detailed provisions m the Conventio~ 1s calculated to multiply 

unintentional errors in the information supplied by contractmg States; and there. IS 
consequently a danger-and this cannot be the Commission's object-of unnecessanly 
provoking irritating discussions which nobody would desire." 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I accept the Commission's decision. As to M. Massigli's 
reservation, I have nothing to say. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -On behalf of the British delegation I should like to join in 
that reservation. I do not think the proposal a practical one. 

M. Sato (Japan). -When this question was discussed, I made a reservation, which I wish 
to maintain so that it may appear in the report. 

The President.- The Rapporteurs will note this reservation . 

. IIg. Draft Report : Second Part .(document C.P.D. 294(a), see Annex 14). 

STATEMENT BY THE BRITISH DELEGATION. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I want to say, first, that I should like to express my 
admiration of the work done by the Rapporteurs and, secondly, that the British delegation 
feels that, in this case, the draft Convention speaks for itself and, though the comments in the 
report are no doubt of great interest, they must not be regarded as affecting the actual meaning 
of the text of the draft Convention. On this understanding the British delegation will not 
propose amendments to the report unless they seem to them to be imperatively required. 

The Hon. Hu~h Gibson (United States of America). -I wish to raise a point with regard 
to Lord Cecil's statement. He said that the British delegation felt that the text of the draft 
Convention stood by itself and that the report could not be considered as binding in its inter
pretation of the draft text of the Convention, and for that reason he would refrain from presenting 
any but the most important amendments. If that be merely a declaration on behalf of the 
British delegation, I have no comments to offer, but if it be the sense of the Commission I should 
have certain observations to make, as it is our understanding that the two docume~ts are to 
have equal value. · 

Lor~ Cecil (British Empire).-. It was an expression of my own view as to the commentaries. 
In my view, the draft Convention IS a perfectly clear document, and means what it says and 
though it is quit~ right to have resery~tions in ~e report {and I shall be very careful t~ see 
th~t any rese~at10ns made by the Bnhsh delegation are correctly expressed), I did not myself 
thmk, wJiere It w~ merely a co~entary of w~at was the meaning of the actual words of the 
Convention, that .It was _worth while t~ spend hme tr~g to draft it in some other way, unless 
there was somethmg which seemed entrrely wrong: I Wished to prevent it being said that each 
word of the report scrupulously expressed the v1ew of the British delegation. · 

1 
Nol4 by lho SeCI'elarial. - See fourteenth meeting, No. 71. 



The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I am fully satisfied with Lord 
Cecil's explanation. 

STATEMENT BY THE NORWEGIAN DELEGATION. 

M. Colban (No~ay). -I would like to make an entirely general statement . 
. I un~ers~ood, Srr, that you had asked delegates to submit reservations to you in writing, 

for msert10n m the report. I now learn that this referred to the drafted texts of reservations 
s~brnitt~d at plen~ meetin~ of the Commission. Owing to this misunderstanding I did not 
glVe notice of a mmor reservation, and I venture to do so now, so that it may be inserted in the 
report. . 

Norway did not t~e part in the previous work of the Commission, especially in the first 
part of !Jle ~econd reading of the draft Convention. As Norwegian delegate, I make a general 
reservatio~ m regard to the attitude my Government may adopt at the Conference . 

. . ~peakmg personall~, I should like to add that this reservation is, of course, in no way a 
cntictsf!l: It does not rmply any underestimation in Norway of the importance and value of 
the political and technical work accomplished by the Commission, the Sub-Commissions and the 
Committee on Arbitration and Security . 

• 

STATEMENT BY THE IRISH FREE STATE DELEGATION. 

Mr. Sean Lester (Irish Free State). - I find myself in precisely the same situation as 
M. Colban. I therefore echo all he has said about the Norwegian reservation and I also ask for 
a general reservation to be made with regard to the position of the Irish delegation. The Irish 
Free State was only elected to the Council a few weeks before the present meeting of the Commission. 
Most of the principles on which the Convention is based had been already fixed and, in other cases, 
I was obliged to. abstain from voting owing to the lack of precise instructions. 

STATEMENT BY THE SOVIET DELEGATION. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -The Soviet delegation considers 
itself unable to take part in the discussion on the Commission's report. As the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics is not a Member of the League of Nations, our delegation has no intention 
of associating itself with the submission of a report to the Council of the League. Moreover, in 
addition to this formal consideration, there is another no less substantial reason. The report 
contains not only separate documents-the text of the Convention, the resolutions of the 
Commission, and the statements and reservations made by various delegations-but also a certain 
estimate of the work done by the Preparatory Dis;l.rmament Commission. This estimate takes 
the form both of summaries of the discussions and of a compilation reproducing the statements 
made by certain delegations. In these circumstances, the report reflects a decided opinion 
on the work of the Commission. The Soviet delegation's attitude towards the draft Convention 
drawn up by the Commission and its opinion of this draft are already well known, as they have 
been frequently expressed during the three years in which the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
has taken part in this Commission's work. That attitude is absolutely negative. · . 

If, therefore, the Soviet delegation took part in drawing up the report, it would be obliged 
to request that a change should be made in its general character, and that emphasis should be 
laid on points which, in the de~egation's opinion, are merely evaded. If they were not evaded, 
or were, on the contrary, stressed, they would disclose the absolute sterility of the Commission's 
work and the inefficacy of its draft Convention. It would then be seen that the only value 
of the draft lies in its attempt to justify in the eyes of the world the refusal to disarm. · 

It may be assumed that the controlling majority of the Commission would not have consented 
to deprecate its own work and the draft Convention. The Soviet delegation therefore preferred 
not to take part in drafting the Commission's report, and decided to make a statement on its 
own account regarding the general attitude of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics towards 
the Commission's work, and the part played by the So"~.iet delegation. The latter has already 
informed the President of the Commission of its decision in writing. The Soviet delegation 
will accordingly refrain from making any observations on the separate parts of the report during 
the whole course of the discussion on that document. 

The Soviet delegation therefore claims the right to summarise its attitude in a formal 
statement. 

The President. - I do not quite understand M. Lounatcharsky's remarks. You will 
have observed that the report contains all the reservations made, both by the Soviet and by 
other delegations. It is a general report on all our work, and we have clearly stated that any 
party can have its reservations inserted. The same procedure applies to all, and I do not understand 
why the Soviet delegation should, as M. Lounatcharsky stated, withdraw its reservations and make 
a declaration at the end_ of our discussion. The report is entirely impartial. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -I think I have explained my 
point of view clearly in the declaration I have just made. The general estimate of the Commission's 
work in the report submitted to us is different from our own. I have nothing further to add. 

Tbe President. -The report contains no estimate. It is a statement of the different views 
taken. It summarises those views but does not express any opinion on them. 



M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Soci~l~t ~epublics). - The ~oviet ~elegation finds 
in this report a favourable estimate of the Comm~ton s work. As our estunate IS unfavourable, 
it is obviously very difficult to hold the same v1ew. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - It seems to me quite easy to ~eet the vi~ws _of the Soviet 
delegate. We have merely to strike out all references to the Sov1et delegatio~ m the _report 
and leave M. Lounatcharsky to make his general sta~ement at the end. I see no d1fficulty m that 
course of procedure, and it will make the report a little shorter. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -That is what I proposed a few 
days ago, but, unfortunately, the President did not agree. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - The report is not yet under disc_u~s!on; but I quite 
understand M. I.ounatcharsky's idea. He does not wish to assume any responsibility for the report. 
He thinks that the Commission's work is purely negative, and that it has not accomplished 
anything. His view is entirely different from that of the majority_, who think ~hat they _h_ave 

. accomplished something, though not as much as they could have w1shed. That IS tjJ.e position. 
I wish to point out that it was the Rapporteurs' duty to insert in the report all the re;;ervations 

made either by the Soviet or by other delegations. Naturally, if, during the discuss~on of the 
report, the Soviet delegation wishes to withdraw or change any of its reservations, 1t has the 
right to make such a request, and the Commission will decide in the last instance. It was, 
nevertheless, the Rapporteurs' plain duty to insert in the report all the reservations made by 
any delegation, the final decision resting with the Commission. 

The President. -Before entering on the discussion of the report, I should like again to 
reply to M. Lounatcharsky. If I understand aright, the Soviet delegation wishes all its reservations 
to be withdrawn from the report, on the understanding that, at the conclusion of the discussion 
on the report, it will make a statement on the lines, no doubt, of that sent to me in writing. As I 
have already informed M. Lounatcharsky, it is impossible to insert such a document or append 
it to our report. I have no right to agree to such a proposal. The Soviet delegation can, however, 
make a verbal declaration at the end of the discussion on the report, and I think the Commission 
will agree with me in accepting this procedure. I must repeat that it is impossible to insert a 
declaration in the report. · 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -·I wish to state that the Soviet 
delegation in no way disparages the work that the Rapporteurs have done; but we must maintain 
our right to state and develop our point of view. I will therefore make a verbal declaration and 
request the Commission to agree to its being appended to the report. If the !Commission does 
not accede to our request, then we shall send our declaration to the Conference itself-that 
is to say, to the President of the Conference. 

The President. - The Soviet delegation is perfectly at liberty to send this document to 
the Conference, but it is impossible to append it to the report. . 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -Why is it impossible? We. 
ask the Commission to give a ruling on this point. I think I am all the more entitled to insist 
because M. Politis, when acting a~ President of the Commission, made the following statement: 

" The rep~rt will consist of. three parts. r:<:irst, there will be the text as it comes through 
~he secon~ readmg; ~ext there WI~ be an analys1s of our work to show what was the intention 
m amen~mg or addmg t? certam texts; and, las~y. there will be a third part stating the 
reservatiOns and declarations made by the delegations, so that everybody will be put on an 
absolutely equal footing. This arrangement should satisfy all concerned." 

This declaration would satisfy me entirely if our President took the same view as M. Politis. 

The President.- Are you asking the Bureau and the Commission to give a decision now? 

~· Lo_unatcha.rsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I think it better to postpone 
the diScussion of th1s question until I make my final statement. . 

120. Draft Report : Second Part (document C.P.D. 294 (a), see Annex 14): Discussion 
Article 1: Part I. - Personnel (Chapter A. - Effectives ; Chapter B. _· 
Period of Service) : Part II. - Material (Chapter A. - Land Armaments), 

The President.- We will now begin the discussion of the second part of the draft report. 



Pages I and 3. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - In the first place, like Lord Cecil, I should like to pay a 
tribute to the work that has been done by the two Rapporteurs of the Commission. Any remarks 
I may make are not intended as a criticism of their work, but aim at clearing up certain passages 
in the report. I regard it as of extreme importance that we should have as clear a document 
as possible. 

In the last few days, much has been said about the preparations for the general Conference. 
I consider it essential that the persons entrusted with those preparations should be quite familiar 
with the discussions which have taken place and with the views of all the delegations, so that they 
may know the opinions both of the members of the Commission and of all the Governments. The 
first line of the second part of the report should, to my mind, be made clearer. It reads: " The 
draft Convention adopted by the Commission . . . " It would be clearer to state: "The draft 
Convention adopted by the majority of the Commission . . . " It should be borne in mind that 
the decisions taken in the League of Nations are generally unanimous, and this will be especially 
the case at the corning Disarmament Conference, which must reach a unanimous result. It 
should therefore be pointed out that the draft Convention is a majority draft. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands).- On page 2, Article I is quoted as follows: 

" The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments . . . " 

I would like a few words to be added. I have not submitted any reservations or declarations 
on the part of the Netherlands delegation to the Rapporteurs, because we do not wish to be 
specially mentioned in the report, and what I am about to say is not an expression of any such 
desire. The most that could be said is that it is superfluous. But, in my opinion, the following 
addition should be made on page 2: 

" It is understood that the words • so far as possible ' only limit the reduction which 
may be inserted in the Convention, and do not limit the obligation of the High Contracting 
Parties to take the necessary measures to effect this reduction." 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -I should like to reply to the two points raised by Count 
Bernstorff. 

With regard to the first point, referring to the first line in the report, I should consider this 
remark justified if the report said: "The draft Convention unanimously adopted by the Commis
sion . . . " But we have merely said " adopted by the Commission ". That is a 
statement of fact. True, many clauses have been adopted by a majority; but some have 
been adopted unanimously. A majority implies a minority. A proposal is adopted by a 
majority when a larger number of votes has been given in favour of it than against it. But 
if there have been only votes " for" a proposal and abstentions, it cannot be said to have been 
adopted by a majority but unanimously by the parties voting. If the Commission accepted Count 
Bernstorff's view, and if the report presented a draft Convention adopted by a majority of the 
Commission, all reservations would have to be omitted, and this would imply an additional 
minority draft: But what we have here is not a majority draft but a draft by the entire Commis
sion. The report emphasises all the decisions reached by the Commission. In addition, there 
are reservations protecting the rights of all delegations, so that all the States taking part in the 
Conference will be clearly informed of the Commission's views. I cannot therefore agree with 
Count Bernstorff's first remark. 

With regard to the second, I see no objection to adding on page 3 that the German delegation 
takes the same view as the Turkish delegation, and Count Bemstorff's reservation may be added 
to the document. 

I will now reply toM. Rutgers. He heard Lord Cecil's and Mr. Gibson's statements. I have 
been very careful not to embody any expression of opinion in the report. We have confined 
ourselves to compiling and distributing the reservations made by the delegations. If we accepted 
the addition proposed by M. Rutgers, that would amount to an interpretation, and I do not know 
whether Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson would be inclined to accept it. If no interpretations or 
expressions of opinion are to be inserted in the report, we cannot accept the addition suggested 
by the Netherlands delegation. 

There is no objection to stating that the Netherlands delegation understands that the words 
" so far as possible " have such and such a meaning; but, as Rapporteurs, we cannot be responsible 
for M. Rutgers' interpretation. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). - I do not wish this interpretation to be inserted in the report 
as that of the Netherlands delegation, because that would appear to throw doubt on the interpreta
tion which I think would be unjust. I did not think there was any objection to including 
inte~retations in the report, and, in my suggestion, I used an expression found on page 5, where 
two paragraphs beg~ with the sam~ words: " It is un?erstood that . . • ": Th~ report the~efore 
contains interpretations, and I believe that that which I propose to add IS the mterpretat10n of 
the entire Commission. I have not had an opportunity of consulting Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson 
on this point; but the question appears to me to be quite simple. If, however, the Commission 
does not agree to my amendment, I will not press it. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - I should like to add a few words to M. Cobian's 
reply to M. Rutgers. The words " so far as possible " must not be regarded as applicable to the 
executive measures; I think there should be no apprehension on this point. These words 
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· . th ution is referred to in another chapter, " Final 
obviously apply only to the reductionh e exe~. of inserting an article which was perhaps not 
Provisions", in w~ich we have t~en t ~tprelcau lOThe article in question is No. 55. which reads: 
necessary, but wh1ch makes our 1dea qlll e c ear. . 

· · p rties will begin the necessary measures for carrying 
" Each of the H1gh ConCtractmgt" a . to effect as soon as it has come into force for such 

the provisions of the present onven 10n m . 
Party." 

"bl d bt about this · as soon as the Convention comes into 
I think there ca!l be no. possl steim~ediatel take the necessary measuresto fulfil their treaty 

fhl~e, ~the lf~ib~t~~J':;:r:t n;~s point to e~hasise the necessity of arriving immediately at 
0 1rud~~!~uti~n of the Convention, we can perhaps make a statement to ~hat e!fect, but I do not 
~~k this should be done on the fi~t ~age of the report. We are not dealing Wlth the method of 
execution, but with the actual obligations themselves. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). - I am entirely satisfied with M. Bourquin's remarks and 
withdraw my proposal. 

Pages I and z were adopted. 
Page 3· 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -A rese~vation by ~he, German ~elegation, reading as follows, 
should be inserted on page 3, after the Turkish delegation s reservation. 

• The German delegation reserved its Government's right to sub~it to th:e _fut?re 
Disarmament Conference any proposals regarding th_e st:md~rds of re~uch~n and hm1tahon 
of armaments, defined in document C.P.D.138 1, wh1ch 1t m1ght consider likely Jo promote 
these aims." 

The Commission will remember that, at the beginning of the discussion on the seco~d reading, I 
submitted a proposal entitled • Observations on the Disa~mament. Problem " 1. Th1s document 
contained most, if not all, of the proposals that I have submitted durmg the long years of our w?rk. 
I am therefore anxious that this document should be known to those who make the preparatiOns 
for the Conference. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I wish to draw attention to a slight printi~g erro~. At 
the end of the third paragraph on page 4 of the French text 2 the budgetary year 1s menhone~; 
but the Drafting Committee decided to omit the_ word " budgetary ", so that the reference IS· 

only to the calendar year. · 

The President. - That will be done wherever the expression " budgetary year " occurs. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -The fourth paragraph on page 3 of the Englisl! text begins: 

• This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to lengthy discussion, and the 
interpretation it should receive . . . " 

This phrase does not give an impression of what actually happened; the question of effectives 
was frequently discussed, and during the 1927 session it was debated for several days. 

I should also like mention to be made of the German proposals regarding the method whereby 
the effectives of conscript armies serving with the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, 
whose military value is naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable units 
of calculation. This proposal is contained in document C.P.D.138.1 · 

I could make the reference shorter by merely asking that these long discussions should be 
mentioned, and that it should be pointed out that the German delegation's last reservation on 
page 3 explained the entire question . . 
· M. Massigli (France).- The remark just made by Count Bernstorff is already contained on 
page 12 of the report. If all our reservations are to be. inserted twice, that will not simplify the 
work. 

' 

M. C::obia!l (Spain), ~apporteur. -When we say that this definition did not give rise to 
lengthy discuss10n, we admit, however, that there was a discussion. Whether a discussion is more or 
less lengthy is a relative question. . 

Count Bernstorff will be quite satisfied, ?ecause, in the reservation on page 3, mention will 
be made of document C_.P.D.138.1 Moreover, m another part of the report, the same reservations 
by the German delegation are referred to. I therefore think that there is nothing to add to this 
paragraph. 

General de Marinis' statement is quite correct. The word • budgetary ", which appeared 
in the Convention, was omitted by the Drafting Committee. 

Page 3 was adopted. 

1 Nou by lh• S•crelarial. - See document C.rgs.M.74. 1929.IX. Minutes of the sixth session (first part) Ann . page 203• , ex 2. 

• Nou by lhl Secretarial. -This remark does not apply to the English text. · 
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Pages 4 and 5· 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -. Unless someone has an earlier observation to make, may 
I ask for Mr. Gibson's attention for a moment on the paragraph two-thirds of the way down 
o!1 page 4 in the English text which begins: • On the second reading (during the first part of the 
stxth sess10n) the representatives of Great Britain and the United States withdrew their reservations 
on _the subject, . . . of trained reserves . . . " I would prefer to finish it, for reasons 
whtch were expressed then and on subsequent occasions, with some more general phrase beyond the 
actual question of whether it interested us or not~ So far as the British delegation was concerned, 
at any rate, it went rather farther than that. 

I should like it to read thus: 

"On the second reading (during the first part of the sixth session) the representatives of 
Great Britain and the United States withdrew their opposition on the subject of trained 
reserves for z:easons which were expressed then and on subsequent occasions. " 

I prefer • opposition " to • reservations ". 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America).- I should like to support the proposal 
made by Lord Cecil. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -After the paragraph just amended bv Lord Cecil, there is a 
paragraph beginning with the words: • The Soviet delegation, on the other hand . . . " 

This statement is quite correct, but that view was not taken by the Soviet delegation only. 
I would therefore ask that the paragraph be amended as follows: 

" Some delegations, on the other hand, maintained, at the first discussion of the article, 
that . . . " 

We might add at the end: "The Soviet delegation stated that it agreed with this point of 
view "-that is, if the Soviet delegation wishes its declaration and point of view to be shown in 
the report. 

. Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I should like to make a remark on the same lines as 
M. Rutgers. It will be seen that, in the middle of the first paragraph on page 4 of the English text, 
mention is made of the German representative in connection with the first reading. In reference to 
the second reading only the Soviet delegation is mentioned in connection with trained reserves. 
This may give the impression that only the Soviet delegation maintained a view which several 
other delegations, including my own, continued to uphold. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -Count Bemstorff has just admitted that the German 
delegation's reservation regarding trained reserves is mentioned on page 4. as he requested. The 
reason why this reservation was not made in a more extended form was that it would not fit in 
with the text. If, having heard the reasoned opinion of the Soviet delegation, Count Bt!t"nstorff 
now states that the German delegation agrees with this view, there is no objection to mentioning it. 

M. Rutgers wishes this paragraph to be worded more comprehensively, so as to include not 
only the Soviet but also other delegations. I have no objection, provided the names of 
the delegations are mentioned, unless the Soviet delegation agrees to omit the reference to itself. 
In that case the wording would be " some delegations ". It would be understood that this referred 
to the Soviet, German and Netherlands delegations. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I support M. Rutgers' remarks. If the delegations agreeing 
with the Netherlands delegation are named, I should like my own delegation to be mentioned. . . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I did not quite catch what M. Rutgers actually proposes, 
but I do not want it to be put " on the other hand ". That is the reason I made that alteration 
in the previous paragraph. The British and the American delegations withdrew their opposition 
for reasons they then gave, but they did not say that they thought it a desirable thing to have 
nothing to do with trained reserves. I will not attempt to summarise what they thought, but I 
do not want to say "on the other hand". If M. Rutgers' phrase were merely to say that there 
were certain delegations who thought that trained reserves ought to be included, I have no 
objection, but it must not be put in such a way that the British and American delegations did not 
agree to that proposition. That is not what they said. Finally, I think that the paragraph as it 
now stands should be struck out, because it refers to the Soviet delegation, and we agreed just now, 
at their request, to strike out all reference to the Soviet delegation in our report. 

M. Massigli (France). -I shall not be so indiscreet or so presumptuous as to express an 
opinion on the question under discussion. I see, however, on page 4 in the English text, the German 
delegation's opinion and that of the Soviet delegation, and on page 12, the German delegation's 
opinion again. The Netherlands, Swedish and other delegations now wish to be expressly mentioned. 
Soon the report will consist otnothing but objections to the solutions adopted. The delegations 
which form the majority, and which must be satisfied with a short sentence defining their view, 
will perhaps find the balance somewhat unequal. I am quite satisfied with the text of the report, 



on condition that other delegations will not make three separate references to the same arguments 
against trained reserves. 

Rear-Admiral von Schoultz (Finland). - I agree with the Netherlands point .of view. 
The wording in the report does not exactly reflect the discussion. Either it must be oll!1~ted, or, 
if it be kept, reference must be made to the other delegations which are of the same opm1on. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I think I can satisfy m~ny delegates; it is perhaps more 
difficult in the case of M. Massigli. It may be some consolation for the French delegate that he 
will be entirely satisfied by the article, if not by the report. 

With regard to the other remarks, I think it would be better to tr!lnspose the ~rder of the. tw~ 
paragraphs, and to omit the words "on the other hand".· It has been asked wh1ch del~g~t10ns 
opinions are recorded in this paragraph. You have only to read the report of Sub-Com~mss10~ A. 
The paragraph might begin with the words "Several delegations . . ." and mention might 
be made of the Soviet delegation at the end of the paragraph. 

M. Cobian.(Spain), Rapporteur.- I wish.to raise a point of princip~e to. which I attach 
great importance. If pages 3 and 4 of the Enghsh text are read carefully, 1t will be seen that 
the facts are related in chronological order. It is therefore impossible to transpose the paragraphs. 

The Rapporteur has drawn up his report on the following system. If, in adopting an article; 
the minority gave way to the majority, it is unnecessary to state which delegations vote~ for or 
against. But if some of the opposing delegations stated that for their part they did not gr1~e way 
to the majority and made a reservation, the report must refer to that reservation; otherw1se the 
text of the Convention would convey a wrong impression to the Conference. Many articles 
represent a compromise. In some cases, the attitude of each delegation must be mentioned. 

M. Massigli stated, apparently with some justification, that the report only contains arguments 
against the texts adopted. This is true, but, as I have just stated, the report should contain only 
reservations-that is to say, the views of delegations which did not give way to the majority. 
M. Massigli will admit that that is the price the majority has to pay. That is why I stated, at the 
beginning of the report, that the draft Convention was adopted by the Commission. But the 
delegations which have made reservations are entitled to have them included in the report.· If 
other delegations wished to be included, the precedent would be very dangerous. 

Lord Cecil proposed to omit the paragraph. I think we can adopt that proposal, and add 
at the end of the first paragraph that the Soviet delegation made a reservation in the same 
sense as the German delegation. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- We must stick to the rule we agreed on just now, which was 
that the Soviet delegation, at their own request, was not to be mentioned in the report. 

. M. Rutgers (~et~erlands). -It is quite natural that the minority should be requested to 
gi':'e ~ay to th~ maJonty, and for my part I should agree to all the statements and reservations 
bemg mcluded m the report, if desired. When the last decision was taken regarding trained reserves, 
the. Ne~herlands delegation pointed out that the question would be raised again at the Conference. 
It ~s n<_>t cle~rly ~h?wn what t<?ok place •. if the report omits to mention that some delegations 
~amtam their opm10n and contmue to thmk that the absence of a limitation for trained reserves 
1s !1 serious ~e~ect. I have no objection to the report saying " the Netherlands delegation main
tams the opm10n . . .",rather than "some delegations . . .". I therefore submit a new 
proposal to this effect. · 

M. Fierlinger (Czech~slovakia). - I ~gree with M .. Massigli's view. I thhik that a report 
drawn u~ on. these hnes. Will con tam nothmg but negatlve reservations. I may be allowed to 
compare 1t With a negative as opposed to a positive photographic plate. 

. Natu.rally everyone h~s ~he rig~t to ha~e his views shown in the report. Some opinions_ 
differ radically. from the pnnc1ples la1d down m the Convention, but we agreed to mention them 
as a compromise accepted by the majority of the Commission. 

If some delegations state that ther~ is a serious. defect on any given point, we should reply 
~hat, on th.e other hand, there. are certam C<?mpensatJons. For instance, ifit be stated that there 
}
5 a :efect ~~ t~e Il!atter of tramed reserves, 1t must be pointed out that this defect is compensated 
or Y th~ limitation of the .Period of service and so forth. If we agree to this method we shall 

never fimsh our work, and 1t would be better to attach the Minutes to our report ' 
d 1 L~;d c:cil's proposal see~s to me a ve:Y reasonable one, and we might accept it, ~s the Soviet 

e ega Ion as reserved the nght to subm1t reservations at the end of the discussion. · 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -And what becomes of the Netherlands reservation? 

shoul~b::::1!~7;~~;~~~~Dl~~::~~· if Tf~ N~hehr!andfs reservation may be inserted, but it 
e e ec ow c It re ers has already been partly made good. 

I thi~ ~~t~e~~fta~~ght lo ~i'v~ ': ~~:~t?.n !ot oth~r ~elegations submitting ~e~ervations, but 
unfortunately does not give such an exact " Ei~t~:: ". o our work. In my opm!On, the report 
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For instance, at the top of page 4 we read: 

"At the third session . . . the Commission adopted, by a majority, the solution 
which appears in the text of the draft." · 

. On the same page, it is stated that several delegations-those of the British Empire, the 
Uruted States ~d Germany-made reservations on the first reading. Later it is stated that, on 
the second reading, the British and United States delegations withdrew their reservations. That 
!s quite all right, but it is not stated that the question was voted on in the Commission. M. Massigli 
Informs me that only three votes were given against the proposal. If we state everything that 
has taken place at the meetings of the Commission, and in addition the reservations made by 
certain delegations, there will be no more argument, and the present difficulties will be overcome. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The report states that: 

· " At the third session . . . the Commission adopted by a majority the solution 
which appears in the text of the draft." 

It goes on t? mention certain reservations, and points out that, on the second reading, two 
of those reservations were withdrawn. The report therefore appears to state very clearly that the 
decision was taken by a majority. This statement is, moreover, preceded by a paragraph showing 
the great importance of the question. 

It appears to me that the report is an exact picture of the discussions which took place and 
the decisions which were reached. 
.. I request that a vote be taken on Lord Cecil's proposal to omit the third paragraph on page 4, 
beginning with the words " The Soviet delegation, on the other hand, . . . " 

It was agreed to omit this paragraph. 

The President.- There still remains M. Rutgers' proposal. He suggests that the paragraph 
which we have agreed to omit should be replaced by the following : 

"The Netherlands delegation maintains the opinion that, in view of the great military 
value attaching to trained reserves a disarmament Convention without limitations or 
reduction of these reserves would present a serious defect, inasmuch as it would leave in 
existence large armies which would need to be provided with war material on a commensurate 
scale. " 

M. Westman (Sweden). - I support M. Rutgers' reservation. I therefore request that 
the Swedish delegation also should be mentioned at the beginning of the text submitted by the 
Netherlands delegation. 

M. Massi~li (France). -I regret to intervene again in this discussion, and must state at 
the outset that I am not opposed to the views of M. Rutgers and M. Westman. But I should 
like to know exactly what we are doing. Are we recording the previous discussions of the 
Commission, or are we all expressing new opinions ? If we are recording the discussions, the 
position is clear : when the question was discussed at second reading, a decision was taken by a 
majority,-and was opposed by three delegations, including that of the Netherlands. Naturally any 
opposition raised should be mentioned. But, on the other hand, are we to embody in the rrport 
individual opinions which are brought to our notice at this juncture ? In that case, I fear the 
proceedings will be interminable. Personally, I think we should confine ourselves to giving 
an exact picture of what took place in the Commission. . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I should like to remind the Commission that, before this 
discussion began, we were asked to send in any reservations we wished to be included in the report. 
The British delegation did so, and I have no doubt other delegations did so also. I do not 
understand that the Netherlands delegation did so on this occasion, and therefore I should have 
thought that, strictly speaking, they were not entitled to have a reservation inserted now; they 
ought to have sent in notice of their desire to have such a reservation inserted. At the same time, 
as a suggestion of conciliation, and in order to avoid prolonging this discussion unduly, I think 
we might add at the end of the paragraph, before the words " On the second reading ", a short 
phrase to the effect that other delegations agreed with this view; then there could be a reference 
to the Minut~ to show what actually happened. · 

The President.- Do the Rapporteurs accept this ·proposal? 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands).- For my part I cannot accept it. I maintain that the various 
delegations have a right to make reservations, and to draw them up themselves. I thank M. Sato 
for his statement that the Netherlands delegation cannot be refused the right to insert a reservation 
in the report. Moreover, I have just explained why I did not send the text in previously. I 
repeat that I thought my opinion ~as exp.ressed in the report. As th~t ~ not the case, and as I 
attach very great importance to this quest10n, I request that my applicatiOn be granted. I hope 
Lord Cecil will not oppose the insertion of my reservation in the report on formal grounds. 

Permit me to point out that the Netherlands delegation has not abused its right to make 
reservations. There is not a single Netherlands reservation in the report. In this particular 
case, however, the question is of great importance. It is possible that the Conference will not 
settle this question of trained reserves, but it will nevertheless remain on the agenda. I therefore 
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think that the courtesy and conciliatory spirit of the Netherlands deieg~tion would be abused 
if they were requested not to make this reservation in the ~eport. We d;id all we could. _when 
a vote was taken on the article in question, we even absta~~d from votmg, be.cause ':'l'e did no~ 
wish to vote against it, in order not to prevent the CommiSsion. from formulatmg a smgle text, 
but we maintain our opinion. · This question will come up agam. at the ~onference. I .do n?t 
think that certain delegations can persistently be refused the nght to msert reservations m 
the report. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -As a compromise, I propose to M. Rutgers that we add 
the following sentence at the end of the first paragraph on page 4: · 

• This point of view was shared by the Netherlands and Swedish delegations." 

M. Rutaers (Netherlands).- Why can ':'l'e not ~xpress our point of_ view ourselves? Why 
must we be made to say that we share the pomt of VleW of other delegations ? · 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - I should be very glad to reproduce M. Rutgers' own 
words, and I am sure the report would gain by it. But I sh_ould like to observe that from !he 
beginning of our work the Swedish and Netherlands delegations were opposed to the solution 
which was finally adopted. As the German delegation expressed the sa~e view befo~e the secon? 
reading, I think that an exact record of what took place would be ?btamed by statmg that this 
point of view is shared by the Netherlands and Swedish delegatwns. I do not understand 
M. Rutgers' opposition, as in this particular case it is not a question of making a reservatio~, 
properly so called, but merely of emphasising the fact that two delegations were opposed to this 
solution from the very beginning of the discussion. 

M. Rutaers (Netherlands). - I beg to point out that the text of my reservation follows 
the Rapporteurs' wording regarding the Soviet reservation. They had agreed to devote a 
paragraph to the Soviet delegation's opinion. I do not see why this privilege could not be 
granted to the Swedish and Netherlands delegations, which do not abuse their right to make 
reservations. I must state that, if my request be not agreed to, I shall demand a vote. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - I wish to draw M. Rutgers' special attention to the 
extreme seriousness of this question. If his request be complied with, this implies that reservations 
can be made at the time when the report is approved. If we once start doing that, I am afraid 
we shall never finish. I quite understand that M. Rutgers and M. Westman want to have their 
views expressed in the report. I am perfectly willing to comply; but it would be very dangerous 
for the Commission to admit reservations which have not previously been drawn up in writing. 

M. Rutaers (Netherlands). -You are the only person who opposes my request. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - No, but I draw your attention to the seriousness of 
this question. I must add that, if it be put to the vote, I shall vote against it. 

The President. - I think the question has been sufficiently discussed, and can now be 
put to the vote. · 

' . Dr. Markovltch (Yugoslavia).- I propose to put to the vote the question of principle just 
raiSed by the Rapporteur-whether new reservations can be submitted at the present stage. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -I must associate myself with M. Cobian's remarks. 
We must not depart from our. procedure. .W.e have a report-that is to say, a document which 
sh_oul~ reflect what happene_d m our CommiSSion. We have end(!avoured to distinguish between 
mmonty votes and. reservations, b~cause the two things are quite different. A negative opinion 
m_ay be expre~ed either by .a nega!iv.e vo!e or by a reservation. If a party vote against a proposal 
Without makmg a reservation, this implies that he is beaten that there is a majority and that 
the _syst~m adopted by the majority may in the last resort be accepted by the party .;..,ho voted 
agamst it. That does not mean that he approves of the system or undertakes to support it. 

On the other hand, a party who ma~es .a reservation indicates thereby that he is so much 
opposed_ to the s~tem adopt~d by the ~a}?nty that he cann?t accept it, or that, by making his 
reservati_on, he Wlshes to re_trun the possibility of further considering the question . 

. I _thmk we.must st.ate m th~ report which proposals were voted unanimously and which by a 
maJonty, and, m cen;am cases, mdicate the majorities and minorities. We have done so in this 
case. The te.xt ~efirutely states that this article was adopted by a majority. That implies that 
!here was a mmonty, and that some delegations were opposed to the text. After pointin out this 
important fac!, the report states ~at some delegations not only voted against the texf but also 
~ade rese~ations. Those reservations are recorded. It is then stated that at the second di 
t e opposit.JOn of two delega~ions was withdrawn. That is a true picture of what h r~a ng 

Wh~t IS M. Rutgers afraid of? If he is afraid of being bound, or of seein hi appene · 
at the DISarmament Conference, by a majority vote in which he was in th g. s ~~un~ry bound, 
reassured. The Netherlands delegation is obviously quite free to mam· tam· e mm~n Y.• che may be 

any Vlew it ooses at 
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the Disarmament Conference. We are not bound by a Convention. We have simply expressed 
the. respective views of our Governments. M. Rutgers has therefore nothing to fear on that 
SUbject . 

. Does M. Rutgers wish the Netherlands delegation to appear among the parties which voted 
agamst the system adopted ? _ 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I voted for the article. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- Yes, for the article, but against the system. If that 
be M. Rutgers' desire, that is another matter. But if he wishes to insert a new reservation in 
the report, then, for the reason of procedure just stated by M. Cobian, I shall be obliged to say 
myseH that this is a bad system. The question appears to me to be very serious. If we start 
inserting new reservations on the discussion of the report, there will be no end to our work. I think 
the report must be confined to a statement of what happened; the report can only reflect what it is 
possible· to report. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -At the outset there were no formal objections, and now that 
the material objections have been withdrawn, others are raised. The Netherlands delegation 
did not make a written reservation, but expressed its opinion and expected to see it recorded in 
the report, especially as, from our point of view, this is perhaps the most important of all the 
points discussed. Although we did not address a written reservation to the Secretariat, we never
theless made one when the vote was taken. We did not put it in writing, merely because we thought 
the Rapporteurs would mention it. I offer them my apologies, and beg them to believe that my 
remarks are not intended as a criticism of them. 

But when the question is of such importance, it is an excess of formalism to appeal to reasons of 
procedure. If the Commission refuse to insert our reservation in the report, I should say that the 
majority of the Commission has done violence to the Netherlands delegation, and that the rights 
belonging to all delegations have not been granted to us. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). -I share our President's anxiety to reduce our discussions 
to a minimum, but I do understand that, in this case, a sincere exchange of views is necessary. 
I do not think it is merely a question of form, but it is a very important matter, as M. Cobian 
his just said. 

Our Commission is endeavouring to find some means of meeting M. Rutgers' wishes. We are 
all equally anxious to do so. It would be better, therefore, to discuss the question than to indicate 
a purely formal principle and risk a unanimous vote against M. Rutgers' proposal. It is important 
that our Netherlands colleague should go away satisfied and not embittered against us. We must 
show him that we have made every effort to accede to his wishes, and I should like to explain 
to him why we are so anxious to settle this question in a manner satisfactory to everybody. For 
six years we have endeavoured to reconcile the two opposing views of the conscript army and the 
professional army. We have always endeavoured to reach a compromise, and I think we have 
reached one. M. Rutgers has subscribed to it. In order to reach this object, both sides have made 
l~rge concessions on numerous points. Must we again raise these points on which we were not 
all agreed? We voted certain proposals by a majority, and others unanimously. When we voted 
by a majority, we accepted the solution arrived at even if we did not agree with it. It was a 
compromise. If we formulate this important question afresh in the manner proposed by M. Rutgers, 
the report will give the entirely false impression that we have not arrived at this compromise which 
reconciles the two views that have throughout been in opposition. I therefore request M. Rutgers 
to take this anxiety for compromise into account. I beg him to take our view into consideration. 

The President. - The question now is whether the Commission will adopt a new rule of 
procedure-that is to say, as stated by M. Cobian and M. Markovitch, we have to decide whether 
delegates may or may not make new reservations d_uring this discussion. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do beg M. Rutgers to follow what the point is. It is not 
any desire on my part to exclude the possibility of the Netherlands delegation recording their 
opposition to this or that proposal. We must be regular here. There was no reservation made 
by the Netherlands delegation at the time, in the sense that M. Rutgers now tries to put forward. 
He has taken the Soviet delegation's words and adopted them as his own. It is not right, it is 
not historically correct, it does not give a correct picture. If M. Rutgers had accepted my 
suggestion, it would have safeguarded his position, and there would have been a reference in the 
Minutes which would show what the Netherlands delegation said. It is essential for us to be 
regular here. It is not a question of formality; we cannot make an exception. We refused to 
make an exception in the case of the Soviet delegation, and we cannot make an exception now 
for the Netherlands delegation. It is a case of recording what took place on the occasion, and it 
is right to say, strictly speaking, that the Netherlands, Swedish and other delegations agreed in a 
general way with the German point of view, and it is not right to say that they made any reserva
tions on the subject. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -The question is not whether our report will be drawn up 
on one system or another. It must be decided whether the Netherlands reservation is too late. 
If we had sent it in the day before yesterday, no objection would have been raised.. This reser
vation does not represent a new opinion; the Netherlands delegation has always said what it is 
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- · • · t t in writing when the vote was taken 
~ying now. The reason why thiS r~rvation was ~enfi~ned in the report. We voted for the 
is that I was convinced t~at our opmiOn. ~o~ldd be point of view. that was, in effect, as strong 
proposed ~icle while statmg that we mam arne our • _ . 
a reservation as the others. . . eservation in writing, and did not call It a 

To;Iay wWe are btol~t ~thantoww·e i11~:~~ ~~~~t ~~~:o late and cannot be accepted, we shall give reservation. e su m1 1 , 
way, but we sha.!-1 ~ot do so v;/t~ ~ go~d ~a~eie on this subject it may regretit in the future and 

I~ the Commissio~ tadke;; ~ ~c~IOn ° ~~;~;tance a reservation is offered which has not been 
be obliged to reverse 1~ ~cJsJon, 1~ case, • 
put in writing and which 1t would hke to accept. 

I therefore insist that a vote be taken. 

(Sw den) _ I should be quite satisfied if M. Rutgers' .~st proposal wer.e 
M. Westman e ". era! dele ations at the first reading . . . It was not until 

~~~~!~~~~~ ~~=~e~h~clin~e; t? rejectgthat proposal that I decided to support the demand for 
the insertion of a formal reservatiOn. 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). - I accept this proposal, which is, as a matter of fact, what 
I originally suggested. 

The President. - Since M. Rutgers accepts, we can vote on this new text. 

M Massi~li (France) - I do not feel that I have the right to vote on a reservati~n made 
b ' f my colleagues· i am willing to vote on the point of principle whether reservations not 
rJa3:~~ring the discussion, and not submitted to the Rapporteurs, should be inserted, but not 
on the reservation itself. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - There is no question of a res~rvatio~; i~ is a mer~ sta~ement 
of fact. It is stated that several delegations at the first readmg mamtamed certam pomts of 
view. What is stated is an incontestable fact. 

M. Politis (Greece). - It is in the Minutes. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada).- I propose that we vote on the proposition of M. Westman. 

The President. - Does M. Massigli agree with what M. Westman has just said ? 

M. Massi~li (France).- M. Westman expressed the same idea as M. Rutgers. What I said 
applies to M. Rutgers' reservation. . . 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). - If M. Westman's sentence be put in, I will withdraw my 
reservation. 

The President. - M. Cobian proposes to insert this sentence before t~e parag;ap~ beginning 
with the words "On the second reading ". It would read "several delegations mamtamed at the 
first reading that, in view of the great military value . . . " 

It was decided to insert the proposed sentence. 

The President. - M. Rutgers suggests adding: 

" This would leave in existence large armies which would need to be provided with war 
material on a commensurate scale. " · 

M. Sa to (Japan).- In what form will these words be inserted? Do the Rapporteurs agree 
to insert them ? Is it a Netherlands reservation ? 

M. Rut~ers (Netherlands). -It is the opinionof some delegations .. 

M. Sato (Japan). -Then it amounts to a reservation by those delegations. The question 
is of such importance that it must be quite clearly defined and settled. If M. Rutgers wishes this 
sentence to be inserted in the report, I shall have great difficulty in accepting the report; if it 
be inserted as a reservation by the Netherlands delegation, I shall raise no objection, because 
that delegation has the right to make a reservation, but only on one condition. I have already 
stated that the report should give us a true picture of what took place, and one of the Rapporteurs 
told me a few moments ago that the picture was a true one. I reply that in any case it is not a 
clear one. 

You state that the present text was adopted by a majority. Where do you state this ? You 
state it only at the beginning of the report . . . . 

!d· Cobifln (Spain), Rapporteur. -At the beginning of the first paragraph on page 4 of the 
EngliSh text. . 

.M. Sato (Japan). -. . . . . that ~s to say, in refe~ence to the third session. If you 
admit that, you also admit that the picture IS not complete; 1t should be complete, and it should 
be ~own that t~e Commission adopted the article by a majority, both at the second and third 
readings. If th1s procedure be adopted, I shall accept the Netherlands or Swedish reservation· 
~f. on the other _hand, the ~resident, .or the Rapporteur, proposes to insert the sentences in questio~ 
m the report Without puttm~ them m the form of a reservation, I shall vote against this proposal, 
be~au;;e ':Ve. must pay a~ten_bon, not only to th~ arguments of the minority, but also to those of the 
ma1onty m order to mamtam a proper balance m the report; otherwise the report will be top heavy. 
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The President.- M. Rutgers wishes to add: 

" In the opinion of these delegations this would leave in existence large annies 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - We must reproduce exactly what happened at the meeting. 

M. Sato (Japan). - If only the minority's arguments are mentioned, the report will be 
incomplete. If the Commission agrees to give the majority's arguments also, I shall reserve the 
right to submit a text. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I quite agree with M. Sato. I think.this is a most irregular 
procedure, and that we ought not to have been drawn into it at all. I think we ought now to vote 
simply on whether we accept the paragraph or not, and I shall vote against its acceptance because 
I think it is quite irregular at this stage. 

M. Rutgers (Netherlands). -I withdraw my proposal, since the Commission has given 
me a certain degree of satisfaction. · . 

The President. - I thank you for your conciliatory spirit. 

M. Massigli (France). - I wish to call attention to a printer's error. In the second 
paragraph on page 5 in the sentence " It is understood that the effectives in reserve or under 
training . . . ", the word " or " should be omitted. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -There is a mistake on page 5 of the English text. In the 
first paragraph the word " compulsory " ought not to be there, because it applies to all effectives 
whether compulsory or non-compulsory. · 

Pages 4 emd 5 thus amended were fuiopted. 
Page 6. 

· M. Massigli (France). -This page could be shortened. The second and third paragraphs 
of page 6 of English text, referring to proposals submitted to Sub-Commission A, could bl' omitted. 
The next paragraph would then be that beginning " It is understood that the Conference 
itself . . . " The text_ would be simpler, and there would be no need. for any discussion on 
paragraphs which possibly do not correspond exactly to the position. 

The President. -The Rapporteurs agree to this omission. 

M. Massigli (France). - In the last paragraph on page 6 of the English text there is a 
reference to the number of officers and non-commissioned officers. This is not quite correct, 
as we have separate limitations for officers on the one hand and for non-commissiOned officers 
and men on the other hand. I propose that the words " and non-commissioned officers " be 
omitted: 

General de Marinis (Italy).- We have been working for a month, and at the last moment, 
when we are dealing with the texts, there is a difficulty in prolonging our session for one day. I 

. appeal to all my colleagues. The report must be examined in peace and quiet. I cannot see 
the reason for this hurry. We must not endanger our work by being impatient. Personally, 
I have not understood the changes made in pages 6 and 7· 

M. Massigli (France). -I gave two reasons for the omission which I suggested on page 6: 
first, that we were going into details and perhaps incorrectly interpreting the decisions of the 
Commission, and, secondly, that there can be no harm in this omission, since it is stated later 
on that " It is understood that the Conference itself will be called upon to decide . . . " 
This wording clearly shows that the Conference will have to interpret the article; consequently, 
all opinions are covered. I pointed out that there was no need to mention Sub-Commission A 
in one paragraph when it is not mentioned elsewhere, although it expressed a large number of 
opinions. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - I agree to this omission. 

M. Massigli (France).- On page 6, I propose to omit the words" and non-commissioned 
officers " in the last paragraph, because there are actually two limitations, one for officers and the 
other for all other professional soldiers. 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I agree on this point also. 

Page 6 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 7· 

M. Westman (Sweden). -In the last paragraph but one of page 7, there is a reference 
to "the number of officers and (b) the number of soldiers other than officers . . ." The 
members of this Commission know what is referred to, but it would be more correct to say: 
" the average daily effectives of officers ". 

M. Cobiin (Spain), Rapporteur. -It will be sufficient to delete the words "the number 
of", and say, "the limitation of officers and soldiers . . ." 

Page 7 thus amended was adopted. 
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Page 8. 

M. CobiAn (Spain), Rapporteurl. - In the third paragraph, of page 9, (French text), .and 
in the second paragraph of page II (French text), the word d eqmpages has been retamed 
by mistake. · 

M. Colban (Norway). - In the first paragraph on page 8, "x months" should replace 

•xyears". • d "{ · · t ldi) h ld In the fourth paragraph on page 8, the word S?l at~ meanmg pnva e so ers s ou 
be replaced by the word "militaires" (meaning soldiers m general).2 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The paragraph referring to the Soviet delegation should 
be omitted. 

M. Cobifln (Spain), Rapporteu~.- I ~ave already sa~d .that we ~ere bound to ac~ept all 
. the reservations of the Soviet delegatiOn. It 15 for the CommlSsion to decide whether to omit them. 

The President. - That decision was taken at the beginning of the discussion. 

Page 8 thus amended was adopted. 
Page 9· 

M. Massi~li (France). -In the last paragraph of page g, an expression has been retained 
which has been omitted from the Convention in order to avoid any misunderstanding; I refer 
to the word " active " in the expression " active service ". This word has different meanings 
in different countries. This point might be explained by a footnote; an explanation in a few 
lines would be sufficient. 

M. CobiAn (Spain), Rapporteur.- I agree to omit this word, but I have some doubt about 
the explanation. 

M. Massi~li (France). -I will propose a text. 

Page 9 thus amended was adopted. 
Page IO. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I have a change to make in the English text only-first line, 
page IO. The words " for the furnishing of " should be changed. . 

Page IO was adopted with this modification.· 

Pages II, I3 and IJ. 

Pages. II, I:Z and IJ were adopted. 
Page I4. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- In the last paragraph of page 14, there is a reference 
to ~e " falling-off in the number of births in future years ". The Rapporteurs propose to 
o~t the words " in future years " and to say simply " . . . falling-off in the number of 
births as a consequence of the last war ". 

Page I4 thus amended was adopted. 
Page I$. 

Cou~t Bernstorff (Germany). - In the penultimate paragraph on ?.ag~ 15, a German 
proposal IS referred to. I would ask the Rapporteurs to insert a note: ' See reservation by 
German delegation, page 12 of document C.P.D.294(a).8 

M. CobUln (Spain), Rapporteur. - I agree. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - The translation of the -Spanish reservation in the second 
paragraph needs revision-its meaning in English is obscure. · 

Page IS thus amended was adopted. 

Page I6 was adopted. 
Page I6 

Page I7. 

't h Mul.dMassi~li (~ranee). - As we have omitted the word "budgetary" from the articles, 
I s o · also be omitted from the first line of page 17. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -The Rapporteurs agree. -

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- In the middle of the page it is said: 

• The result of the vote taken on the principle of direct limitation was as follows: " 

I request the Rapporteurs to point out that this was a German proposal. 

M. Cobifln (Spain), Rapporteur. -We agree. 
Page I7 thus 1tl()dified was adopted. 

1 Nou by lho S1&1'uari4l. - This does not affect the English text 
1 N.u by lho S1&1'•larial.- This latter remark does not affect the. English text 
1 N.U by lho 51&1'114ri4l. -Draft report, second part (see Annex r4). ' 
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Page I8. 

M. Sato (Japan). -In the middle of the penultimate paragraph, the explanations regarding 
the Japanese delegation's opinion do not give a true picture of our delegation's attitude. I 
therefore venture to request the insertion of the following text: 

"The Japanese delegation, while supporting the method of indirect limitation, never
theless expressed the view that the adoption of this method did not necessarily exclude 
recourse to direct limitation in the case of a certain number of countries which cannot 
accept indirect limitation, but the number of such countries in this case should be strictly 
limited. 

· M. CobiAn (Spain), Rapporteur. -·We agree to M. Sato's proposal. I regret that I did 
not exactly express his point of view. . 

In the same paragraph mention is made, not only of the Japanese delegation's opinion, 
but also of that of the United States delegation. We were not able to insert the exact text of 
Mr. Gibson's statement in the report because we had not the English text. We hope that 
Mr. Gibson will authorise us to translate his statement. 

The President.- The following is the text proposed by the United States delegation: 

"The American delegation stated that, whereas they were unable to accept budgetary 
limitation in any form as far as the United States was concerned (see American reservation),l 
they did not wish their attitude to constitute an obstacle to agreement on the 
part of other Powers. They therefore stated that they were prepared to ap.J?ly, as far as 
they were themselves concerned, direct limitation instead of indirect limitation, provided 
that some practical bud .. etary method were generally agreed upon, which would be sufficiently 
detailed and precise to constitute an effective means of limitation. • 

Page I8 thus modified was adopted. 
Page I9. 

Page I9 was adopted. 

Pal!e zo. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I have a very small alteration with reference to the British 
declaration on page 20, third paragraph. The final sentence of the second paragraph on this 
page reads: " The British delegation made the following statement to the same effect ". 

I suggest that this sentence be deleted and that the inverted commas round the British 
statement be suppressed. 

The wording will then be: The British delegation were ready to admit . • . 
It is merely a question of drafting, but it would convey our. feeling better. 

M. Cobi:1n (Spain), Rapporteur. -We agree. 

M. Massi~li (France). - I should like to have added to the second paragraph, after the 
words "The Norwegian delegation observed that", the words: "in their opinion", in view 
of the fact that, on page 17, the report refers to a vote against the combination of the two methods. 
There is a slight contradiction which should be avoided. 

M. Cobib (Spain), Rapporteur. - I should point out to M. Massigli that, on page 17, 
to which he refers, it is said: "on a vote being taken on the principle of the simultaneous 
employment of the two methods . . . " There· is no reference to combination. 

M. Massi~li (France). -There is indeed a difference in meaning, which I regret I did not 
notice, and I withdraw my request. 

Page zo thus modified was adopted. · 
Page zr. 

Page ZI was adopted. 

Page zz. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I propose that we should strike out the portion abOut the 
Soviet delegation. 

M. CobiAn (Spain), Rapporteur.- That will be noted. 

Page zz thus modified was adopted. 

The meeting rose at 8.30 p.m. 

1 Not. by lheSeer•tariaJ. -See paragraphs Nos. 171 and 181 in the definitive report, 
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TWENTY-FIFTH MEETING. 

Held on Monday, December 8th, I930, at 4.30 p.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands). 

121. Draft Report : Third Part (document C.P.D. 294 (b), see Annex 16): Discussion. 

PART II. -MATERIAL: CHAPTER B. -NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

Page I. 
Page I was adopted. 

Page z. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- I should like a correction made in the first.l~ne of the last 
paragraph of page 2. This is necessary in view of M. Cobhin's ~emarks and the ~efi~Ition of reserves 
that has been given. The report says " the German delegation stated that, m view ?f the great 
value of non-floating material ... ". I wish it to read: " the German delegation made a 
reservation, in view of the great value . . . ". 

' Page z thus modified was adopted . 

Page 3· 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I have made a number of notes wit~ regard to the translatic;m 
but, unless the Commission so desires, I do not propose to trouble them with these. If the Commis
sion will allow me to do so I will send our criticisms of the translation to the Rapporteurs, and 
perhaps they will have th~ matter loo~ed into by the official transl~tors. . That wip. save time. 
I will only call attention to n;atters which seell!- to me to make a sen~~s ~e:en~;.m the sense. 

There is one here of real Importance-that IS the use of the word mdication m the second 
paragraph. It ought to be "illustration" in English. 

Page 3 thus amended was adopted. 

Page 4· 

M. Col ban (Norway).- I am sorry to see the emphasis laid on the fact that certain countries 
will not be in a position to reduce their armaments, but w~ on the contrary find themselves com
pelled to increase them. I do not deny that this attitude may be justified in certain cases; but it 
already finds expression on page 2 of the second part of the draft report where we read in the last 
paragraph that " their present armaments " are " far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. 
This reservation was made in precise form, particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, 
the latter being scarcely at all developed in the majority of States." Now this same conception 
reappears on pages 4 and 5 of the document at present before us. I should be glad if the Rappor
teurs would get together with the delegates concerned with a view to cutting down this passage. 
We must not give the impression that the object of our labours is_ to leave certain countries free 
to arm. On the contrary, it should be made clear that our object is to prepare for the reduction 
of armaments. · 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -In that connection, there is, in the last paragraph but one 
on page 4 of the English text, the phrase " but gave it greater elasticity by adding the words 
' as far as possible ' ". I do not like that phrase in English at all, and I suggest it would be 
better to say: "The Commission finally adopted the principle of such a reduction, adding, 
however, the words • as far as possible ' "-which are quite clear and definite in their meaning. 
I confess the other phrase, " gave it greater elasticity ", gives a false impression to my mind. 

M. Cobiftn (Spain), Rapporteur.- I see no reason against accepting Lord Cecil's suggestion 
particularly as I imagine it will satisfy M. Colban. ' 

M. Colban (Norway).- No. The proposed amendment does not satisfy me. My remarks 
referred to ~e gener~ form of this part of the report. However, if the Rapporteurs cannot 
meet my Wishes, I will not press the point. 

M. Holst! (Finland).- The Finnish delegation is in agreement with the Yugoslav delegate 1 

and I suppose our reservation will be put more or less in the same form as in the penultimate 
paragraph of page 6. 

1 Nol4 by 1/oe Sea-elari<U. - See last paragraph on page 4· 
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. M. Cobilin (Spain), Rapporteur. - I mentioned only the Yugoslav delegation, because 
It was the only delegation that sent in the text of its reservation. I have no objection, however, 
to adding that the Finnish delegation supports this reservation. 

M. Hol~ti (Finland).- I would like to add that the Sub-Committee gave its approval to 
the reservation. 

Page 4 thus amended was adopted. 

Page 5 was adopted. 

Page 6 was adopted. 

Page 5· 

Page 6. 

Pages 7 and 8. 
General de Marinis (Italy). 1 - In the last paragraph but one of page 7 (French text) 

an error has crept in. The paragraph is referring to the freedom to transfer from the "clause " of 
submarines to that of light surface-vessels. The word • clause" is wrong: it should be • classe ". 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands).- In the last paragraph but two of page 7, the report 
reproduces a speech made by the Netherlands delegate. I venture to point out that the speech 
is incomplete, and that what has been left out is the most important sentence. On referring 
to the Minutes, I find that M. Rutgers said at the end of his speech: " For my part, I make 
every reservation in regard to the interpretations to which we have listened." 

I should like this sentence added in the report. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The omission is not due to forgetfulness or inadvertence 
on the part of the Rapporteur. M. Rutgers' statement was made verbally in the Commission, 
and ended with the words: "I make express reservations in regard to the interpretations which 
have been given. " If Admiral Surie will be good enough to refer to the Minutes, he will find that 
different and even contradictory interpretations had been offered. In view of the difficulty of 
determining to which of those interpretations M. Rutgers' reservations applied, the Rapporteur 
thought it better to omit the sentence in question in order to prevent any misunderstanding. 
It appeared to us that the essential part of M. Rutgers' declarations was the statement that, if 
the second rule adopted was made subordinate to the first, that would, in his opinion, modify 
the scope of the system. We reproduced this statement. If Admiral Surie wishes to add that 
the Netherlands delegate made an express reservation in regard to any particular interpretation, 
this can be done. But if we were to do so in the vague form which I have quoted, it would not be 
clear to which interpretation M. Rutgers' reservations referred, since a number of conflicting 
interpretations were submitted. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). - The Netherlands delegate made reservations with 
regard to all the interpretations put forward. 

M. Cobidn (Spain), Rapporteur. - Very well, then, I suggest to Admiral Surie that we 
say: "The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made the second rule adopted 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system, and, in that connection, he 
made a formal reservation. " 

. Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). -I accept that proposal. 
I have now another observation to make. The three rules have been stated, and an inter

pretation has been given of each of them. Our delegation does not accept these interpretations 
of any of the three rules. But I should like to draw the attention of the Commission to the 
interpretation of the second rule. Rule 2 contains the positive statement that: "Powers 
whose total tonnage does not exceed l:oo,ooo tons a will have full freedom of transfer as regards 
surface ships ". The interpretation " admits the possibility of unlimited transfer as regards 
surface vessels, but excludes submarines from this option". I think that is not accurate. We 
never discussed the question of the transfer of submarines. If it be desired, in this interpretation, 
to lay down that unlimited transfer is not allowed in the case of submarines, I should like, instead 
of saying "but excludes submarines from this option", to end the paragraph as follows: "but 
excludes submarines from such unlimited transfer", for the reason that there is always a possibility 
of transfer in the case of submarines up to a certain point. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- I admire the courage of the Rapporteurs in offering comments 
on the three rules in Table III. I for my part should rather be inclined to refrain from all 
comment, and simply to reproduce the rules.· 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -Admiral Surie has correctly grasped the scope of the 
interpretation of the second rule. The sentence in question could only refer to the possibility 
of unlimited transfer. As to that we are in agreement. It was for that reason that we spoke of 
the possibility of unlimited transfer in the case of surface ships, while adding that there was no 
freedom to transfer submarines. 

But M. Westman has raised a point that applies to all the rules and I should like the Com
mission's opinion on the question whether it is, or is not, desirable to omit all the interpretations. 
I was expecting M. Westman's observation to be made, but from another quarter. I hesitated a 
long time before inserting these interpretations, and hesitated still more in regard to retaining 

' The English text is not affected. 
• This figure is given as an indicatiou. 
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them. after the statements by Lord Cecil and Mr. Gibson. If all the <;Ielegations had stated their 
views on the interpretation of these rules, the Rapp?rt~ur's task might have ~een confine~ to 
reproducing the statements made. But .as only a l~mited. number of de~egations have gwen 
their interpretations, and as, moreover, th1s document 1s not mten<;Ied f?r a smgle .couJ:!.try, but for 
all countries, I felt that, in view of the importance of the question! 1t was d~1rable, ?-n~ even 
necessary, for the Rapporteur to add this interl?retation. It go~s .Without saying that 1t IS only 
the Rapporteur's interpretation which he submits to the C?mmlsslo~ f.or the !-atter to accept ?r 
reject as it pleases. But I think it would not be a good thmg to om1t 1t, particularly a;> there IS 
no opposition to the interpretation in itself. It does not seem to me that 1t would be wtse to say 
merely that the question of interpretation do~ not ~rist; and lea~e. the m~tter for s~bsequent 
discussion. As Rapporteur, I should have no senous obJectJO.n to om1~tmg the mt~rpretab?n• 1f t~e 
Commission so desires; but I felt I should state the motives behmd our decision to msert 1t. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). -The Netherland~ delegation prefers a mere statement 
of the rules, without any interpretations, which are always liable to give rise to misunderstanding. 
On this ground I support the Swedish proposal. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I confess that my judgment goes with M. Westman in this 
matter. The Rapporteurs have done marvellously well in trying to explain the exact bearing 
of Rules r and 2; it is evident that that is a problem which we shall have to ·solve some time, 
or the Conference will have to solve it. But I confess I am a little frightened of the wording 
here. I think it might make matters a little more difficult-rather than less difficult-and I 
am inclined to think that, on the whole, it would be better to leave the explanations out altogether. 

One thing about which I feel quite certain is that we ought not to try to redraft them; 
we ought either to accept what the Rapporteurs have inserted or strike it out altogether; if we 
try to redraft, we shall have absolute confusion in a Commission of this size. Unless, therefore, 
we are prepared to accept the explanations given as sufficient, I think they had better come out. 
I cannot say that I should have any great difficulty in accepting them, but, on the whole, I think 
it would be safer to leave them out. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I support the Rapporteur's view. I think this interpretation 
is necessary, because 1t follows on certain declarations relating to the interpretation of our text. 
If we omit this interpretation, we run the risk of giving the preceding declarations a. character 
which they have not got. 

~· Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - I agree entirely with Dr. Markovitch and thank him 
!or h1s support. But as those who have retained the two conflicting texts desire to omit the 
~nt~rpretatio~ ~f the text they drafted themselves, it would be churlish for the Rapporteur to 
ms1st on retammg them, unless the Commission decides in that sense by a majority vote. 

The President; - I will take the Commission's opinion as to the retention of the three 
interpretations. 

It was decided by six votes to five to omit the interpretations. 

M. Politis (Greece). - I apologise for intervening in the discussion and at so 
late a stage. I sh.ould have ~iked to give my opinion, for I do not understand what is wanted. 
Here we have an. mterpretatlon; and I may be allowed to refer to it, for the reason that I had 
t~e honour ?f bems: Rapporteur to the Sub-Committee which twice reported to you-the first 
t~e when 1t subJ?1tted three rules to Y:ou in a slightly different order (the present first rule 
be~~ then the th1~d), and the second time, when, as the result of an understanding with the 
Bnttsh delegate, we changed the order and put the third rule first. I had the honour to explain 
to you the purport and scope of these three rules. 
. The Rapl?orteurs h3;d n? difficul.ty in re~apit~lating the facts; and, as Dr. Markovitch said 
JUSt now, an mterpr.etation 1~ essential at th1s pomt because, when we revised the printed text 
of our draft Convention, certam declarations were made whi~h may have startled the Commission. 
It was therefore necessary once more to define the sense m which we drafted the three rules· 
and I congratulate the Rapporteurs on their desire to do so ' 
Be No~ C?mes a discussion. A number of delegates wish to omit the commentary Why ? 

cawe It IS useless ? Or because it seems to them inaccurate ? That is a point to get clea; 
e proce~d .to ~ot~n the initiative of those who want the omission of these assa es---:. 

ant dtthte CdommThlSSIO~ IS d1v1ded. . The result, it seems to me, should be that we let the Rappporfeurs' 
ex s an . at IS what I thmk should be done. 

~~£:~~rth;~~~;!J\ih1~esfd~~~~~~i;~~~~~~n~l!~P~~~f~~~~~h~~;~e~r:~d~~h~ 
the report of the Rapporteur and it t b d t . e OffiffiiSSlon an not 
Commission. I should be pe;fectly ha;;; w~ich~~:~=yd ~~t~at~ly by the mbajority of the 
that. if the Commission has decid d b . . e ecls!on went, ut I do think 
to be left out. e Y a maJonty to leave out these explanations, the yought 

M. CobiAn (Spain), Rapporteur.- I am very~ h bl' d M · · · 
The question before us was as follows The uc 0 lge ~0 · Po~tls for what he has said. 

three delegations expressed the opinion th~t an J:fort con!amed an mterpretation. Two or 
or even dangerous. Another delegation, on th~ otherpr~ta~on o~ th~ three rules was useless, 
should be kept. The Commission voted on the p . etr an • mamtamed that these passages om. 
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What had the \~mmission to decide ? It had to decide whether these passages should 
or should _not be onntted, and not whether they should be replaced. It was decided to omit 
them by SIX votes to five. What does that mean ? It means that there were fifteen abstentions 

· -that is. to_ say, fifteen delegations indifferent whether the passages were kept or dropped. The 
great ~alonty of the delegations having therefore failed to support the text in the ~t report, 
I feel 1t 1s the duty of the Rapporteurs to omit these passages .• 

The President. - I think we are all agreed to omit them. 

M. Politis (Greece). - In view of M. Cobian's statement, which I interpret as an act of 
courtesy to th~ Commission, it would be churlish for me to press my point; but I must say, as 
a matter of pnnciple, that if the rules are to be applied they should be applied in their integrity. 
You have put the retention of these passages to the vote, and on a division the Commission 
has decided not to retain them. Very well, then: under the rules their omission should have 
been put to the vote as an amendment. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I entirely agree with M. Politis. I think the omission 
of this passage of our report should have been put to the vote. When put to the vote, the 
omission of these passages only secured six votes, so that the majority of the Commission has 
not expressed an opinion in favour of omission. However, in view of M. Cobian's statements, 
I will not insist. · 

M. Cobiiln (Spain), Rapporteur.- It was indifference that carried the day I It is understood, 
then, that we omit from Page 7 the text from "The rules contained in Table III . . . " 
to the words •. . . of the Powers applying for them", at the end of the fourth paragraph 
on page 8. 

The President. - The rules remain; we have been speaking only of the interpretation. 

M. Westman (Sweden). - The rules should come at the bottom of Page 5· 

The President. - They will be inserted after the words " . . . as the introduction to 
Table III " in the last paragraph of page s. 

It was agreed to omit the commentary on the· rules and to insert the rules at the bottom of pagtJ 5, 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I think the fifth paragraph on page 8, beginning "The Soviet 
delegation", ought also to come out according to the rule which we adopted on Saturday. 

M. Cobiiln (Spain), Rapporteur.- I am in a great difficulty here: this is not a reservation. 
but a suggestion made in the Commission. I am merely explaining what happened. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The Commission has decided over and over again that this 
should be done. We must have a rule. The suggestion made originally by M. Lounatcharsky, 
and supported by myself as it happened, has been acted upon over and over again by the 
Commission. We surely cannot go forward and then back. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -We made no such suggestion. 
We said that it was indifferent to us what was said in the report, so long as we were able to submit 
our resolution separately. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - If the Commission decide to omit all reference to the 
views of the Soviet delegation, the whole text will have to be remodelled to eliminate all trace 
of the latter's intervention. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I have no feeling at all in the matter, and if the Soviet 
delegation would like to have this reference in, I have no objection. But it seems impossible to 
strike out references to this delegation in one part and maintain them in another. You must have 
it one way or the other; if you are going to leave such references out then you must leave this 
one out too. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -The Commission is perfectly 
free to do what it pleases with its own report, and I for my part shall take no share in the matter. 

M. Colban (Norway). -We can omit the reservations which the Soviet delegation put 
forward after the close of the discussion, since the Soviet delegation has stated that it proposes to 
submit them as a separate document. But we should keep the reference to the Soviet proposal 
out of which the discussion arose. 

M. Cobifln (Spain), Rapporteur. - If the Commission decides to omit this passage, the 
Rapporteur will of course defer. It is for the Commission to interpret its decision of the other 
day with regard to the Soviet delegation. 

The President. - In view of M. Colban's remark, I take it the Commission is in favour of 
retaining this passage of the report. 

Agreed. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I am sorry that I do not like the last paragraph of page 8. 
I should prefer to say: "The Commission, however, did not think this question came within 
its competence. The figures actually inserted are, as already stated, by way of illustration only." 
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· As the author of this wording, I am free to acknowledge 
M. CobiAn (Spam). Rapporteur. -d cl that it is the figures of the London Agreements 

that it is wry poor I It should be rna e ear f th' t t 
which are gi~n as an illustrati~n and not the text ?th. 

1fu:~~~mission's province, I hesitate to 

do th~~~of~~~?Ff ~~;ei':f;~~;.d~~ ~;~::~o': w:: divided on the point whether a figure of 
some kind should or should not be kept m the text. . 

· · · ) I m uite content I thought we had all arnved at the 
Lord Cecil (Bntlsh Emprre · - ~ q . . d' t: If there be any doubt about it, 

nclusion that this was a matter outside our JUnS IC JOn. . . . . th t. 
~do not want to put these words in. We can say that the CommiSSIOn did not ~~~de e.f~es 10f 
and that the figures are given by way of illustration only. I do not care ~ ~~ way 1 1s pu • 
but I do want to say that we did not ~ecide the question and that we did msert the figures 
merely as an illustration of how the thmg would work. . . 

1\1. Cobian (Spain), Rapporf;eur.- M. Bourquin suggests to me the followmg wording: 

" The Commission confined itself, however, to inse~ing-but by way of illustration 
only-the figures given in the text proposed by the signatory Powers of ~h~ London 
Agreements, fixing the tonnage-limit for capital ships at 35,000 tons and the hm1t for the 
calibre of their guns at 16 inches." · 

The above wording was adopted. 

Pages 7 and 8, thus modified, were adopted. 

Page 9· 
Page 9 was adopted. 

Page zo. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). - From the paragra~h .dealing ~th Artic!e 18, I 
propose to omit the following phrase: " . . . since the CommiSSIOn recognised that 1t would 
be equitable to provide merchant vessels, in case of need, with certain m~ans of defence ". 

I do not think the Commission discussed this point. At any rate, Art1cle 18 doe~ not deal 
with this class of ships. It deals with auxiliary vessels-that is to say, merchant sh1ps armed 
with a view to conversion into vessels of war. It is mainly in connection with the question 
of publicity, with which Article 34 deals, that this distinction is 'of real importance. The present 
Convention has nothing to do with merchant ships armed for purely defensive purposes. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - Article r8, in the· form adopted by the Commission, 
says that " no preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation 
of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war ". I included 
a reference to this clause in the report, because I thought that a number of speakers had supported 
the clause, and I added some explanatory remarks in justification of my reference. But I have 
no objection to my explanatory remarks being omitted. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I did not quite follow the amendment of Admiral Surie. 
Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). - I was proposing to delete the words from "since 

the Commission recognised " to " certain means of defence." . 
Lord Cecil (British Empire).- Then you woUld make it "This exception to the established 

mle was finally adopted ", and stop there ? I have no objection, and I am interested to hear 
what the Admiral thinks is the meaning of Article 18. However, I am content to accept that. 

I want to say "rules as stated", not "established rule". 
Page IO thus modified was adopted with the omission desired by the Netherlands delegation. 

Page II. 

M •. sa~ (Japan).- At the bottom of page II there is a reference to the French delegation's 
reservatlo~ m respect of the limitation of expenditure on upkeep, purchase and manufacture of · 
war ma~erial for naval armaments. Then at the top of page 12 comes the German delegation's 
reservation, and afterwards on page 12 the reservation of the Japanese delegation. The latter 
relates to the same subject as the French reservation. 

nd 
Mhe. CoJ biiln (Spain), ~pporteur.-Yes, the order of these two paragraphs should be inverted 

a t apanese reservation come before the German reservation. 

J 
M. Sdeatoleg(Japan). -I will ask the R:tPP?rteur to draft the text in the following form: "The 

apanese atlon also made a reservation m the same sense." That will be clearer. 
M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -I agree. 

to anM~:!fli rrra~)f hI~ the third par~raph of p~ge II, the Rapporteurs have referred 
put into .t. P 1~ f t e ren~h.delegahon. As thiS proposal was not discussed, or even 
sug ested ~tg, as ~ ~he. omiSsion altogeth~r of the words: ".The French delegation 
ha~ not._ ___ bucodgetaedrybylimdirttatlOlim~ ~ho~ld be applicable only to such categories of material as 

"""'' ver ect 1tatJon." 

M. Cobi!l.n (Spain), Rapporteur. -I have no objection. 
Page II, thus tMdi{r.ed, was adopted. 
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Page IZ. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands).- I should like the Rapporteurs to add after the last 
sentence but one on page I2, ending with the words "exceeding 8,ooo tons", an explanation of 
Table II. I propose the following text: 

" . . . • while the High Contracting Parties non-signatories of the Treaty of London 
have the option of including cruisers of sub-division (ii) and destroyers in a single category. " 

The object of this phrase is to explain Table II of the draft. You will note that there is a 
horizontal line in columns A, Band C between the items " (ii) Guns of 6.I inches and less (ISS mm.)" 
and " (d) Destroyers. " 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The report merely drew the attention of the Commission 
to the three tables in quite a summary manner, which seemed to us better. We simply said: 
"Table I will have the figures of global tonnage allocated to each High Contracting Party. Table 
II will serve to show the distribution of such tonnage between the categories defined in Annex III 
in accordance with the scheme fixed in London. " I propose to leave the explanations at that; 
but I am afraid, nevertheless, that this may give rise to some difficulties in understanding the table 
we are discussing. That is why we added the words: 

"A special sub-division has, however, been admitted in the class of capital ships for those 
High Contracting Parties which have no capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 
8,ooo tons. " 

I accept Admiral Surie's explanation; but I think its place is not on page I2, particularly 
as Annex III gives the definition of capital ships and mentions the exception we are discussing. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). -The explanation given by the Rapporteurs on page I2 
is entirely satisfactory, and I am not asking for its omission. I am merely asking for it to be 
amplified. I may say frankly that, at first sight, I did not understand Table II. I had to ask 
someone to explain it to me. When a sailor cannot understand this Table at first sight, how do you 
expect officials-in the Indies, for example-to understand it ? That is why I want to add a 
supplementary explanation. 

M. Cobian (Spain}, Rapporteur.- We might satisfy Admiral Surie by a footnote after the 
words " exceeding 8,ooo tons ", inserting his explanation at the foot of the page. 

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands). - That meets my wishes entirely. 

The addition of a footnote to this effect was approved. 

General de Marinis (Italy).- As appears from the Erratum 1 distributed to us, there has 
to be inserted after the first paragraph a new paragraph in the following terms: . 

" The British delegation explained that their acceptance of this article depended on the 
attitude finally adopted by other maritime Powers. " 

The Italian delegation agrees with the British delegation, and proposes accordingly to amend the 
new paragraph to read: 

" The British and Italian delegations explained that their acceptance . . . " 

· I further propose to add in the third paragraph of page I2, after the words "which are 
binding solely upon the signatories", the words: "of Part III". 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- That shall be done as General de Marinis desires. 

Page IZ, thtts modified, was adopted. 
The draft report (third part}, modified as shown above, was adopted. 

I22. Draft Report. - Fourth Part (document C.P.D. 294 (c); see Annex 17) : Discussion. 
Part II. - Material, Chapter C. - Air Armament's; Part III. - Bud~etary 
Expenditure; Part IV. - Exchan~e of Information. 

M. Cobian (Spain}, Rapporteur.- Some delegations have felt some surprise at the absence 
of any mention of the former Article AD in this part of the report. I want to state that there is a 
~eference to th_is article in ano0er p~rt of the report and an account of what happened in regard to 
1t. I am anx10us to make thts pomt so that 1t should be clear that the question has not been 
left out of sight. 

Page I. 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire). -In the penultimate paragraph on page I, third line, I think 
the text should read: " but also complete machines in immediate reserve ". That was what we 
agreed to.· 

1 Nolo by tho SeC1'elarlal. -This errat~m has been inserted in the_draft report, third part; see Annex 16. 
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~ · L d Cecil's remark is only logical. This omission is 
M. Cobian (Spatn), Raphpor~eurb. - drafor ted before the adoption by the Commission of the 

due to the fact of the report avmg een 
final te..xts propo..<;ed by the Drafting Committee. 

Page I, th11s modified, was adopted. 
Page 2. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -With' reference to the last para~aph on page ~· which re~ds: 
.. It should be noted in the case of this Article (Article 26) that the}~n~tsh and Canadian delegations 
consider it will not be possible to specify the horse-power fi~res , ~t~ ~eat res_Pect I venture to 
sa that this is not what we said. We said: " . . . consider that It IS 1~pract~c3:ble .to ~nd any 
;~dard of horse-power measurement ~at would afford a. satisfactory basts of lrmttatwn , and I 
would ask that those words be inserted m place of the text m the report. 

This amendement was approved. 
Page 2, thiiS modified, was adopted. 

Page 3· 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I would draw attention to the fourth paragraph on page 3, 
which reads: 

"The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to proposepai:ticular rules, 
but to leave the Conference to take a decision on the point". . 

We feel that is a little insufficient, because what we really did was to suggest the appointment 
of a technical Committee, which should report on the subject, and that it would then be f?r the 
Governments to decide what they thought before the Conference met, and not necessanly to 
leave it to the Conference. Therefore, I should prefer to leave out the words "but to leave the 
Conference to take a decision on the point", and to redraft the paragraph in this way: 

" The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust 
to experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules, and that such 
rules should be communicated to the Govenrments, who might be invited to accept them as 
a preliminary basis for calculating the figures to be inserted in the table ". · 

I think that is what 'we really decided, though I do not wish to press the matter unduly. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I remember the Commission decided to leave a decision 
in the matter to the Conference, and the present text of the report is therefore accurate. The 
Commission also thought it desirable that the Council should entrust the preliminary studies for 
the definition of these rules to experts, on the understanding that the Conference itself should 
define the rules. 1 think, therefore, that this passage of ortr report is clear and not open 
to misunderstanding. I doubt, however, whether Lord Cecil's more detailed wording would be 
equally intelligible and equally clear. I have no objection, for my part, to adopting it; but I would 
draw the Commission's attention to the fact that, with our present text there is no possibility of 
misunderstanding. 

. Lord C:ecil (Brit!sh Empire). -The serious and substantial point is this. We think there 
will be considerable difficulty at the Conference unless, before the Conference there is some basis 
on which the ~nference_ can ~uss the matter. The substance of the matt~r is-as we thought 
was agreed durmg the discusst_?n-that Y'e sho~d as~ the Council to arrange that a Committee 
of Experts should present therr report m sufficient trme to enable the various Governments to 
co~dCX: it and base their views for the Convention on it. That is the substance of the amendment. 
I think It would be a good plan to have that, but, as I say, it does not matter very much. 

M •. Cobian (Spain), ~pporteur. - I think the Commission will feel that Lord Cecil's 
suggestion should be taken mto account. . 

The British delegation's proposal was approved. 
Page J, thus modified, was adopted. . 

Page 4 (down to but not including Article 27). 

~ne~al de M.ariJ?-is (Italy). - I should like mention to be made here of the Italian 
delegatiOn s reservation m regard to the tables. 

M._Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I accept General de Marinis' suggestion. 
ThJs part of page 4, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 4 (from Article 27). 

I th!· ~;!!:i lt~n~). -. Ourf tRah ~porteur sugges~s leaving till later any allusion to Article AD 
. : , , m vrew o e rmportance which has attached to this f d · ' 
~ons, it is not sufficient to refer to this article in connection with th~ues I?~ urtfng our 
revJWm of the Convention. To adhere to the .. h t hi , . . provisions or the 
drafting CJf this report I should like to see a pas p o .ogrartp dch prmctp~e w~ are following in the 

. , sage mse e. ere on this pomt. I think it might 



come after the second line of the last paragraph on page 4 (after the sentence: 11 Article 27 deals 
with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and military aviation"). I propose the 
following text: 

11 The draft Convention as adopted at the first reading contained the following article 
(here insert the text of Article AD). 

"At the second reading, the Commission thought that, as this article merely stated 
a situation of fact, it was not essential to retain it in a Convention of this character, and that 
it was sufficient to state in the report that various delegations re5erved the right to bring the 
whole problem of civil aviation before the Conference. " · 

The context would of course have to be remodelled to some extent; but I believe the 
insertion of some such formula as I have suggested would give an accurate picture of what 
took place on the Commission. 

M. Cobian (Spain), :Rapporteur. -I admit that the report should be photographic, but 
it must be a synthetic photograph, if I may so express myself, unless we are to insert the whole 
of the Minutes ! I recognise that the text M. Massigli proposes gives an exact picture of what 
happened in the Commission. But I am afraid, if we introduce it at this point, that it may 
lead to some confusion. Would it not perhaps satisfy M. Massigli if his wording were inserted 
as a footnote at the bottom of the page ? 

M. Massigli (France). -I agree toM. Cobhin's suggestion. 
The Rapporteur's proposal was approved. 
Page 4, from Article 27, was adopted. 

Pages 5 and 6. 
Pages 5 and 6 were adopted. 

Page 7· 
Dr. Riddell (Canada).- I believe that the first paragraph on page 7 does not give a complete 

idea of the objects of the Canadian amendment. As worded, the paragraph makes it appear 
as if the only effect of the Canadian amendment would have been to do away with the provisional 
and temporary character of seconding to civil aviation undertakings. This, however, was only 
one part of the Canadian amendment; the other part being of a very constructive nature--namely, 
arranging for all seconded personnel and machines to be counted in the quota allotted to each 
State. · 

I would propose the redrafting of the three paragraphs dealing with this subject as follows: 

'.' An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation to 
delete paragraph 2 of Article 27 and to substitute the following: 

. 
" ' Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, 

whether Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota '. 
11 The effects of this amendment would have been to set out ~!early that all seconded 

personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also 
to eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. 

" The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval-namely, that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that 
a solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangemen~, 
the form of which would have to be settled by the Conference. ·The Commission, while· 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 27, accepted 
unanimously the insertion of the Canadian amendment by ~hich all seconded personnel 
and material should be included in the quota allotted to each State. 

" The Canadian delegation subsequently submitted a reservation in regard to the 
• temporary and provisional ' character of the seconding of personnel to and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Canada, because of its special 
needs and problems, requires, for the reasons given in the Minutes of December 2nd, r930, 
the unrestricted right of seconding, in order to develop its country of vast distanc:;es and to 
protect its_ citizens and natural resources." 

You will see that only slight changes are proposed, but I think they will give a rather 
clearer picture of the purpose of our amendment as a whole. I appreciate fully the difficulties 
under which the report has been drawn up. I should be glad, however, if the text that I have 
just read could be substituted for the present text. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - Mr. Riddell's statements deal with two points-first. 
his reservation, and secondly, the summary of the discussion on the Canadian amendment. 

As regards his reservation, we have inserted in the report the page he sent us. If, however, the 
Canadian delegation prefers, for one reason or another, this new drafting of its reservation, it is 
clear we can accept that now, because no one knows better than the delegations submitting 
reservations how they should be drafted I 

As regards the passage in the report on the subject of the Canadian amendment, I understand 
the importance which Dr Riddell attaches to the matter, and I venture to ask the President and 
the Commission to postpone their approval of the text submitted by the Canadian delegation to the 
next meeting, in order to allow of its distribution beforehand. 
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Dr. Riddell (Canada)._ The proposal of the Rapporteur is entirely satisfa~tory .. I reg;et 
e.xceedingly that it was not possible to submit our text to the Rappo!teur for hts constd~~tl~n 
~fore the opening of the meeting, and since then he has ~een so occupted that there seeme o e 
no purpose in placing it before him, until we came to thts part of the report. 

The President. - The Canadian proposal will be distributed this evening, and we can 
take a decision to-morrow . 

. 1 decision on page 7 was thus postponed. 

Page 8. 
' Page 8 was adopted. 

Page 9· 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -Page 9 contains a short su~mary of the discu~sion with 
regard to the dropping of bombs. At the bottom of the page ther~ ts a footnote referrmg_ to the 
Minutes of the sixth session. It seems to me, however, that the arm of our proposal, whtch was 
rejected, might be shown more clearly and I should like to suggest that the Rapporteurs. should 
insert between the words • to prohibit " and " the launching" what we regard as the essential part 
of our proposal, and accordingly re-word this part of the draft as follows: 

• . . . to prohibit essentially offensive means, the destructive effects of which also 
threaten the civil population-namely, the launching . . . "· 

l\1. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -I have no objection to a reference to the explanation 
Count Bernstorff has given; but I must remind the Commission that the draft reproduces exactly 
Count Bernstorff's proposal as it stands on page 85 of the Minutes of the sixth session (first part), 
document C.I95·M·74-I929.IX. 

The President. - Count Bernstorff wants to insert between the words " to prohibit " and 
the words • the launching" the following phrase: "means of an essentially offensive character, 
the destructive effects of which also threaten the civil poptilation-namely . . . ". 

l\1. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The next paragraph says: 

·After a very interesting discussion, this proposal was rejected". • 

I am not sure whether it would not be better to distinguish between the text of the German 
proposal and the explanation Count Bemstorff has just given. It was the proposal which was 
rejected. We might perhaps leave the text as it stands and add that the German delegation 
made a declaration to such-and-such effect. · 

Count Ber~storff (Germ~ny). - ~t influences me is precisely the fact that the second 
paragraph ment10n~ ~hat cert~ delegations st~ted that they did not imply by their vote that the 
bombardment of ctvil populat10ns from the arr was authorised. That is stated in the second 
paragraph and not in the first. That being so, one does not understand what is meant. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -Could you not alter the text in this way: instead of saying 
"a proposal to prohibit", say: "a proposal with the object of prohibiting" and then quote 
Count Bernstorff' s words ? . ' 

l\1. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - The second paragraph might be drafted as follows: 

. . • After a very inte~estin~ discussion, this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting 
m 1ts favour. In the discuss10n, Count Bernstorff gave expression to his point of view and 
the delegations which did not accept the German proposal . . . " ' _ 

The above text was approved. 
Page 9 thus modified was adopted. 

Pages IO and II. 

. Lord Cecil (British Empire).- I have an amendment to paragraph 4 of page ro 
1t runs thns: . · 

At present 

h • ~n. ad?pting this principl~ (A;rti~l~ 28) the Commission desired to emphasise that 
sucpeculialimitahon should be applied mdiv1dually, taking into consideration the conditions 

r to each country ". · 

derstood.
I do not know what _the French is, but it makes no sense in English It would not be 

un I suggest this: · 

• In adoptin this · · 1 ( · · limitation should k ~~nClp e ~tcle 28) the Commission desired to emphasise that such 
as a method f . or bheckmg the growth of the armaments of each country, and not 
manufacture ~arycr:gpanson eth~eendiffone country ~nd another, the cost and conditions of 

very muc m erent countnes ". 

I am anxious that the point h' h I h · We always wanted that to b tt~ dave J~t stated should appear somewhere in the report. 
indication. e s a ' an I thmk merely to say " individually " is not enough 



M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -Would it not be better to replace the whole paragraph 
by the following: 

" The British delegation stated that such limitation should be used for checking the 
growth of the armaments of each country . . . ", 

reproducing the text proposed by Lord Cecil ? This would incorporate the idea in the report, 
and not give rise to objections on the part of other delegations. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). -The British delegation's idea appears on page II, where 
it is stated, in the second paragraph, that " the Commission requested the Committee to study 
in particular . . . ". 

It would be sufficient to add at the end of the fourth paragraph on page 10: 

" . . . that such limitation should be applied in accordance with individual require
ments." 

M. Massigli (France). -I would rather like to attribute the view expressed by Lord Cecil 
to the Commission, but with one slight alteration. 

Instead of saying " for checking the growth of the armaments ", read " for checking the 
evolution of the armaments. " 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- As for the change suggested by M. Massigli, I entirely agree 
with his object. I think that the English word "growth" is a better word than "evolution", 
which I do not think would be very suitable here. · · 

M. Massigli (France).- Another point. We have used throughout this part of the report, 
and have left as the heading of Part III, the expression " budgetary expenditure ". But we 
want to make the text apply to all expenditure. The word "budgetary" should therefore be 
omitted. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). - I support the British delegate's proposal. I may add 
that the Commission has already approved his standpoint. 

M. Sato (Japan). -I have no objection to accepting Lord Cecil's amendment; but the 
Commission will remember that there was a discussion on this subject, and that it adopted 
M. Politis' view. 

Is M. Politis satisfied with the British amendment, or does he find that it contains a certain 
shade of difference ? If I am not mistaken, he was very insistent on individual treatment of the 
budget of each country, in accordance with the special circumstances of each country, whereas Lord 
Cecil's amendment does not give adequate emphasis to this point. I have some doubts in the 
matter. I realise that it is a question of drafting, but I should like to know whether M. Politis 
is prepared to accept the British amendment or not. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -With great respect, that is a different point. I quite agree 
it is a point which ought to be brought out, and it is brought out on the next page when we come to 
the instructions to be given to the Committee of Experts. The point I am anxious to see brought 
out now is one which I thought, with M. Massigli, we all agreed upon-that budgetary limitation, 
as we have called it here, cannot be used as a means of comparison between one country and 
another. Its only object is to keep a check on the growth of armaments in each country and not 
to show, that because one country has a larger or a smaller budget than another, there is any ground 
for drawing a comparison between the two amounts, because there are different results in different 
countries. But if one country spends one million pounds in one year and fifteen million pounds 
in another year, that is ground for thinking that that country's armaments are being increased. 
It is that idea which is a little difficult to express in a few words. I have tried to express it in the 
amendment I have put in. I think it was the idea the Rapporteurs had in their minds when they 
put in the word " individually ", but I venture respectfully to think that that word does not really 
give a sufficient indication of this particular point. 

M. Politis (Greece).- I owe M. Sato an explanation. What Lord Cecil has just said makes 
it unnecessary for me to speak at length, for I am in entire agreement with him. It is a fact that 
there are two ideas involved. The object of Article 28 is to make this comparison so as to see, 
from year to year, how the countries stand in respect of their military expenditure. Then there 
is the question of method. How is the limit which Article 28 specifies as necessary to be calculated 
for each country ? I urged-and a number of delegations agreed with me-that the calculation 
of this limit should take into account the special situation of each country. This idea is explained 
very clearly on page II of the report . 

. Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I suggest that the Rapporteurs should consider redrafting 
the text of page 10 and the first two-thirds of page II, in order to bring these two ideas out clearly. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The report says that this" limitation should be applied 
individually ". M. Markovitch's idea is therefore already embodied in this paragraph, since these 
words indicate what follows after. 

At the same time, I have no objection to inserting Lord Cecil's proposal, as amended by 
M; Massigli, in this paragraph-but at the end of the paragraph. I may add that all the other ideas 
will be found on pages II and 12. . 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia}. -I agree, but I still think the text might be betterdraft~d. 
M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I am obliged toM. Markovitch for suggesting that I might 

find a better drafting; but I think it preferable to follow that of Lord Cecil as amended by 
M. Massigli. · 
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M. Politis (Greece). _To satisfy M. Markovitch, I suggest we add t~ t~e ~ording as amended 
by :\I. Massigli the following phrase: "~s regards the method of 1lm1tation, the necessary 
e.Z-planations are given on pages II and 12 . 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I raise no objection to ~hat. M_. Markovitc!t'~ ~int is 
really wry fully dealt with in the paragraph .begi~ning " While agreemg to the fumtat~on of 
budoaetary e.'\-penditure, several delegations . . . , on page 12. I shoilld ~~v~ thought 1t was 
unnecessary to encwpber the text_ here with ~y further reference, but M. Pohti~ 1s a much better 
authority than I am on the question of drafting. 

The President.- We are to adopt, then, Lord Cecil's wording as amended by M. Massigli, 
with the addition proposed by M. Politis. 

General de Marinis (Italy).- I much prefer the Rapporteur's wording. .It is not a matter 
only of the cost of manufacture, but of other considerations as well. 

The President. -The text of pages 10 and II will be remodelled. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- On page II, at the end of the paragraph beginning: ."The 
Committee of Experts will have to bear these points in mind . . . ", I should like to insert 
the following: 

" They will also, in accordance with the Resoiution adopted on December 6th, have to 
examine the possibility of a separate limitation of expenditure on land, naval and air forces "·. 

That is not stated in the draft before us, but occurred in the resolution read from the Chair on 
December 6th, and it is the view of the British delegation that it should be included in the report. 

1\1. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -We have no objection to making this addition. 

Pages zo and II, thus modified, were adopted. 

Page za. 
Page I2 was adopted. 

Page I3: 
M. Cobian (Spain}, Rapporteur.- In the first line, for" seven" read" nine". 

Page IJ, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page I4 . 
. ~unt .Bernstorff (Germany~. - I should like a new paragraph made for the sentence 

!>egmnmg The general reservation of the German delegation. . . ",in sub-paragraph (a), 
m the second paragraph. . · ·. 
. I should also like the last sentence of sub-paragraph (a), beginning "The German reservation 
m regard to Tables VI and VII . . . ", to be omitted. 

M. Massigli (France). -I~ the last sentence of the first paragraph (continuation of last 
paragraph on page 13), I ~ould _like to omit t;Jle wor?s " in its own way ", and to add at the end 
of the sente~ce the words; h~vmg regard to 1ts spec1al methods of organisation ". These changes 
express the 1dea, but avo1d IDlSunderstanding. 

be
. takl\1. <:obian (Spain), Rapporteur. - The requests of Count Bernstorff and M. Massigli shall 

en mto account. 

Page I4, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page zs. · 
to ~~'!, ThCeciBI @~tish Emp!re).- I shon!d like to alter the penultimate ~aragraph, under (d), 

r · e ntish delegation concurred m the substance of this reservation ". 
Page IS, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page z6 was adopted. 
Page z6. 

· Page I7. 

be ., ~a~=~ ~:~~f:f;?Itr:~e ~ In the first paragraph third line the English word should 

M. Massigli (France) - In the s h . . · should be omitted. 1 · ame paragrap . on page 17 the words " active service " 

In the last paragraph of page 17, it says: 

• The Committee of Military Experts h" h th p 
to study the method of application of th~ ;rht~iple e . re~a~~!ory Commission had requested 

I feel that this expression is not alt eth · · 
which we have adopted. The whole ques~Yo er m ~ccordance with the. " photographic ". method 

n was re erred to the Comm1ttee of Experts for study, 

' Note by the Secrettwiat. - nu. remark does 
not apply to the English text, where the word " active " Is not used. 



and not merely the method of application of the principle. I asked the Commission to vote. on the 
principle, but it was not prepared to do so. Moreover, it was not the whole of the Committee of 
Military Experts that prepared the table, but a majority. 

Could one not say therefore: 

" A Committee of Military Experts, which was requested to study the _qu~tion, was 
unable to arrive at a unanimous opinion, but some of the experts drew up a stmplified table 
applicable, in their view, to land armaments" ? 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- It is true that the Table in question was prepared by the 
majority of the Committee of Military Experts, but the next sentence shows that it was not 
possible to reach the practical result desired. 

M. Massigli (France). -The Committee of Military Experts was given a very extensive 
task. The text which the Rapporteur proposes suggests that the Commission accepted the 
principle; which is not the case. 

M. Cobiiin (Spain), Rapporteur. -The primary object of M. Massigli's proposal is to give 
a different interpretation of the text of the Committee from that which we have suggested. In my 
opinion, it will be very difficult to find any other form. 

M. Massigli (France). -It is enough to say". . . to study the question". 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- Perhaps M. Massigli would be satisfied if we were to add 
to the present text the words "if the question arose". That would show that the principle had 
not already been accepted. 

I should not then mind adding the words " by a majority " after the words " drew up ". 
I should like to remind M. Massigli of the circumstances in which the Committee of Military 

Experts was constituted. It was constituted simply to ascertain whether, on condition of the 
principle being applied, it was possible to find a system which would permit of its adoption. It was 
for that reason that M. Massigli made his reservation in regard to the principle of this form of 
publicity. I venture, therefore, to urge M. Massigli not to make other additions than those which I 
have proposed . 

. M. Massigli (France). -I would agree if, after the words "of this principle", the words 
"if maintained" were added, and the words "by a majority" after the word" prepared". 

The above two changes were approved. 

M. Westman (Sweden).- In order to obviate misinterpretation, the word "land" should 
be inserted before the ward " material " in the paragraph headed Article 32. . · 

M. Sato (Japan). -I should like to point out that Article 32 stipulates that the contracting 
parties are to communicate a statement, drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing 
the total expenditure in the course of the year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials. All explanations with regard to ·the expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of material should therefore appear in the commentary on this article. I find, however, 
that these explanations are not given in the commentary on Article 32, but in the commentary 
on Article 37 (page 2o.of tJ:le report), which stipulates that the contracting parties are to publish 
a statement of the amounts expended at the end of each year. There is no reference in this article 
to expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of material, from which I conclude 
that the commentary that appears on page 20 of the report should not come there, but on page IJ, 
as commentary on Article 32, and that the words "land and naval" should be added. The following 
passage would therefore be omitted from page 20 and inserted on page I7: 

" Similarly, it will state the amount actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and 
;manufacture of land and naval war material." 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I am in entire agreement with M. Sato. 

This amendment was approved. 

General van Tuinen (Netherlands). - I should like the last sentence of page I7 to be 
al~ered, and I propose the following text in their place: 

" Before a decision had been taken as to the possibility of publicity based on the simplified 
table, the Commission accepted a proposal by the French delegation, on which Article 32 
was based. The Commission felt that, in consequence of this decision, there was no longer 
any object in continuing the discussion on the Netherlands proposal." 

As we are anxious to have an exact photographic reproduction of what happened in the 
Commission, I think this text is more accurate. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I think the text in the draft is quite accurate· but I admit 
that the formula proposed by General van Tuinen is equally accurate. I should not h~ve ventured 
!fiYSelf to propose a wording in such_precise terms to the Commission, and, if General van Tuinen 
1s prepared to forego so much preciston, I shall be ready to satisfy him. 
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I su._>:gest to him to leave it to us to think out a wording to submit to the Commission to-morrow. 

This s11ggtstio1~ was approved. 
Page 17, th11s tllodified, was adopted. 
The President. - To avoid confusion between the French and English texts, I propose we 

cease to take the report page by page, and take it article by article. We now come, therefore, 
to Article 33· 

Article 33, page I8. 

The draft report in regard to Article 33 was adopted. 

Article 34· 
The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United Sta~es of America}. -.You will.rememberthat, wh~n this 

article was adopted, the American delegation expressed Its VIew that It would b~ fo~nd difficult 
to carry out these obligations. We did not object to the text but we merely .mdicated these 
difficulties, and in order to make this clear I would ask you to consent to adding, at the end 
of the paragraph, this text: 

. "The delegation of the United States of America pointed out that. the obligations of 
this article might be difficult to carry out in practice, and su~gested that th:e Govef!l~ents 
study the question between now and the General Conference, m order to be m a position to 
devise a workable text." 

M. Cobiiln (Spain), Rapporteur.- We agree to the insertion of this wording. We did not 
mention it because it was not put in as a reservation. 

M. Sato (Japan).- In the latter half of the remarks on Article 34, it is said: 

" . . . it should be pointed out, however, that this article was approved only by 
seven _delegations, three delegations having voted against it, the others abstaining." 

In cases, however, where the difference was not so great we have limited ourselves to putting 
in brackets the number of votes for and against (e.g., :five for and four against) without otherwise 
indicating the difference. It would, therefore, be sufficient to say here: "This article was 
approved by . . . " 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -The criticism is to the point, and I think, after accepting 
Mr. Gibson's suggestion, the best thing would be to omit the :final words from " it should " to 
" abstaining ". -

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). -We agree. 
This omission was approved. 
The draft report in regard to Article 34, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 35. 
The draft report in regard to Article 35 was adopted. 

Article 36. 
Coun~ ~er~st?rff (Germany). -.I fancy there was no vote on the question of the military 

value ?f crvil aVIation, and I think this :first paragraph would be more accurate if it were in the 
followmg terms: 

. • A lar~e ~ajoritr of the ~reparatory Co~s~on. we~e of opinion that the regular and 
official publication of mformahon regarding civil aviation m the various countries would be 
extremely useful." 

f ~· ~biil!l (Spain), Rapport~ur. -. That would cut out the recognition by the larg~ majority 
o t e mmJSSI?~ of .th~ P?SSible rmportance, from the standpoint of armaments, of the 
devel~ent. o~ crvil a~t10n m a country. I may have been wrong in referring to it. The 
Commission lS m .a position to say whether ~ have mterpreted its attitude in the matter rightly 
oretainin~~mglyth, and m the latter case may decide on the omission of this part of the paragraph 
r g e text proposed by Count Bernstorff. ' 

M. Massigli (France). - There can be no doubt on this · t I th b . 

~i:'~ th:£ ~!e:!~!!~ ~!eo=~e~ ~~!t:;hof their fpinfo':, ~hie~ ll;P~:ars~~he0kfn~i~~: 
Governments in the perusal of the draft and of th :fpe~ · Thi ~ report IS mtended to assist the 
them as to the ob" ect of the d · · ~ mu es. t 1S necessary, therefore, to inform 
subst_itution of the

1
word • consi:~~~~ ::::~~t~: Jf~~ ~· t~~ seltenc~ ~ight be .~ept wi~h the 

But It is essential to know what happened in the Co~m~ssi~!. ace o t e word recogmsed ... 

Count Bernstorff (Germany) My 1 b' t 
this paragraph refers, was not a m~jority o~n i'v~t~~c was to say that the large majority, to which 

Lord Cecil (British Empire) - I do t k · h h · a modification ol this kind. " u; t . nb nofw w et er It would be worth while to suggest 
· r am mem ers o the Preparatory Commission recognised the 



importance, from the point of view of armaments, which the development of the civil aviation 
of a country might assume. The Commission considered that the regular and official publication 
of information regarding civil aviation in the various countries would be extremely useful". 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- Instead of" recognised", one might say" drew attention 
to ". 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -The fifth paragraph on page 19 says: 

"The Commission decided to draw the Conference's attention to this point." 
I do not think there was any vote on this. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- The paragraph might be put in the following form:. 

" The desire was expressed in the course of the discussion for the Conference's attention 
to be drawn to this point." 

The draft report in regard to Article 36, th1ts modified, was adopted. 

Article 37· 

M. Sato (Japan).- It says here: 

" In adopting Article 37, the Commission approved the principle of publicity in regard 
to the total expenditure on the land, sea and air forces . . .'' . 

This refers to the publicity of the total amounts actually expended in the course of a year 
-that is to say, at the end of a budgetary year. The report, however, does not specify this 
precisely. It seems to me one should say: . 

" Article 37 refers to publicity of the total amounts actually expended in the course of 
the preceding year." 

I think that exactly reproduces the tenor of the article. 

M. Co biim (Spain), Rapporteur. -The report only explains the object of the article. M. Sa to 
is perfectly right in his judgment of the report. It is, in fact, rather vague, much too vague, 
indeed; but I think that, short of saying the same thing twice over by repeating in the report the 
text of Article 37, it would be better to maintain the present text, for the very reason that it is 
so vagtie. However, if M. Sato has another form of wording to propose, I do not doubt that it 
will be preferable, and I shall be very glad to accept it. 

M. Sato (Japan); -I only wanted to call the attention of the Rapporteurs to this point. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - M. Sato has been good enough to draw our attention 
to the fact that this comment was very vague. I have explicitly admitted that he was quite 
right; so I suppose he will have no objection to the text proposed being maintained. 

The draft report in regard to Article 37 was adopted. 
The Commission ;ose at 8 p.m. 

TWENTY-SIXTH· MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December 9th, 1930, at II a.m. 

'President: M. LouDON (Netherlands). 

123. Final Text of the Draft Convention: Change in the Numbering of the Articles. 

The President. - The final text of the draft Convention bas been distributed, but the 
numbering of the articles does not entirely correspond with that of the report. Article 38 of the 
report becomes Article 39, and so on. 

124. Draft Report- Fifth Part (document C.P.D.294(d); see Annex 18): Discussion. Part V. 
- Chemical Arms; Part VI. - Miscellaneous Provisions, Chapter A.
Permanent Disarmament Commission, Chapter B. -Derogations, Chapter C. 
-Procedure regarding Complaints, Chapter D.- Final Provisions. 

PART V. CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Page I. 
Count Bernstorff (Germany). - In the third paragraph, I think it would be clearer to 

say: "There was a certain ~ount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were 
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· their right place in a disarmament convention, which, in the opinion of several delegations 
::}IPk-.1 111 • • • " The question itself was not decided by a vote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire)._ I hope that we sh~l not ll:ccept th!s change. We aimed at 
._"Qdifying the rules applicable in peace, not those applicable m war tlme. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -The passage is not an explicit s.tate~ent of the Co~
mission's opinion; it merely says that there was a certain ax_nount of .discussiOn, and, as this 
remark applies to the whole paragraph, it is clear that the pomts mentiOned su~sequ~ntly were 
discussed but not decided. It was not the intention of the Rapporteurs to giVe thrs pass~ge 
the meaning which Count Bernstorff seems to read in~o it. In the circumstances, I do not thmk 
that any change is called for. , · · ' tt f 

Moreover, the following paragraph begins with the ~ords: '. The Co!flnussron s a en ~on 
was also drawn . . . " It is therefore simply a question of pomts of ~1ew e?'pressed d~rmg 
the discussion, and not of decisions of the Commission, binding even upon drssentlent delegations. 

Coun~ Bernstorff (Germany). - I am satisfied with the Rapporteur's explanation. 

Page I was adopted. 
Page 2. 

Page z was adopted. 

Page 3· 
Page 3 was adopted. 

Pages 4 and 5· 

M. Holsti (Finland).- In r_egard to t~e third p~ragr:aph of page 4, seve~al delegation~ made 
the same declaration as the Polish delegation. I think 1t would be converuent to mention the 
names of all the delegations which made such a declaration. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. - I see no objection. I had only considered the most 
important quarters from which support was received. Moreover, when the report was drafted, 
we were not in possession in the Minutes relating to this declaration, which was discusSed at one 
of the most recent meetings; indeed I was obliged· to get the Polish declaration from the 
newspapers, but if some of the delegations desire to be mentioned as having adhered to it, I willingly 
agree to this. 

Dr. Markovitch (Yugoslavia). -I would like the Yugoslav delegation to be mentioned as 
having associated itself with the Polish declaration. 

M. Antoniade (Roumania). -I move that all the delegations which have associated them
selves with the Polish declaration be named. 

. M. Massigli (France). -I should like to ask the Rapporteur and Count Bernstorff whether 
they would object to the last paragraph of page 5 being altered from: " weapons of an essentially 
offensive character" to " weapons which, in its view, are of an essentially offensive character ". 
As a matter of fact, the list which follows includes a series of weapons, implements of war and 
appliances, several of which, as I have already pointed out, are not intrinsically either offensive 
or defensive. Everything depends upon the use made of them. The addition which I propose 
would meet Count Bemstorff's objection, without prejudice to the Commission's opinion, which 
has not been formally expressed. 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur. -If the Commission has no objection, the Rapporteurs 
agree to add the words "in its opinion". 

Count Bernstorff (Germany).- I also agree to this addition being made and further propose 
that the following passage be inserted at the foot of page 5: · 

" The G~an delegation'~ pr~posals regarding the prohibition of bombing from the air, 
the ~pi?ression and destruction 1of all large guns and tanks, were rejected by the 
CommJSSlOn." 

M. ~b~n (Spain), Rapporteur. - ~n my opinion, the paragraph under discussion was 
~ect, smce I! only referred ~o !1 d~laratlon by one delegation. M. Massigli proposes to bring 
this out by adding ~~e words ". m Its VIew ". Count Bemstorff, while agreeing with this suggestion, 
has moved an ~dit~on. I. thin~ that the following passage on page 9 of the draft report, fourth 
part, should giVe hrm satiSfaction: 

" ~ring the firs~ part of the sixth session, the German delegation submitted a proposal 
to proh!b1t the !aunchmg of weapons of offence of any kind from the air, as also the employment 
of unpiloted aucraft controlled by wireless or otherwise, carrying explosive or incendiary 
gaseous substances. 
. . "Afafter a very interesting discussion, this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting 
m 1ts vour . . . " 

However, I am, as I said, prepared to insert the words in question if the Commission agrees. 
The inserlron of these words was approved. 

Pages 4 and 5, thus m<Jdified, were adopted. 
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PART VI. - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

\."HAPTER A.- PERMANENT DISARMAMENT CoMMISSION. 

Note by the Secretariat. - In the final text of the draft Convention the number of each 
of the articles cited below is increased by I-e.g., Article 39 below is Article 40 in the :final text 
and so on. · 

Article 39, pages 6, 7 and 8. 

Munir Bey (Turkey). - The view of the Turkish delegation concerning the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission was given in a statement by Tewfi.k Rushdy Bey at a meeting of the 
present session of the Commission. 

The final wording of Article 39, as drawn up in the Sub-Committee, takes into account 
the Turkish declaration, inasmuch as it leaves the question to be settled by the Disarmament 
Conference. In order to avoid any misunderstanting, therefore, I would ask that the whole 
of the last paragraph of page 7 be deleted. · 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -We only inserted this paragraph because we were 
anxious. to make the Turkish delegation's view clear. If the Turkish delegation proposes to 
delete the text, we see no objection to this being done. 

The draft report in regard to Article 39, thus modified, was adopted. 

Articles 40 and 4I, pages 8 and 9· 

The draft report in regard to Articles 40 and 4I was adopted. 

Articles 42, 43 and 44, pages 9 and IO. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -With reference to Ar1;icles 42, 43 and 44, it is stated that 
" these three articles form a single system ". I think that paragraph should read " must be 
read together". This is doubtless a question of translation. 

This modification was accepted. 
The draft report in regard to Articles 42, 43 and 44, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 45, pages IO and II. 

The draft report in regard to Article 45 was adopted. 

Articles 46, .47 and 48, pages I3 and I:zbis. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -The following words appear in the last paragraph on page :I2: 

" It is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential factor 
in the system of the Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly 
reporting on the situation, noting the increase of mutual confidence among the High 
Contracting Parties · . . . " 

I should like to. ask the Rapporteurs whether they think it necessary to put in that reference 
to the increase of mutual confidence among the contracting parties, because I have a little doubt 
as to whether that is a proper description of the function of the Commission. I agree to the 
reporting on the situation and also to calling· -attention to the errors and omissions, but I am 
a little nervous about that last phrase. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- These words were taken verbatim from the Minutes, 
but we see no objection to deleting them. 

The proposal.was accepted. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - I think the observation I want to 
make probably affects only the English text. On page r2bis, in the paragraph numbered :r, 
there are the words: "may reach it from an authorised source". I think it will be agreed 
that we have decided to say "responsible source". 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- You said in the Sub-Committee that it should be" serious". 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of.America). - "Responsible". 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -I propose an addition to page I2 in the passage 
relating to information received from a responsible source, to the effect that the rules of procedure 
of the Commission will determine what is meant by a responsible source. 

This proposal was accepted. 
The draft report in regard to Articles 46, 47 and 48 thus modified was adopted. 



- 392-

CHAPTER B. - DEROGATIONS. 

Article 49• pages IJ, I4 and I5· "U d. th 
1 h but one on page 13 says: n er e 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -. The ast P~:t~ra~ the r' ht to suspend, etc." I suggest 
terms of this article, any Contra~tmg.tower WI t av y· " wJf under certain conditions, have 
that it would avoid a misco~.cepti<~n 1 we_t-ere ~ ~a ed on th~ next page, but it might make 
the right to suspend . . . It. 1S ~rue 1. IS exp am 
it clearer if we changed the wording m th1s way. 

This proposal was accepted. . 
TM draft report in regard to Article 49 thus modtfied was adopted. 

CHAPTER C. - COMPLAINTS. 

Articles 50 and 5I, pages I6 and I7. . . 
- · ) Art' 1 'd s that in the event of any v10lat10n 

l\1. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia · - lC fe 4_1 eoVI e f N f· s the Council shall exercise 

~~~ "~:~~~~f~ if ~~;~: ~~e:bfu~ ~ove~a::.~~th a ~:~n t~ ensuring the obse:vance 
of ;:: Convention.g Joreover, the passage in the report of the foot of page r6 referrmg to 

Article 51 states that: . 
• That duty will devolve upon: (r) the High Con~ractin& ~arties, .w~o sh~ adv1se 

on the subject, and (2 ) the Council of the League of Nat10ns, Wlthm the lim1t of 1ts powers 
under the Covenant." 
The Council may act eifuer in virtue of Article 4, fourth par~graph. of the C?venant-that 

is to say, without the intervention of a contracting party.; or, m VIrtue of ~tlcle II of !he 
Covenant-that is to say, on the intervention. of a contractmg pa~y. In practice, theilquwile_snn 
will be whether, in the case of non-intervention by any con!ractmg p~~Y·. the Counc e 
not only entitled, but bound to deal with the question on 1ts own nnt1ah~e .. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -lam not quite clear about the w.ay this 1s drafted at .the 
bottom of page r6 and the top of 17. Looking at the actual words of Article 51 of the Convention, 
they are these: 

" The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the rel?ort. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nat10ns, 
the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it . " 

I quite agree it is ~ot necessary to reproduce the actual. words of. the Convention, but I should 
have thought it would be better to have some such wording as th1s: 

" (r) The High Contracting Parties will advise on the subject, and (2) the Council 
of the League of Nations will take action within the limit of its powers under the Covenant." 

I think that indicates the kind of distinction we draw in the Convention between the attitude 
of the contracting parties and that of the Council of the League of Nations. I do not know whether 
that would, perhaps, meet the criticism raised by M. Fierlinger also. 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). - This text does not settle the real question, which has 
been raised in the past by the Assembly itself, but has never been solved-that is, whether the 
Council may or may not deal officially with a question on its own initiative, without the intervention 
of any party. As I said, this question has not been settled one way or the other, and it therefore 
seemed to me that something rather more definite might have been said about it here. If I 
understand Lord Cecil aright, the Council could not act except on the initiative of a contracting 
party which believed itself to have been injured by the alleged violation of the Convention. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -· M. Fierlinger has raised a question which is, in 
my opinion, definitely outside our province: he is really asking us to interpret the Covenant 
?f. ~e. League of Nations and decide whether the Council can deal with a question on its own 
nntiati.ve: or whether the question must first be submitted to it by a contracting party. -Our 
CommiSSion cannot decide this point either directly or indirectly, as it exclusively concerns the 
League of Nations. 
I~· therefore, that ~e pr~nt wording of the ~eport is p~rfectly satisfactory, and leaves 

the question o~ .. In f~. 1.t pro':ldes that the Council may decide as to any action to be taken 
on th~ r~port, Wlthm the lim1ts of ~ts powers und~r the Cove.nant. It must be one thing or the 
ot~er; either t~e Covenant authonses the Council to act direct in the matter or it does not. 
This IS a question of the interpretation of the Covenant, which we cannot decide. . 
Ra I am not even sure wheth~r the text proposed by Lord Cecil is any better than that of the 

pporte~rs. . I do not say thJS out of any personal vanity, as one of the authors of the report 
~~ af~er lJStenmg_ carefully to the text suggested by Lord Cecil, I fancy it might give the impression 
~~ bee contractmg parties would haye to intervene before the Council could take action: which 

w a roundabout way of settlmg the problem raised by M Fierlinger · 
In conclus' I f · · h · · · which lea thlon,d am 0 opm10n. t at 1t would be preferable to maintain the present text 

ves e oor open to all mterpretations of the Covenant. · ' 
Lord Ce '1 (B 't' h E · ) · · · M Bour uin ct n 15 mprre · - The pomt IS really thiS. I entirely agree with what 

· q says about the Covenant. I thmk it would be quite wrong for us to try to interpret 
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the Covenant in our report or in our Convention; but if he will look at Article 51 as we drafted 
it, there is a distinction drawn between the action of the contracting parties and the action of 
the League of Nations. The action of the contracting parties is simply to advise as to the conclusions 
of the report, and not necessarily to take any action at all. The action of the League of Nations 
is to exercise its rights within the limit of its powers under the Covenant. As it. is drafted now, 
it says that the Permanent Commission cannot itself decide on the action to be taken on the 
report, and then it goes on to say that the duty of taking action on the report will devolve on 
the contracting parties, who shall advise on the subject. It is to avoid committing ourselves 
to that proposition, which I do not think really comes within the terms of the Convention. That 
is the point I meant to raise; I do not know whether I have made it clear. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -I did not quite grasp the distinction drawn by 
Lord Cecil, but his proposal now seems to me to be perfectly justified, and I associate myself 
with it. 

The President. - Here is the new text proposed by Lord Cecil and accepted by the 
Rapporteur: 

"The Permanent Commission, being only a consultative body, cannot itself decide 
on the action to be taken on its report. But the High Contracting Parties will advise on 
the situation and the Council of the League of Nations will take action, within the limit 
of its powers under the Covenant." 

M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia).- I had thought a third solution might have been possible, 
whereby we might overcome the difficulty without venturing to interpret the Covenant-namely, 
that the Council should affirm that the contracting party has already approached the Permanent 

· Commission which is equivalent to approaching the Council. However, in view of the Rapporteurs' 
very definite statement, I will not press the point and I accept the amendment. 

The new wording was accepted. 

The Hon. Hugh Gibson (United States of America). - The last paragraph on page 17 
gives an accurate account of the attitude taken by the American delegation, but it will be 
remembered that, a few days ago, I stated that time had shown that the text as drafted afforded 
a basis for discussion, and we, therefore, withdrew our very attenuated reservations, and I suggest 
now that that paragraph of the report be deleted. 

The paragraph was deleted. 
The draft report in regard to Articles so and sz, thus modified, was adopted. 

CHAPTE~ D. - FINAL PROVISIONS. 

First two paragraphs, page IJbis. 

These two paragraphs were adopted. 

Article 52, pages z7bis, z8 and I9. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- At the foot of page 18 and on page 19 of the report, 
we quoted a reservation made by.the German delegation, but I forgot (and I apologise to Count 
Bernstorf{) the new text submitted to us, which reads ;tS follows: 

" The German delegation stated, in connection with Article 52, that, in so far as it 
does not refer to the Washington and London Treaties, it would vote against the draft 
Convention as a whole. The draft, as drawn up by the. majority of the Preparatory 
Commission, excludes essential elements from the limitation and reduction of land armaments. 
Instead of leading to real disarmament, this draft would serve only to conceal the real state 
of world armaments or would even allow armaments to be increased. To accept it would, 
at the same time, be tantamount to a renewal of the German signature to the disarmament 
clauses of the Treaty of Versailles." 

Consequently this reservation should be substituted for the one in the report. 

The draft report in regard to Article 52, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 53, pages I9 and 20. 

The draft report in regard to Article 53 was adopted. 

Article 54, pages 2I and 22. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire).- With reference to the third paragraph on page 21, I would 
ask the Rapporteur whether it is desirable to say: 

" Such an undertaking is so natural that it might quite well not have been formulated." 
I should prefer to leave that out, and to draft the paragraph as follows: 

"The last sentence of Article 54 provides that the High ·contracting Parties under
take to participate in this consultation, which will take place within a period to be 
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fi."\":ro bv the Conference. The Commission decided that it woul~ be preferable to leave it. to 
tht' (\,nference to decide whether it might not be better to msert such an undertakmg 
in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed." 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - We agree to this proposal. 

The pmposal teas accepted. 

Dxsct'SSION oN THE REFERENCE IN THE DRAFT REPORT TO FoRMER ARTICLE EC. 

M. Lounatcharsl..-y (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -For reaso':ls which I g_ave when 
I spoke on December 6th last, the Soviet delegation is not taking part m the drafb!lg of the 
report to the League of Nations; but, at our meeting on December r~t, I had occasiOn, after. 
hearing M. Politis' report regarding the· later parts of the Convention, to make ~ · ~rgent 
request on behalf of the Soviet delegation that no trace .should be allowed !O remam ~n the 
report of the former Article EC to which the Soviet delegation ha~ already obJect~d previously, 
and which has, in its opinion, lost every sh":d?w of jus~ificatio? m the prese':lt. circumstances. 
We reserved the right to express our final opm10n on this questiOn after exarnmmg the passage 
dealing with the subject. · · 

We have left to the majority of the Commission the whole responsibility for· the report, 
and have made no observations with regard to the various statements contained in it; and if 
my delegation now departs from this course with regard to the passage in question, it is because 
this passage, even in its present form, places our Government in an exceptional position to 
which it could not agree. · · · 

The Soviet delegation considers that the observations of a group of States which seek to 
compromise others ought in no case to be allowed by the Commission to stand. 

I hope, after what I have said, that the delegations which are persisting in this extraordinary 
reservation in regard to the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will have sufficient tact themselves 
to withdraw their reservation. If not, I shall appeal to the Commission, and if my request 
be not acceded to, I shall be obliged to speak again in order to protest-this time on purely 
political grounds. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- The observation which M. Lounatcharsky has just 
made applies to the Commission and not to the Rapporteurs, who have only summarised the 
question as submitted to it, and, as I believe, in the most impartial manner. That is all I 
~t to say, an~ I ~ only add that it gives us great pleasure to know that the Soviet delegation 
IS not entirely mdifierent to our report. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - I cannot be indifferent to a 
paragraph directly aimed at my Government. · 

. General Kasprzycki (Poland). -I _do not think it is a question of tact, but simply one of 
logic. _If we had been sure that the SoVIet Government would sign the Convention, the Polish 
d_elegation, and probably other delegations, would not have raised this question. The article 
Simply says that the countries bordering on Russia cannot disarm until the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics itseH disarms. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Polish delegate's logic 
seems. to me ~mewhat strange. Some dozens of countries are represented here; how can we 
be qmte certam that after the Conference all these countries will sign the Convention ? I do 
tot. see how ~e can ~e. certain. poz;ns. of Governments are not represented here, and .yet the 
. monh of SoVIet ~ocialiSt Republics IS sm~led out as the one country which will perhaps not 

51~ t ~Convention. Why ? By what nght do you refer in this manner to my Government 
ra er ~ to any other Government ? I feel obliged to emphasise my point even more 
strongly smce General Kasprzycki's statement, because I cannot see any logic in it at all. · 

merefeneral Kasp~cki (!'oland).- I ?o.no~ wish to start a discussion on this question, and ? reserve the nght, With the CommiSSion s consent, to come back to it I should like to fY· ul7e~er, that what M. Lounatcharsky has said has not convinced me in. the slightest and 
<Ir7v~ ;:, t~~ t~t thCoe ~ ~f his Government is unique, and that the logic of the fact~ has 

as e miDlSSion to regard it as an exceptional case. 
M. Lounatcharsky (Uni f S · t S · lis R · 

Commission a form Ia . on o o~e ocia t ;pubhcs). -I would like to propose to the 
If it be not I shall h wh~h wou~d sat!SfY us and might perhaps be acceptable to the majority. 
General· K~przycki speaavekso sfea agam hand try t~ clear up this "exceptional case " of which 

. propose t e followmg wordmg: 
.. All 

text was e~~~Jo~n!!e t~~~~~:~n~!n~l:n.~?rmer Article EC having disappeared, this 

Lord Cecil (British Empire) I d t k . 
at an agreement about this. In. th h o noh now whether i~ is possible that we could arrive 
suggestion. e ope t at we may possibly do so, I venture to make a 

I do not think that you can say that th . 
lY"-rticular State will never be f . t t t e question of the accession, or non-accession of a 
own country. If certain stare: in~ eres 0 o~her States. For instance, take the case ~f m 
plain that the British Empire would ~,r_o_pe fdecided not to accede to this Convention it is quit~ 

4J:)O re use to accede. . ' 
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This Article EC was put in originally before the Soviet Government formed part of t~e 
Commission; and that was no doubt the reason why it was put in. Having been put in, 1t 
seems to me that our report must inake some mention of it. I do not think the mention suggested 
by M. Lounatcharsky-I think he will agree with me on reconsideration-would be quite accurate; 
because it would not be true to say that the reason for non-accession, depending on the accession 
or non-accession of another State, ceased to have any effect. It obviously does have an effect. 

I wonder whether it would meet M. Lounatcharsky's views if we shortened this provision. 
After setting it out, simply say: 

" The Commission decided not to include this article in the Convention. This decision 
was dictated by two reasons. The first was that the text raised an essentially political 
question (with which M. Lounatcharsky would agree) and the second that it brings up. a 
very complex problem-the effect of the reservations which the contracting Powers will 
be allowed to formulate at the time of signature. " 

I do not see how a formula of that kind can be offensive to the Soviet Government, and I 
am sure M. Lounatcharsky would be anxious that we should try to arrive at an agreement on this 
matter, and not have a division in the Commission. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - As an amendment to this 
proposal, I suggest entirely deleting the passage from the report. A statement would be 
made to the effect that there had been an Article EC, and this would be immediately followed 
by the text proposed by Lord Cecil, the result being like an algebraic formula in which no country 
would be named. The text would then be acceptable to our delegation. 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). - I cannot agree to M. Lounatcharsky's first proposal.· 
I must insist that the Commission's decision be left as it stands in the report. I would agree 
to Lord Cecil's proposal, but the important thing from my point of view is that mention should 
be made of the Commission's vote, which reserves the question to the Conference itself. 

M. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Commission has three 
proposals before it on which it can vote. . 

M. Holsti (Finland). -May I respectfully ask Lord Cecil whether the first part of his proposal 
is sound, as it would imply a change of opinion on the part of the Commission ? For the rest, 
I am in agreement with him as to the last part of his amendment. Since the Soviet delegation 
has refused to give its approval, we might very well simply omit the last sentence, keeping the 
first part of the text as it stands. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I do not know that my suggestion is going to be very fruitful, 
as apparently neither side is prepared to accept it. What I wanted to avoid was any expression 
of opinion, direct or indirect, on the controversy in question, and if you said that the Commission 
decided not to include this in the draft Convention, that would leave it without any expression 
of opinion. If you then gave the two reasons, that would show that they have nothing to do 
with any controversy between the countries in question. I should have thought that was 
colourless and anodyne, and that everybody could accept it. I still have hopes that they will, 
and I should like to know the opinion of the Commission after voting on M. Lou:Qatcharsky's 
proposal, for, as he rightly says, that should be voted on first; after that we must vote on my 
proposal, which I hope will appear more acceptable as a compromise to M. Lounatcharsky. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. -In this matter, the Rapporteurs must endeavour 
to be neutral, and merely to reflect the opinion of the Commission; and so it is not in the capacity 
of Rapporteur that I am now speaking. We are faced with a delicate question, and I personnally 
think that we might arrive at an entirely satisfactory agreement. 

If I am right, what annoys the Soviet delegation about the report is the reproduction of a 
text which expressly refers to Russia, and I must say frankly that I can quite understand that. 
From another quarter, we have before us a text which has not been withdrawn, and the wording 
suggested just now by Lord Cecil seems to me to arouse a certain apprehension in the minds of 
th?se who submitted that proposal. If we say that .the Commission has decided not to include 
thts text, that would seem to imply that the Commission has rejected the proposal. 

Now, if I understand the views of the two parties in question, the one which introduced 
the proposal would wish to avoid the possibility of the wording of the report being construed 
to mean that the Commission rejected the proposal. · 

We have before us a text that has been maintained, but which we have to try to avoid 
r~producing.in the report, because it causes annoyance to one of the delegations. At the same 
time! we have to say that the question is reserved to the Conference. That is the position. 
I thmk the problem could perhaps be solved by saying: 

".The text adopted at the first reading contained an Article EC, by which Finland, 
Estoma, etc., indicated certain conditions for their acceptance of the Convention." 
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Without quoti~ the te:..:t in the repo~, we co~ld refer to the docu~ents an~ say, not that 
the Commission dec1ded not to embody thts text m the draft Conventton, but stmply that t~e 
Conm1ission decided to reserve the question for the Conference, giving the reasons for th1s 
d~-ision. I think this formula might perhaps give satisfaction to all parties. If I am wrong, 
I an1 sorry, but I shall in any case have done all I could to secure an agreement. ' 

General Kasprzycki (Poland). -I do not wish to prolong the discussion, and so I agree 
to l[. Bourquin's suggestion. 

M. Antonia de (Roumania). -I should have been prepared to accept Lord Cecil's suggestion 
as an1ended by my Polish colleague; but I am willing to agree to M. Bourquin's proposal, since 
it tal-es account of certain susceptibilities, and also satisfies the delegations which originally 
proposed the article under discussion. 

l'tl. Holsti (Finland).- I would point out that it is stated in the Minutes that the Commission 
decided to leave the discussion of this question to the Conference. Naturally, therefore, this 
should be mentioned in the report. I should be very glad if the Rapporteur could find a formula 
which would give satisfaction to everybody. 

1\1. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The text submitted by 
M. Bourquin is much less objectionable in form than that contained in the report. Nevertheless, I 
would ask you, Mr. President, to put my proposal to the vote. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -I desire to withdraw my proposal in favour of M. Bourquin's. 

The President. -I put to the vote the Soviet proposal to replace the passage at the bottom 
of page 2I and on page 22 (to Article 55) by the following text: . 

" All reason for the maintenance of the former Article EC having disappeared in the 
present circumstances, this text was expunged from the draft Convention. " 
The Soviet proposal was rejected by twelve votes against to two for . . 

The President. - I now put to the vote the text proposed by M. Bourquin, which reads 
as follows: 

. " The te~t adopted at the first reading contained an Article EO by which Estonia, 
Finland, Latvi11:, Poland and Roumania set out certain conditions on which their acceptance 
of the Convention would depend. The Commission decided that the study of this question 
should be left for the Conference. 

" This decision . . . " · 

It is_ ~er understood that the last part of the paragraph, from the words " What will be 
the conditions . . . ", shallbe deleted. · 

This text was adopted by eighteen votes for to one against. 
The draft report in regard to Article 54, thus modified, was adopted. 

Adopted. 
Article 55, pages 22 and 23. 

The draft report in regard to Article 55 was adopted. 

Article 56, pages 23, 23bis and 24. 
Lord C cll (B "tish E · ) · . e n mprre . - There IS a small question of drafting in the second paragraph 

:a~~~~ 56, page 23. It says: "The Britis~ delegati<?n. directed attention to the desirability of 
g some ~eement. b~tw~en the penod of validity of the Convention and that of other 

agreeme!lts !;<>ncermng the limitation of armaments", and it goes on "such as the Washington 
Conv;:n · I shoul~ I?refer to say, "such as the Treaties of Washington and London" . 
.. The Co er-. ~d ,this IS pro~ab~y a. qu~tion .of translation-at the top of page 24, it says: 
Disarmam ~: s Purr,<>se m lDSbtutml? this system w~ to prevent the work of the future 
Conferencee~t mi hf1nce ' au,d s? o~. I think that to say, m English, " the future Disarmament 
think •t uld beg 1 ead to ambtgmty as to what future Conference you were referring and I 1 wo c earer to say: "the coming Disarmament Conference". ' 

These amendments were accepted. 

The draft report in regard to Article 56, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 57, pages 24 and 25. 
The draft report in regard to Article 57 was adopted. 

Article 58, pages 25, 26 and 27. 
Lord Cecil (British Empire~ _ 1 ha all draf . . 

on page 26 It sa s· "Th fi · ve a ~m tmg suggestion for the first paragraph 
the English we o~t to S:y· r2td::: yea~s) dtehtermmes the du~ation of the Convention". I think in 

Th. . · ermmes e normal duration of the Convention " 
u suggestwn was accepted. · ----

' Nr!U f.,y IM Seeretarial. - See Minutes of the Third Ses • 
s1on, page 416. 
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Count Bernstorff (Germany). -The second paragraph of page 26 consists of two sentences. 
It seems to me that, in the light of former discussions, the text would be clearer if the two sentences 
were made into one, reading: "In the opinion of the British, French, Japanese and 
Polish delegations these circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development 
of civil aviation ". 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I venture to appeal to Count Bernstorff not to insist on 
this. I think that, as it stands, it is a perfectly accurate description of what took place. We 
certainly had thought that civil aviation, among others, was one of the circumstances, but that it 
was not the only possible one, and 1 should certainly prefer the paragraph to be left as it is. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur. - I desire to associate myself with Lord Cecil in 
asking Count Bernstorff not to insist on this, as the text proposed by him would distort the sense 
of the paragraph. 

There are two points to be considered. The first is that the circumstances covered by this 
article might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil aviation. The British, 
French, Japanese and Polish delegations are not, as Count Bernstorff's text would seem to imply, 
the only delegations that have expressed this opinion: it is shared by the majority of the 
Commission. 

The second point to consider is that the four delegations in question have stated that the 
unforeseen development of civil aviation was the case they had particularly in mind. The 
Commission has not pronounced on that point, but it has pronounced on the interpretation I 
mentioned just now. I think, therefore, that this text should stand. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). -I submitted my proposal for the very reason that I was 
in some doubt as to a decision of the Commission on this point. In the circumstances, I proposed 
a text which would le"ave the responsibility to the delegations named. 

M. Politis (Greece).- As Chairman of the Sub-Committee which drew up the text of this 
article, I entirely confirm the interpretation placed upon it by M. Bourquin. The Sub-Com
mittee was, in fact, unanimous in considering tha:t the development of civil aviation might be 
one of the circumstances referred to. The delegations named in the report intimated to the 
Sub-Committee that they would make a formal statement to that effect to the Commission, for 
insertion in the report. The text of the report is therefore absolutely accurate, and I also 
would accordingly ask Count Bernstorff not to press his proposal. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I withdraw my proposal. 

The draft report in regard to Article 58, thus modified, was adopted. 

Article 59, pages 27 and 28. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). -May I suggest that perhaps it would be better to strike out 
the last paragraph on page 28 which reads: "If any State avails itself. . . " I feel that this 
is rather unnecessarily depreciating what we have already put in the Convention, and it is not, 
strictly speaking, necessary to any understanding of it. 

M. Bourquin (Belgium), Rapporteur.- I agree to Lord Cecil's proposal. We inserted this 
paragraph in order to show that we had not lost sight of the difficulty, but, after all, it would 
perhaps be preferable not to mention it in the report. 

The deletion of the paragraph was approved. 

The draft report in regard to Article 59, thus modified, was adopted. 

Page 29. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - With regard to the first paragraph on page 29-this is 
probably an English text objection-! do not know whether some other phrase could be found to 
indicate the idea. It certainly has a rather derogatory appearance to say that we have established 
a collection of rules. We have done more than that; we have established a draft Convention with 
the omission of what is undoubtedly the most important part-namely, the figures; but it is ·a 
draft Convention, and I should have preferred to leave that sentence out-or perhaps it would be 
better to say: "The Preparatory Commission could only establish the framework of the future 
Convention ". 

This amendment was accepted. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - In the fourth paragraph, mention is made of the fact that 
the German delegation proposed that the Preparatory Commission should ask the various 
Governments to furnish detailed particulars of the present position of their armaments. I should 
like it to be mentioned that this proposal was supported by the Italian delegation. I remember 
that several other delegations also supported this proposal, but I do not know whether they also 
desire to be mentioned in this paragraph. In any case, the Italian delegation would like to be 
mentioned, for we consider that it is necessary to know the present position of armaments before 
embarking upon a disarmament convention. I would therefore like the first part of this sentence 
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to 
00 

amended as follows, so as to re~d: "The <!;rman delegation proposed-and this proposal 
was St'CQnded by the Italian delegation 

This am.-ndmenl u·as accepted. 
p,,ge :19, th11s modifidi, was adopted. 

Page 30. 

B t ff {German ) I move that in the second paragraph, after the words unt erns or . - • . . 
.. Th~ German delegation ", the ~ords "basing itself on the resol?tlon adop!ed by the Council on 
~mber 8th 1 26 ", be inserted. I recall that the discussiOn regardmg. ~he date ?f the 
convenina of ·th; Conference centred on the interpretation of the Councils. resolution of 
Decem~ 8th, 1926, and it was upon that resolution that our proposal was based. 

This s11ggestion was accepted. 
Page 30, thiiS modified, was adopted. 
The draft report as a whole, modified as shown above, was adopted. 

125. Addendum to the Second Part of the Report (document C.P.D.294(a), 
(see Annex rs)). 

Addendum 

The President.- You have all received the document dealing with an addition to pages 
8 and 9 of the draft report, second part, document C.P.D.294(~). The Rapp?rte!!r propo~es ~? 
add at the end of the fifth paragraph on page 8, a note regardmg the expressiOn on semce . 
In -riew of the statements made by M. Westman and M. Massigli, the Commission will no doubt 
approve this note in the form submitted. 

This addendum was approved. 

126. Draft Report, Fourth Part (document C.P.D.294(c), see Annex 17). 

PROPOSAL BY THE CANADIAN DELEGATION TO REDRAFT THE FIRST THREE PARAGRAPHS OF PAGE7 
AS FOLLOWS : . 

" An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation to 
delete paragraph 2 of Article 27 and to substitute the following: 

"'Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, 
whether Government or commercial shall be. counted in the agreed quota.' 

" The effects of this amendment would have been to set out clearly that all seconded 
personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also · 
to eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. 

" The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval-namely, that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that 
a solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement 
the forms of which would have to be settled by the Confer~nce. The Commission, while, 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 27, accepted 
unanimously the insertion of the Canadian amendment by which all seconded personnel 
and material should be included in the quota allotted to each State." 

M. Cobian (Spain), Rapporteur.- I am quite prepared to accept the Canadian delegation's 
amendment regarding the new text of the first three paragraphs of page 7 of the draft report, 
fourth part. 

Dr. Riddell (Canada). -I should like to call attention to the French text of this proposal 
by the Canadian delegation. In the second paragraph ilie word " ainsi " should read " aussi " 

. I should like also. to iliank the rappo~eur for being able to accept our redraft. The document 
distn'buted does not mclude our reservation, but I assume that this was accepted yesterday and 
that it was not considered necessary to distribute it. 

This proposed new text was adopted. 

Page z7. 

PROPOSAL BY THE NETHERLANDS DELEGATION. 

~· Cobian (Spain)~ ~pporteur. -I am prepared to adopt the following text, pro osed b 
tlie !\etherlands delegatwn m replacement of the present wording of the latter part of th~ se ~ 
paragraph under the heading Article 32: · con 

• A Committee of Military Experts, which the Preparatory Comm· · h d 
to study tlie method of application of this principle if agreed to adopteds~yona a ~ re~tuested 

• , maJon y vote 

, 
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a simplified table applicable to land armaments. But the Commission, without discussing 
the principle involved or the table in question, adopted the French proposal and, as a conse
quence, the text of the article. Some delegations which were ready to accept publicity 
on the basis of this table in respect of material in service did not see their way to accepting 
it in respect of material in reserve. " 

This proposed new text was adopted. 

127. Model Tables annexed to Article 30 (Part IV) (see page r8, Draft Convention, docu
ment C.687.M.288.I930.IX, Annex 20). 

OBSERVATION BY THE ITALIAN DELEGATION. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - During.the meeting on December 5th, I made a remark 
regarding one of the tables. That remark was approved by the Commission, and M. Westman 
confirmed it, and assured me, with regard to the table on page 19 of document C.P.D. 292, 1 that 
the text to which my remark referred would be included in its original form. In the printed 
document, however, it is differently worded. The original text was as follows: "Information 
to be supplied only for the countries which have conscription ", but the text as printed reads: 
".Information to be supplied only for effectives recruited by conscription". I would ask the 

.Commission to be good enough to restore the original text, in conformity with its decision. 

M. Westman (Sweden). -In referring to the Minutes, I see that I used the words which 
are in the tables. I said that the original text should be restored, and that text was: " Information 
to be supplied only for effectives recruited by conscription ". 

That was what the Commission decided, but if it desires to alter ibi decision, I, as a member 
of the Drafting Committee, shall agree. 

General de Marinis (Italy). - M. Westman proposes to restore the original text, which 
he quoted. As I did not hear the quotation, I simply noted that the text was restored. This text 
was extremely simple, and I do not see why it was not restored when it could not possibly give rise 
to the slightest doubt. 

M. MassigU (France). -As M. Westman read us the text in the tables very clearly the 
other day, I do not see why it should be changed now. Some days ago, I gave way, under the 
same circumstances, to a decision of the Commission, and I ask that the same rule be observed to
day. Moreover, this document is perfectly clear, and has the advantage of extending the provision 
jn question to· Powers which have a mixed system of recruiting. 

· · General de Marinis {Italy).-. I do not wish to press a question of drafting; the important 
thing is that we agree as regards the type of effectives to be entered in this column. There is, then, 
only a question of honest interpretation, and as we are in entire agreement on that point, there is 
no need for further discussion. · 

The President. - I understand that General de. Marinis does not insist upon the text 
being ariJ.ended. . 

Before adjourning, I desire to offer our warmest thanks to our two excellent Rapporteurs 
for the extremely difficult work they have accomplished. 

The Commission rose at I.IS p.m. 

TWENTY-SEVENTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, December 9th, I9JO, at 3.30 p.m. 

President: M. LOUDON (Netherlands) . 
. . 

· 128. Declaration by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

The President. - M. Lounatcharsky stated yesterday that he would like to address the 
Commission after the conclusion of the discussion of the report. As we have concluded that 

·discussion, I will call on M. Lounatcharsky to speak. 

1 Nolo by lh• SoC1'olariAI. - See Annex 12. 
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lL Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet ~ocialist Republics). - Mr. President. - The 
Soviet delegation desires to make the followmg declaration : 

I. 

The Union of Soviet Soda list Republics not being a Member ?f ~he L~ague of Nat.ions! its 
dde!!ation is participatinct in the work of the Preparatory CommiSSIOn Without entermg mto 
any ~ndertaking vis-d-vis the League. Thi~ explains its non-participation in the framing of the 
report to the Council of the League of Nations. 

Considerin" however, that the report of the Preparatory Commissi~n is to be published and 
that the docrn:ent is intended for the requirements of the future Disarmament Conference, 
the Soviet delectation deems it necessary to explain its attitude during the work of the 
Preparatory Co~~ion, and to make known its views in regard to the draft Convention drawn 
up bv the CommissiOn. 

its attitude is definitely negative, and thus differs completely from the view expressed 
by the majority of the Commission in the report which accompanies the draft. This constitutes 
for the Soviet delegation an additional reason for declining all responsibility as regards the 
draft in question, and for abstaining from taking any part in the analysis embodied in the report. 

The position of the Soviet delegation towards disarmament, a position as reflected in 
every detail of its various proposals and statements, incorporated in the Minutes of the fourth, 
fifth and sixth sessions, may be summed up broadly as follows : 

II. 

Adhering to the fundamental principles of its Government's foreign policy, the Soviet 
delegation has taken a most active part in the work of the Preparatory Commission, actuated 
by its consistent desire to achieve really effective measures in the matter of the reduction of 
all kinds of armaments, with a view to impeding, at all events to some extent, the possibility 
of any outbreak of war. 

Moreover, the Soviet delegation, differing in this from many other delegations, whose efforts 
- were all designed to safeguard their military interests and to utilise the Disarmament Convention 

as a means of establishing a fresh balance of the existing forces more in keeping with their 
intentions, has declared definitely that it does not claim any special advantage for itself, and 
that it is prepared to agree to the abolition of armaments or to their reduction to the absolute 
minimum. 

The Soviet delegation has consistently and energetically opposed any attempts to make 
disarmament contingent on security or on other arbitrary factors which are generally employed 
to demonstrate the necessity of maintaining or increasing armaments. 

III. 

Starting from this fundamental hypothesis, the Soviet delegation, on the first day of its 
participation in the work of the Preparatory Commission, submitted a proposal for immediate 
complete ~~ general disarmament. This Soviet d~aft was rejected during the fifth session of 
t~e CommiSSion. The latter adduced no really seriOus argument against the Soviet draft and 
srmply noted that " practically all its members were of opinion that this draft could not be 
accepted by the Commission as a basis for its work, which work must be pursued along the lines 
already mapped out ". 

. In rejecting the ~oviet draft Disarmament Convention, the Preparatory Commission 
reJected the only efiectJve guarantee of peace, while declaring that the Covenant of the League 
of Nations does not allow of complete disarmament. 

IV . 

. In the same spirit and in the hope of obtaining measures in the domain of disarmament 
wJ?ch should_ be .at all events of some efficacy, the Soviet delegation, when its first draft was 
reJe~d, taking mto account the fact that the majority of the Commission had substituted 
for ~~ scheme of total and general disarmament the idea of partial and gradual reduction 
~'t~ttedh a new draft on the reduction of armaments, without, however renouncing it~ 
rm sc erne. ' 

v. 
whicr! Sot~e~~~t fon;ention for ~h~ reduction of armaments was based on three principles 

. ns I u e un amental pnnc1ples of any real reduction of armament Th 
explained by the Soviet delegation on April 17th, 1929 and are as follows. \t) -£Y. ~7re 
armam~nts sh~ul~ be substantially reduced ; (2) S~ch reduction should. b XIS mg 
~~J:::W~ fx:c~y~: i~rf~~o~~Y0f~~:r equally objective standard appl>'ing alike :o :Ii8sfat~~ 
coefii<:ients for the reduction of arma!~:f!e~h:~Jebl~o::~ti~ ~~un~nafest;C(3) Th~ numerical 
Preparatory Commission. e r onventJon by the 
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In its resolution of April 19th, 1929, .. the Commission rejected the three principles 
recommended by the Soviet delegation thus giving proof of its unwillingness to engage 
upon any real and effective reduction of armaments. 

VI. 

The successive rejection by the Preparatory Commission of two Soviet proposals, one 
for complete disarmament and the other for the reduction of armaments, would have given 
the Soviet delegation sufficient grounds for deciding to withdraw from participation in the 
work of the Commission. Desirous, however, of persevering to the last in its attempt to 
obtain from the Preparatory Commission some sort of tangible result, and unwilling as it was 
to afford anyone a pretext for att!'ibuting the manifest lack of success of the Commission's 
work to the non-participation of the representatives of the Government of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics, the Soviet delegation continued its collaboration. 

VII. 

In taking part in the discussion on the draft framed by the Commission itself, the Soviet 
delegation endeavoured, by means of amendments and concrete additions, to do something 
towards bringing this draft nearer to the conception which must underlie any draft convention 

. for the reduction of armaments. 
During the course of the discussions, the Soviet delegation not only declared itself in 

favour of this or that principle, but itself submitted proposals and did its best to win acceptance 
for them, voting for them and against proposals which were equivalent to a refusal to disarm, 
and declaring itself adverse to any system which might tend to justify or pass over such a 
refusal. 

Unhappily, the overwhelming majority of the Preparatory Commission, by systematically 
rejecting the ~oviet motions and following the line of least resistance, deprived the Commission's 
draft, from which all figures had already been omitted, of all real meaning, using the draft 
to mask and justify the maintenance and increase of existing armaments. · 

- VIII. 

The Soviet delegation thinks it necessary to formulate, in concrete shape, its principal 
and most general objections to the draft Convention in the form in which it has emerged from 
the Preparatory Commission's last session. They are as follows : 

1. The Soviet delegation has vigorously urged the necessity of effecting an appreciable 
reduction of armaments, but this principle was not accepted by the Commission in 1929. This 
year, in view of the Soviet delegation's insistent pressure, it has introduced the principle into 
its draft, but in an entirely inadequate form. 

The Soviet delegation objects to the ambiguous formula of " limitation and, so far as 
possible, reduction ", which has been employed instead of a clear and definite statement 
that existing armaments absolutely must be appreciably reduced. It wishes to point out 
that the formula adopted allows full latitude for the maintenance and even expansion of 
armaments. 

2. The Preparatory Commission's decision concerning the limitation of the effectives 
of armed forces in time of peace is essentially a fictitious measure, because modern general 

· staffs themselves display no tendency to increase the numerical strength of the armies. On 
the contrary, the structure of armies and the quality of their effectives are undergoing important 
changes in the direction of a strengthening of military requirements in time of mobilisation 
and in time of war. Consequently, as regards effectives, the Preparatory Commission is only 
following the most up-to-date tendencies of contemporary militarism. 

The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission's decision regarding effectives for the 
following reasons : 

(a) Because the Commission has refused to reduce reserves having military training, · 
which constitute one of the main elements in the armed forces accumulated in time of 
peace with the object of creating enormous armies of the modern type in case of war; 

(b) Because the Commission ·has refused to introduce for each arm separately a 
reduction in the number of professional soldiers, officers, non-commissioned officers and 
pilots, who form such a high percentage as to ensure the rapid expansion of great armies ; 

(c) Because the mere limitation of the period of military service is in itself inadequate, 
being, for certain countries, merely a device to increase the reserves having military 
training. 

3. The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission's refusal : 
(a) To effect a direct reduction of the material of land armaments in service, in 

reserve and in stock, which material, in view of the mechanisation of modern armies, 
affords a means of compensating for the reduction in effectives ; 

(b) To abolish tanks and very long range artillery, which are among the most 
aggressive and dangerous armaments from the point of view of the civil population, and 
~o prohibit the introduction of newly invented military devices, as stimulating competition 
m armaments. 

26 
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4 The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission's refusal to establish the m~ximUJ 
limits· proposed by the Soviet delegation for the yarious compon~nt parts of warships an 
their guns, with the object of reducing the aggress.Ive and destructiv~ power _of contemporar 
fleets ; it objects to the e.xcessive standards grven. by way of Ill_ustratiOn, and to U 
complete exemption of a considerable number of warships from reduction. . . . 

The Soviet delectation likewise objects to the fact that the future col!-ventiOn Will confm 
the Washington anct"'London Naval Treaties, which hav~ legalise~ the ma~ntena!lce of the tot: 
tonnage of fleets at its present high level and a considerable mcrease m various classes c 

warship. · · • f I t I 'b· t th The Soviet delegation further objects t? the Commi~sion s . re _usa. o pro u I 
fitting of merchant vessels with a view to their use as fightmg umts m time of war. 

5. The Soviet delegation wishes to . point out that _t~e maximum lim~ts for _th 
various classes of fighting units, _mentio~e~ by the Commission ~y way o~. illustratiOII 
differ considerably from the maXlffium limits proposed by the Soviet delegatiOn. 

Ships of the line : 
Figures given by the Commission 
Soviet proposal . . . . . . . . . . 

Submarines : 
Figures given by the Commission 
Soviet proposal . . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . 

35,000 tons maximum. 
10,000 tons maximum. 

2,000 tons maximum. 
600 tons maximum. 

It should he noted that the standard displacement, it calculated by the method selectee 
bv the Commission, gives an artificial reduction of total tonnage amounting to as much a! 
40 per cent. · 

6. The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission's refusal to prohibit aerial 
bombardment, which is a particularly serious threat to the civil population, who take no 
part in military operations. · · 

The Soviet delegation likewise objects to the Commission's refusal to reduce all military 
air material in stock. 

The Soviet delegation also objects to the Commission's refus'll to make it compulsory 
to reduce armaments in the home country and in each oversea territory separately ; although, 
failing such a reduction, Colonial Powers may, by concentrating their armed forces in one 
of these territories, create a threat to neighbouring countries or to the native population. 
The same objection applies to the effectives of all armed forces. 

7. The Soviet delegation objects to the Commission's refusal to prohibit the manu
facture in time of peace of chemical and bacteriological weapons and their maintenance 
in armies and depots, as this compromises the prohibition of their employment in 
time of war. 

8. The Soviet delegation cannot take any final decision on the chapter dealing with 
budgetary reduction, as the Commission, by referring the question to the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts, has avoided taking any definite resolution on the subject and has not 
decided to reduce military expenditure under each heading separately. ' . 

The Soviet delegation desires to lay special stress on the fact that budgetary reduction 
alone .is only an ~adequate means of reduction, and must be combined with a direct 
reduction of matenal. 

9. !he . Soviet delegation of!ers no opinion on Chapters IV and VI of the draft 
Co~vention, masmuch as ~he <JI!estlon of the publicity and supervision of armaments depends 
entrrel~ on the manne~ m which, and the extent to which, they are reduced. The Soviet 
delegatiOn m~st. make It perfectly clear that publicity for armaments which are neither 
reduced nor lum~ed. cannot take the place of a reduction, or even of a limitation, of those 
limiarmaments, and It IS opposed to any attempt to employ publicity as a cloak for a refusal to · t or reduce armaments. 
. The. Soviet delegation. must point out _that it is in favour of equality amon all the 
signatone~ to ~he ConventiOn as r~gards their repres~ntation on the Permanent Co~mission 
anLead that It O~Jects to the execution of the ConventiOn being entrusted to an organ of th • gue of Natwns. e 

Furthermore, the Soviet delegation objects to any system which might leave e 
c;,untry1_frce ftoallexcee~ the established standards of armaments thereby depriving v~~ nven Ion o meanmg. ' 

~;-~~e~~:~t~!i~:~~~ it::~;y :.~'S:n~~r~~:tr ';h~si~~s n~1~~~~~~~ 
P.epubhcs not acceding to the Con e t' Th' . . . mol!- o OVIet Socialist 
Union of Soviet Socialist Re ublics .~ n Ion. ~ artic:Ie, which Is directly aimed at the 
the Union of Soviet . Soci!Jist Repu~~!Jects the mtbntion of several countries to represent 
Thi<> allegation, which the delegation wil:c:er~ ~~o~ :~:cle t t? . peace_ adnd disarmament. 
course, worth the trouble of refuting. As the Polish de{ac tenhsmg ~shit eser:ves, is not, of 

ega e as ng tly pomted out, the 
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Union Of Soviet.Socialist Republics. is the sole case of a State which, in its foreign policy, has 
ne:Ver ·departed; in .the thirteen years of its existence, fro in its -pacific programme, notwith
standilig:tlie repeated .a:ttempts which have been made to provoke it to armed resistance t_n 
th"e 'various .attacks that have· many- times been directed against it." : ·: . · · . 

The delegation protests against the decision to submit this article to the Conference by 
~·eferring to.itif! the Report. . _ . . ·. . ' · 

··. · ~ IX. 

: . · : Iri view of .what has .been said·, it is impossible .for the Soviet delegation to accepnhe 
draft Convention, and the delegation is confirmed in its determination· to pursue- 1ts 
ndefatigable struggle for peace and to uphold its own disarmament proposals before the 
future conference.- . _ 

X. 
.. .-.Referlin€(tri the Prepimdory Commission's resolution of April 19th, 1929, 1i11 which it is 
shited that the Commission decides, ... if the Soviet delegation so desires to append the Soviet 
draft Convention to the report to be submitted by the Commission on the conclusion of its 
proceedings a~d ~ t_o be subsequently laid before the Disarmament Conferj!nce "a, the. Soviet 

· delegation feels sure. that the Commission will r.arry out this decision by ·communicating th~ 
Soviet draft Convention to the Conference simultaneously with its own. · 

The Soviet delegation requests the Commission to append to its report the present 
(:leclaratipi:J.,.:Which is inte~ded to supersede the reservations andremarksrelating to the position 
taken ·up by the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics as these-havr been to a la:rge extent struck 
out of the Commission's report. . · . . . . . 

.129. . Question of ,Procedure .in ,regard to tl1e Declaration of the Delegation of the Union of 
·.:- ,soviet' Socialist Republics.· · ·· · ·· · · · c • • • 

~ .. -·~--_-::· .. . ~ - ~· -····. . ---

~-~ ·_:_ :,Tb.e. Presld.e!lt• ~ ·1 l)hould like to reply to M. Lounatcharsky .at:<ince. :-: :. .. 
It is perfectly true .t4-at, :qccording to a decision :reached. on April 19th, 1929, the.: Soviet 

draft Convention was to be appended to the report to be submitted by the Commission on 
the ·conclusion Of its proceedings, and to be subsequently laid before the Disarmament 
Conference. The decision added : " ... without prejudice to the right, shared by the Soviet 
delegation with all the other delegations, to bring forward amendments to the articles of 
.the 1927 Draft. in·tl).e course of'the :discussion in the Preparatory Con¢1issi6n '';-
.. The Soviet de:legation has preferred that no mention should be made of these amendments 
and reservat~ons in the report. M. Lounatcharsky now wishes an exception to be made, for 
th~ benefit of his delegation, to the procedure adopted by the Htiteau and the Comniission. 
: . : The Bureau does not see why any delegation, whether representing a Government Member 
of the League or not, should ask for an exception to be made in its favour. Unless the Commission 
decides otherwise - and I am willing to take its opinion again if the Soviet delegation so 
desires -. we are bound to follow the procedure we have agreed to. I cannot therefore accede 
to M. Lounatcharsky's desire that the stateme:1t he has just made should be appended as an 
_annex to our report. 

· 1\'1. Loumitcbarsky· (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). -. -I should very much .like 
to throw a ·little more light on the present pos\tion. · . . . 

At the meeting on December 6th, 1930, the Soviet delegation made a statement to the 
effect that it would not associate itself with the Commission's report for reasons that I have 
.repeated in my statement to-day. I understood that, inasmuch as the Soviet delegation was 
not sharing in the preparation of the report, it would be entitled to make a statement .after 
the report had been adopted, and that that statement would appear in the report. You now 
tell me that I am mistaken, and that our statement will go no further than the Minutes, or 
.at all events will not be· officially appended to the report. · 

- The Soviet . delegation· bas never. objected to ~ts proposals, statements or. reservations 
appearing in the· report wherever the Rapporteurs might care to place thein." The Bureau, 
however, and probably the majority of the Commission, have thought fit to expurgate a good 
many _passagel! in. wl).ich .M. Bourquin and M. Cobian (Rapporteurs) :illuded t·o the Soviet 
·delegation. Lord C.ecil tookcpart in this ventilation of your proceedings. That being so, we 
wondered what :w:ould ·~orne. of the repeated assertions that the report was· to be an exact 
phot(lgrap}J. of the. historical reality. We wondered where in the report there would he· ·any 
·reflection of :the ·collaboration _of the· Soviet delegation in the Commission's work during these 
.three years·,: ·.It seems:to _me that such a method as this is apt t<t make the photograph 
co.nsid,erably different from the reality, although that may .be preferable from the point· Of 
view of several delegations. We thought, however, that we might ·prevent the report J~:om 
ending in, as the Japanese delegate put it, an unbalanced state, if its centre of gravity were 
restored to the proper place by appending to it our own statement .. 

.. 
1 ·]l(o(e by the $ecret.ar!al : ·: .. · . 
S~e document C_.19.5,M.H;t929.IX. Minutes ol the Sixth Session (first part)· page 38. 

·' Note biJ qre Se~refa.riat : . . . 
' . ·!fhis-draft Convention was printed as· annex to the :Minutes of the Fifth Session of the Preparatory ·conunlsiiun 
which were circulated to the Council and the States Members of the League In 1928 (see.document.C.165.l\L50.19118.l~. 
pages 347-355). · · · . · · ·· · · 

26. 
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Not content. however, with thus distorting the report, the Commission 1;10w shows a 
dis ,'tion to refuse our request that our separate report should be commumcated to the 
~~rnments which have not been represented_in the Co!Dmission, a!ld also to the Co?Jference. 
You can do what you like, of course; but 1 thmk that, If you do this, your report wdl not be 
a true photograph of our work. . · 'II br h ·t 

Should the commission refuse our request, the Soviet delegation Wl pu IS . I s own 
report and send it to the Conference through its President. I ~hin!<, however, that It ~ould 
be better that you should embody our report in yours, appendmg It ~s a document, With?ut 
assuming responsibility for its contents. That would be more impartial, and on that basis I 
repeat my request to the Commission .. 

The President. - I must correct an error which has crept into M. Lou1;1atcharsky's 
· remarks It was neither the Bureau nor the Commission that expressed the desire to delete 
from ou~ report those passages that concerned Soviet statements ; it was. M. Lounatcharsk>' 
himself. 1 must point out that the Rapporteurs were not in favour of this procedure, but It 
was a,areed to at .M. Lounatcharsky's own ·desire. 

As a matter of fact, I have before me the Minute~ ~f the meeting of Saturday, 
December 6th, 1930 and I see that that is exactly what I said m reply to M. Lounatcharsky. 
lsaid: 

" I understand that he wishes all his reservations to be withdrawn from the report, 
and that, after the discussion on the report, he will make a statement similar in.form to 
that which he has sent in in writing to the President." 

Consequently, I cannot but uphold the decision we reached at the meeting of December 6th. 
I further added : 

" It is, of course, impossible to insert such a statement and to ~nex it to .our 
report ; I have not the right to accept such a procedure. _The ~oviet delegatwn, 
however, will be able to make a verbal statement after the discusswn of the Report 
and I think the Commission will agree with me in accepting this procedure. I must 
repeat" that it is not possible to insert a statement in the report. 

If M. Lounatcharsky wishes the Commission to take a formal vote, we can proceed to 
take it. · 

:U. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation has 
never asked for its reservations or the statement of its attitude to be deleted ; it has never 
urged any such thing. · 
. What we said was : We will not take any share in the preparation of the Commission's 
report ; the majority will draw it up as it thinks fit. Our idea was that the report was to be 
a true photograph ; and we added that, although we were not taking part in that work, we 
wished to be given an opportunity of making a statement to be appended to the report. 

It is quite true that the President told me that that was impossible, for one reason or 
another. I promptly asked why, and I recalled to the Commission's notice what M. Politis told 
us, in the earlier part of this session. He then promised that there would be a third part of 
the report which would embody the statements of all the delegations. No one replied to me 
but I was merely asked whether I wished to throw any light on the situation at that juncture. 
I replied in the negative, and added that it would be time to raise that question after I had 
made. my statement. . 

. ~d so the question was ri~t settled. The Commission made a very radical alteration in this 
obJective photograph by deletmg from the report our proposals and the various reflections 
of our attitude here ; it deleted them from the first part, but kept them in the second. It seems 
to me tha! the Rapporteurs ought to say in their report that, in these circumstances, the 
document lS not an. accurate report. I do not see how they could do otherwise. 

In short, we s1mpll ask that our statement should be joined to your report without 
however forming part o the Commission's report. As you see we do not ask very n'tuch. 

Count Be~torff (Germany). - If there is to be a vote I should like to explain in a few 
yrords the_position that I sho~d take up. In my view, this is simply a question of form, for 
if _the So~et Government desrres to send this declaration to all the Governments it will do so, 
With or Without our approval. Our decision, therefore, will not affect the position in the slightest . 

. ~regards the substance of the question, I feel some doubt as to the wisdom of the Bureau's 
dCClSlOn. I have had some eJ_Cperience during the past few years of committee work in general. 
I have never kno'Y" .a committee refuse a minority report when the minority felt that it could 
not accept the maJonty report. 

lL liass!gll (Fran~). :- I ~upport the Bureau;s proposal. 

6 h The SoVIet de~!atwn s attitude. appears to me somewhat contradictory. On December 
thi ~ei were told.: You are prepanng a report for a body of which I know nothing and of 

w. c do not Wish to ~ow anything, the Council of the Lea~ue of Nations. You wfll frame 
t.llis docume!lt as you tl_link fit ; the matter does not concern me '. Any allusions to the attitude 
~ tLohe SoVIet delegation were subseqUently omitted from the document in accord with 
.:u. unatcharsky's request. · ' 
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Now M. Lounatcharsky tells us : " I wish to add something to this paper which you are 
sending to that body that must not be acknowledged. " 

I do not understand. 
In 1929, it is perfectly true, we took a formal vote on a particular point. But the position 

was quite different. The Council of the League of Nations- for that is the body in question 
- had invited the Soviet delegation to participate in our· work, and the Soviet delegation 
accepted, which we were glad of. When one receives an invitation from someone and accepts 
it, that is proof, if not that one knows that person, at all events that one is not entirely averse 
to knowing him. It was quite natural, then, that in 1929 we should say : "The report which 
we are submitting to the· Council will contain special reference to a draft put forward by the 
Soviet delegation ". 

But we were solemnly told on December 6th last that they refused utterly to know this 
body, that they took no interest whatsoever in the report intended for it, and that we could say 
what we liked in the report. Little interest was thus shown in the " photograph " of our 
discussions and that is very logical. Now uneasiness is shown. I do not understand at all. 

As to Count Bernstorff's observations, I may say that the position is somewhat different 
from what he supposed. If our report had contained only the majority opinion, every delegation 
forming part of the minority could have appended all its criticisms. But we adopted a different 
method. We invited each delegation to insert its observations in the report article by article. 
We have blended the report of the minority in that of the majority. 

One delegation said to us: " I do not wish to submit my observations in this way. I wish 
to express them in the form which responds best to my reservations and to address them to whom 
I wish; leave me free to arrange matters as I like ". The President warned that delegation 
of the consequences of its attitude. 

If we comply with the Soviet delegation's requirements, each one of us might withdraw his 
reservations and present them a~ an annex to the report. 

For these various reasons I support the Bureau's proposal. 

:u. Lounatcharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The question is perfectly 
clear. I ask that a vote be taken on the Soviet delegation's request that its statement be adjoined 
to the report. 

lU. Sato (Japan).- We have before· us a request from the Soviet delegation that its reserva
tions be appended to the report in the form of a statement. This request is opposed by the 
Bureau, which is supported by M. Massigli. 

It seems to me that the report ought to be as faithful as possible a reflection of the entire 
discussion. Consequently, if we were dealing with individual reservations presented on behalf 
of the Soviet delegation, I should be the first·to agree to their being included in an annex to 
the report ; but it seems to me that that is not the case.· 

Moderate as M. Lounatcharsky's statement was, it was at the same time very vehement. 
The Soviet representative finds scarcely a single one of the sixty articles of our draft that 
he can accept. He attaches all sorts of reservations to them, which is practically equivalant 
to rejecting the whole of our draft. It is perfectly natural that the majority should find 
difficulty in accepting this long series of reservations to the report. At the same time in a 
spirit of compromise - a spirit by which the Commission should always be animated -
it might perhaps be possible to add to the report a paragraph to the effect that the Soviet 
delegation adheres to the spirit of the draft Convention it presented two years ago (which 
the Commission agreed to submit to the Disarmament Conference) and cannot accept 
the present draft Convention. In that case we should give a reference to the Minutes. 
Everything M. Lounatcharsky has said this afternoon appears in the Minutes, and there is 
therefore no need to repeat it in the report. In some respects this procedure seems to me 
satisfactory. The Minutes will be printed and sent to all Governments as quickly as possible. 

I do not know whether M. Lounatcharsky can accept this suggestion. For the moment I 
will not make any formal proposal unless I have the support of other delegates. 

ltl. CobiAn (Rapporteur). - I feel that there is a misunderstanding somewhere, for which 
all of us are responsible and from which all of us are suffering. 

In my .view, if the Soviet delegation had not scorned the report we have submitted 
to the Commission, it could have referred, in the historical section, to the Preparatory 
Commission's decisions regarding the Soviet draft. Anyhow, such is the position. I do not 
see how we can go back and amend the report. Three or four times I have said that the 
Rapporteurs thought that all the Soviet delegation's reservations ought to be embodied in the 
report ; but the Soviet delegation did not agree. 

M. Lounatcharsky said that his Government would not give its approval to any document 
addressed to the Council of the League of Nations, but that it felt that is was most important 
that the Governments should be acquainted with the Soviet delegation's views. 

I hope that, during this final meeting, not only the Soviet delegation, but other delegations 
will make statements. · 

The wisest method I think, and one which would satisfy everybody, would be to send the 
Governments, by way of information as to the proceedings which are coming to a close this 
afternoon, the Minutes of this present meeting, which will -embody the various statements 
made this afternoon, includi~g M. Lounatcharsky's. 
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ll. Lounateharsky (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). - The Soviet delegation accepts 
M. Cobian's proposal. 

It u•as derided to take action as proposed by M. Cobian. 

130. Declarations by the Delegations. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF GREECE. 

11. Politis (Greece). - Now that we are coming to the end of our work in this Commission, 
I should like to tell you briefly how I feel about it. . . . 

We have written a great page in history by c~mpleting the offrCial prepa~atwns ~or a 
Conference which is to mark the progress of humamty towards a new form of mternabonal 
peace-a true peace, a disarmed peace. . . . . . · 

In point of fact, our task was a very modest .one : rt co~srsted m surveymg th~ ground .on 
which the great edifice is to be erected, and in tracmg the outlines of the plan accordmg to whrch 
it might be built. . 

It will be for the Governments, in the exchanges of views which wrll surely take place 
between them and for their plenipotentiaries at the Conference, to amplify that plan, to 
introduce the ~ecessary detail, and to take steps for putting it into effect. . • 

Working here as we have, however, for more than four years,. we have, rt se~~s. t_o me, 
come to realise the enormous difficulties of the task at the same time as the possrbrhhe s of 
embarking upon it with any real chance of success. . . 

We have realised more particularly that the task in view is bold in the extreme, that rt 
cannot be avoided, and that it is an urgent necessity. . 

It is bold because what we are asking is that States should by contract renounce p!Ui of 
their own guarantees of security, although the international community has not yet given them 
the fullest measure of collective guarantees in replacement thereof. · · -

The boldness of the plan is manifest to anyone prepared to realise that, in any social 
community, men ceased to arm only when there was a public force sufficiently well organised and 
strong enough to render individual forces superfluous. When that time came, individual 
forces were willingly relinquished, as it were automatically, without compulsion and without 
previous contract of any kind. . 

The method which we recommend is an entirely different one. We want States to disarm 
without waiting for the creation of a well-organised international force. We want them to begin 
to reduce their armaments on the strength of the collective guarantees already furnished by 
the international community, because we believe that the effect of this first reduction will be to 
add to those guarantees by strengthening mutual trust, and that thus a further step in the same 
direction may be taken, which in its turn will prepare the way for further progress in the parallel 
and interdependent domains of disarmament and security. -
-. We have had to accept a sort of postulate which provides an interesting application of the 
theory of communicating vessels. . 

Experience will show whether this postulate is correct. 
However, we are bound to recognise, at this stage, that there is a certain doubt which makes 

caution necessary, and, on the other hand, that the condition of the world is such that caution 
must not be carried so far as to prevent our attempting the experiment. 

This experiment is an imperative necessity to-day. It is essential both for reasons of morality 
and law, because a solemn promise was given to the peoples immediately after the war. and also 
for political reasons. If nothing is attempted in this direction to check the natural tendency of 
States to seek to supplement, by their own means, the imperfections furnished by international 
organisati?n, _there is ~ound to be a repetition of the competition in armaments which took place 
at the be&mmng of t~s century, and another war, which would destroy civilisation for ever. 

If this work, ~hich needs .a ~rtain amount of temerity, but is none the less necessary, 
appears to be possrble to-day, 1t ~s not only bec.ause it responds to the imperative will of the 
peop~es, bu.t also because that wpl has found, m the ~ast ten years, throughout the world 
convmced ~terp~eters who~ ~or~s have reached the mnermost recesses of the consciences. 

In saymg this, I am thinking, m paying a tribute to them, in the first place, of those who 
have been our collaborators here, whose departure we all regret, although we have among us 
some very worthy and estee~ed successors-of M. de Brouckere and of my friend Paul
Boncour, whose ~le~ness of mmd and eloquence have left an imperishable memory. 

~ am also thinkin.g of some of our col~eagues who are present who have taken a very large 
part In our work. I Will not name them, With the one exception of Lord Cecil the great architect 
of th.e work we have completed ; b!lt I should like to express what we owe to hlm. Both here and 
~1511J ho Ine ras ~Ol!e r:-ore durrng the last ten years than Lord Cecil to uphold the postulate 

. w c re erre. JUS . now, and to spread the doctrine that disarmament must begin 
:\~0~~s~~:G~n ~f~ ~~~o: ~~.;~ o~ ~~en that of a statesman of noble heart and 
the sanctil of hls cau ee l e ow me to say so-rather that of an apostle ; 
already re~ived the re~ar~aspr~os~ ~atdhe aS P!Ophet o~ him. His contagio~s faith has 
overcome n 1~ ~n e •. cnptures--1t has moved mountams. He has 
the Prepar~o~!=~:; ~nd f~J~~rces. Hrs prophecies have begun to mat.erialise, since 
the long-antidpated Conferenceors at las~sf~:;i::_nt Conference has completed rts work and 
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. The. sincerest tribute of my admiration that I can pay to him is to state that, like him, I 
am convi!lced that another of his prophecies will soon be fulfilled, and that is the success of the 
approachmg Conference. I feel sure that, before very long, we shall have written on the first 

. page of the Boo)q of Peace the first Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of all 
Armaments. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF THE BRITISH EMPIRE. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - I rise under considerable difficulties. I had not the least 
idea that ~· Politis was going to inflict such a serious blow to my modesty as he has just done. 
l thank him from the bottom of my heart. No one is more conscious than myself of the very 
serious exaggeration of what he has said. If I have done anything I have only done it in common 
with very many other people, and I am quite sure that all we can do, and all we have done, is to 
pave the way for the great desire of the peoples of the world, and to assist them, in however 
humble a degree, in accomplishing what I am convinced is one of the greatest desires of their souls. 

I repeat my warm thanks to M. Politis, and can only wish that I had his eloquence with 
which to express it. 
. I have listened with great interest to the declaration made by M. Lounatcharsky. I am 
not going to answer what he said, except this, that it appears to me that a good many (I should 
think over 50 per cent) of his criticisms are based upon a different conception of the work of 
this Commission to that which I, and I believe the great majority of the Commission, hold. I 
·am quite sure that, if it had been our function to draft a disarmament treaty, some of the 
propositions which were put forward by M. Lounatcharsky ought unquestionably to have been 
considered, and would undoubtedly have been considered ; but our function is a much more 
modest one. Our function-and the only function of thi~ Commission-is to draw up the 
framework of a treaty, in which can be inserted afterwards, effective proposals for disarmament ; 
and I venture to beg him and other critics-my German colleague, for instance-to consider 
carefully what we have done and to ask themselves this question, because it is the only relevant 
question : " Can there be fitted into the framework of this Convention a really effective step 
towards that great ideal, which we all have before us, of the complete disarmament of the 
nations ? " That is the only question we have to ask. I venture to reply to it : " Why not ? 
What is there in our provisions which is inconsistent with an advance towards that ideal, 
and a really serious advance-as large an advance as anything that can be reasonably 
hoped for ? " 

I need not make a speech about the contents of our Convention except in the most 
summary way ; but what have we done ? We have provided for the limitation of the numbers 
of the personnel; we have not said how much that limitation is to be-that is for the Conference
but we have created the possibility of that limitation in all three arms, land, sea and air. As 
regards land armaments, we have added that there must be a separate limitation of the total 
effectives, of the conscript soldiers, and of officers and professional soldiers. Further than that, 
we have made provision by which a limitation of the period of service, to any extent, can be agreed 
upon. There is no limit ; it might come down to three months, it might come down to any period 
that may be imagined. We have also provided that it shall be a limitation affecting 
each country, and that, in any case, there shall be a llmitation beyond which no country 
shall go. 

It is quite true that conscription remains. The British Government has always hoped, 
for reasons into which I need not go now, but which have always seemed to them sufficient, 
that some day or another the nations of the world would agree to abolish the system of 
conscription. It is true it remains, and I regret it ; but if you once concede, as I think every 
reasonable person must concede, that it was quite out of the question to hope for an agreement 
for the abolition of conscription altogether, then the only thing that mattered was to limit 
the numbers and period of training of the conscripted soldiers. We have done both. I know 
a great deal is said about trained reserves, but people forget that the number of trained 
·reserves depends entirely upon the number of soldiers who are taken into the army. If you 
limit the number of soldiers taken into the army you limit in the only possible way-there is 
no other way in which you can do it-you limit automatically and as a consequence the 
trained reserves as well. So much for personnel. 

What about material ? No one doubts that we have limited, or made provision for limiting, 
directly, the material in navies and air forces. True we have not been able, for reasons which 
have often been explained and which I will not repeat, to accept proposals for the direct limitation 
of the material of land forces, though my delegation and I have no doubt others, would 
have been very glad to consider any proposals to that effect, if there had been practical and 
workable proposals submitted to them. But we have limited, or propose by a great majority
not, I regret to say, unanimously-to limit the cost of those materials. I can only express 
my own opinion, and I have given attention to this subject for some years past. My own 
·judgment is that there is much more hope of a really effective limitation of land material
and, indeed, as I think, of all material-by limiting the amount of money spent upon it than 
there is in any other way. I believe that in that way only can you get over the enonnous 
difficulties attendant upon any limitation of material, difficulties which centre round the 
well-known problem of supervision and control. In addition, we have proposed a system of 
publicity, I think reasonably effective, extending rather beyond all the actual limitations that 
we propose. · 
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I wnture to say that within these principles, the power of limitation we have ,Pr?vi~ed 
fl>r ~rsonnel and for material, the Conference will be able to carry out any degree of limitatiOn 
"·hatewr. Take the Soviet delegation's proposal to limit, I think it was by 25 _per cent~ t~e 
amuuuents of the worlcl. There is no reason why that proposal should not be camed out w1thm 
the framework of our Convention, if the Conference should so decide. Or take the proposal 
adwubrated by my friend Count Bernstorff, which is, roughly speaking,. to apply the 
disarmament provisions of the Treaty of Versailles to all the world. In my Judgment, that 
can be done, although not exactly in the same method but with the same effect, in the framework 
we have provided. 

Do not let me. mislead anyone. I. do no.t think myself that it is ~t all. probab~e t~at so 
extensive a step will be taken by the first Disarmament Conference, either m the direction of 
the Russian proposal or of the German proposal. I think it most probable that we shall have 
to be content '\\ith a much smaller advance than that. Still, one never knows and one must 
never give up hope. The one thing I want to impress, not only upon ·my colleagues, who are 
well aware of it, but upon anyone else who may hear or read what I have said, is that one of 
the most valuable features in our scheme is that it expressly contemplates that there is to be 
no finality ; that the first Conference and the first advance is only to be the prelude to greater 
ad'\Clllces later on ; that we are to have a revision every five or ten years of everything that we 
do, so that, even if our first advance should be disappointing-and I have not given up hope 
that it will be the very reverse-then five or ten years afterwards we can advance still further. 

·we have created, or proposed to create, in the Permanent Disarmament Commission a 
piece of machinery which I believe to be of the most enormous value to the cause of disarmament. 
For the first ·time we are going to bring into existence, if our proposals adopted, an 
international organ of disarmament whose duty it will be to watch over the gradual, or let us 
hope the rapid, progress of disarmament ; because I believe, once we have started on this line, 
the pressure to go on, and to proceed with vigour, will become enormous. I say, whether our 
advance be slow or rapid, we have created that international organ whose -duty it will be to 
watch over what we have done, to press forward continually to further advances. That is, 
I believe, broadly, and without any exaggeration-! hope I have not exaggerated a single 
fact that I have stated-the scheme we have agreed upon. 

To tell me that our results might have been better is merely to tell me that our efforts 
are human. Of course they might have been better ; everything might be .better ; but I do 
say with absolute conviction that within the framework of this Convention we can make not 
only a material but an immense advance towards disarmament, and it entirely depends on what 
the Conference does whether what we have done here is going to be effective or the reverse. 

The next word is with the Council. They will have to meet and determine the date of 
the Conference, which I hope will not be far removed ; they will have to take whatever other 
measures are necessary to see that the Conference meets under the conditions most favourable 
to success; but though ~he next W?rd i~ with the ~ouncil the last word is with the peoples of 
the worl~. We have given them I.n th1s Convention a great opportunity. They have the 
opporbimty to ~rry fo~ard the disarm~ent of the world. What will they do with it ? · The 
world can be .disa.rmed If the peoples WISh. The question we have to solve in the next few 
mont~and 1t Will be part of the duty of everyone of us to assist in that solution-is " do 
the peoples wish for disarmament " ? Only they can give an answer to that question. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. 

. Th~ Hon. ~ugh Gibson (United States of America).- Mr. President, I confess that I should 
anse w1th CO!IS!derable trepidation, after listening to the two eloquent speakers who have· 
preced~~ me, ~f It were .not for the opportunity it affords me to associate myself with the tribute 
~· Po~ItJs so JUs~l¥ pa1d to the great part Lord Cecil has played in the work of disarmament 

ppos1te M .. PohtJs' remarks on thi~ subject there can be no reservation-nor can there b~ 
~:~ j::~~~~.u to our agreement With the clear and really moving speech which Lord Cecil 

co~t~~~~n°~f:~~~a~~o~~~~~~~\h~u~~~~estsh~f ~~~~~rkN~~~ (onference, to stress ~he 
to JO!n m what ~I. Politis has said about the role played by M p l'!!Belcome theAopportumty 
refram from adding an expr · f d · · · au oncour. nd I cannot 
the best traditions of Frencltslilipfo~a~~ratJon for the way in which his successor has upheld 

In fact, I have reason to be deeply · tef 1 t 11 
helpfulness and kindness. gia u 0 a our colleagues for their unfailing 

In the course of our debates we hav h · ·d · 
work. But it is only now that o~r deliber~ti:~ arnumer?us :Stunates as to the value of our 
judge to what degree we have succeeded in our ta~k~ommg o an end that we can effectively 

For four years we have been endeavouri t h · 
&~d direct conflicts of opinion ; views have be ng ~ ~c d ag!·eem~nt. There have been long 
w!th those who have differed from us has en mam ne . wrth VIgour, and yet our friendship 
With those who have shared our views I t~~o"'ft.as steadily and as surely as our friendship 

· e Is as a good omen for the spirit in which all 
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the nations will enter the General Disarmament Conference and try to convert our text from 
a theory to a reality. . 

I have throughout been sensible of the very real difficulties under which many members 
of this Commission have laboured. Overshadowing our discussions, though seldom spokel) 
of, have been the anxieties and worries that have arisen from the special preoccupations felt 
by numerous Governments for their national security. 

· We have now completed a draft Convention which, after study by the Governments' 
will go forward to the General Conference. I should not be frank, Mr. President, if I did not 
say that this draft falls short of our hopes and expectations. It fails to contain many factors 
in which we have always believed·, and which, in our opinion, would lead to a real reduction 
of armaments. What we have achieved does not hold out the promise of bringing about that 
immediate reduction of armaments we would like to see. Make no mistake, it is not my purpose 
to belittle what we have done. Although our hopes may thus be disappointed, we can find 
comfort in the measure of agreement which has been reached in this Commission. We can, 
at least, foresee a stabilisation of armaments, the setting up of machinery to receive and 
disseminate information on armaments, to educate public opinion and to prepare systematically 
for the work of future conferences, as successive milestones in the continuing process of 
disarmament. If these things can be achieved by the corning Conference, and from present 
indications I think we are justified in assuming that they can be achieved, we shall have a 
situation ·obviously better than we have at present, and, while we cannot claim to have built 
the edifice, as M. Politis said, we shall at least have laid the foundation upon which it can 
be erected. 

It is possible that the corning Conference will accomplish more than this ; but, if so, it 
will be because our labours have been improved upon and because, after mature study of the 
problems involved and after weighing the consequences of failure, all the Governments come 
to the Conference resolved on greater measures of concession than the delegates here have 
been authorised to make. 

I feel, Mr. President, that we should be rendering a poor service to the cause of reduction 
of armaments if we were to lead our peoples to believe that this work carried the movement 
further than it does. We have been repeatedly told during the past four years of the role of 
public opinion in connection with disarmament. It has been repeatedly said that real · 
achievement by the Conference can be reached only by an aroused public opinion. This is 
profoundly true, but it is not enough that public opinion be aroused. It is fir5t of all necessary 
that it should be informed, for an aroused and uninformed public opinion may do infinitely 
more harm than good. Public opinion will not be informed in such a way as to exercise an 
intelligent influence, if, through a. desire to create confidence, we adopt too optimistic a tone 
as to what we have done and what can be accomplished on the basis of. our present draft. 
Such exaggeration can really tend only to lull public opinion into a false sense of confidence, 
render it incapable of exercising its salutary influence, and prepare it for inevitable 
disillusionment. 

We are all in agreement that an immense amount of preparatory work remains to be done 
before the meeting of the General Conference. The technical preparation for that Conference 
is in all conscience great enough, but a more difficult and more responsible task lies ahead 
of all our Governments in informing public opinion as to the facts, as to the difficulties, and 
as to the possible measures which may, with mutual concessio·n, help us toward the goal we 
all desire to reach. This end can be served only by stating our achievements and our 
difficulties with moderation. 

I hope that, in separating at the conclusion of our labours, we shall not yield to the 
temptation to indulge in mutual congratulations; that we may separate with becoming 
modesty, and, on reporting to our various Governments, that we do so with a full and frank 
recognition <if the shortcomings of our present draft, and of the duties and responsibilities 
still before our Governments to lead the General Disarmament Conference to the success 
which our peoples so earnestly desire. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF GERMANY. 

Count Bernstorff (Germany). - I have listened to Mr. Gibson's speech with the 
greatest interest, and, as regards essentials, I fully agree with him. 

I have accepted the report because it contains all my reservations, and I have no present 
intention of reverting to matters that are now past. The reservations I have had to make 
have shown why I must maintain my criticism of the draft Convention. They also show that 
-in accordance with that criticism-the German Government must reject the draft, which, 
in its opinion, is full of the most serious and fundamental defects and omissions. The peoples 
have a sure instinct for realities, and mere words, however fine, cannot change their feeling. 
On the contrary, they will be quick to see that this so complex instrument lacks that which 
is essential-namely, a firm determination to disarm. 
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The Commission haxing completed its work, the peoples are now 
1
turning t~ei\gaz~ 

towards the future Conference. For the Conference will afford the very ast oppor !!Ill Y o 
achie,incr the final goal of disarmament, for whic_h the Gerr1_1an Goyern'?en~ will .work 
reaselt'S..J'y and with all its strength, as it has done hitherto. It Is on th!s pomt m par~ICular 
that I find myself in agreement with Mr. Gibson. !he Conf~rence _will be faced with an 
historic task ; it will have to approach the problem m an. entirely different way from that 
chosen hitherto, and so achieve the ideal-the true security of .P~ace. It cannot succeed, 
howeYer, unless it feels itself supported and urged on by public op~mon t~rough_out the world. 
On that point I am also quite in agreement with what Lord Cecil has Just said. . 

It is, therefore, to the peoples that I now address a ~ast and mos~ urgent ap~eal. I ask 
them to do their utmost to get their Governments to realise the magmtude of thei.r task and 
to see that they do not shrink from it. The peoples must not _for a moment .lose sight of the 
grave dangers which might arise if, in the end, the work of disarmament_failed. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF JAPAN. 

ll. Sato (Japan). - It is purely by accident that my name appears on the list of speakers 
immediately after that of Count Bernstorff, and not because I have any intention of criticising 
what he has said. I simply wish to voice what is felt by my Government, and I leave it to 
other delegations-if they wish to do so-to e:x;press their views on the German representative's 
rem~~. . 

Comp~ed with those who have done their share in the work for disar~ament since the 
beginning of the League of Nations ten years ago, I am really a mere novice. I have only 
been dealing with this question for four years ; yet, in that time, I have acquired an experience 
greater than I had ever hoped. 

When I attended the third session of our Commission~xactly three and a half years 
ago -· the Commission, and my delegation in particular, experienced a very great surprise. 
As you will remember, Lord Cecil had arrived from London with a big draft Disarmament 
Convention in his pocket, while M. Paul-Boncour had submitted a French counter-project. 

The draft Convention we have just adopted. in its final form is based on the two te:x;ts 
to which I have just referred, and which constitute, as it were, the prelude to all our work, 
and I take this occasion to pay a respectful tribute to Lord Cecil and to M. Paul-Boncour, 
the two statesmen who were the authors of the first two drafts. 

This is an historic moment for us. We have just adopted a draft Convention, the outcome 
of the joint efforts of more than thirty delegations, after collaborating for a number of years ; 
and here I cannot omit a reference to the help the American delegation has given us. 

We were all fully aw~e of the American view on various important questions with which 
this Commission has dealt. On the question of trained reserves, on that of material in reserve 
:md on that of direct limitation, Mr. Gibson had, at the outset, as we all know, very definit~ 
Ideas. In May of last year, he made a most important statement. He has to a certain extent 
abandoned his views on several of these important questions, and he has {uodified his attitud~ 
whi_le.' at the same time •. press~g his arguments. He did so, however, in order to enable a 
posi?ve result to be achieved.; m order to promote the progress of our work he has made a 
sacnfice. On the naval question, we all knew what the American representative's statemeen 
mea_nt. At th~t time, he spoke of ~~ famous " yar~-st.ick " scheme .. That idea was not wholly 
~ealiSed ; yet It was the actual ongm of the negotiatiOns between the maritime Powers, and 
Its results were reached at the London Naval Conference. My country was a party to the 
~ndon N~val Treaty, and therefore. I _must not s?und its praises too much ; but I must say 
t~Is, that It has enabled the Commission to contmue the work of disarmament. I am sure 
~e sh~l all 31:Vee that~ ~ut for that Treaty, the Commission would have been in a very difficult 
1f not Impossible, position. ' 

. II ~~~aking wholly ii~partially, I do not think the draft Convention adopted to-day can be 
~a ~ I eal. To be so, It would have to be drawn up differently. But we cannot ho e to reach 
=n_ddth\settlement of t_he l?ro~lem by simpl_e or e!lsy means. Indeed, I have nev~r heard it 
~ah. . a d.man can attam his Ideal. Much time Will therefore be required for the League to 
s~~='oef d~!:!::~~· to~a~;;:i:da:~t.one up to the present, however, will enable the first 

and : ~~f n~~~:e~~no~~= ~~~toc1a~~~ tf v~ic~ rr;y GovCI:nment's feelings on ~his subject, 
,,f disarmament will probably be ~ mod t 0 re r~n rom saymg, however, ~hat thiS first stage 
If we triPd to do so h ld es 0.ne. 0 great work can be earned out at one step 
I he failur~ of the Confe~:n~ o'M ~~~~nter Immense difficulties, and might even risk causing 
and steady hut gradual pr~gre~ ThrnJ?ent, th~r~fore, h~s always favoured moderate courses 
Commission even if it does not ~hollyiSsihs an olplmionGwhiCh, I think, may be shared by the 

. are a my overnment's views. 
We are partmg to-day after having a r h d th 

and Asscmblv. We are parting with a fccfmp IS e e task entrusted to us by the Council 
ha~ fJreparptf the way for disarmament. ee rng of comfort, because the work we have . done 
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It is now for the Council to fix the date when the Conference is to be convened. I 
earnestly hope that the represe{ltatives whom the Governments send to the Conference will 
all be armed with full powers to sign the future Convention ; otherwise, public opinion would 
be de~ply disappo!nted, and that would be most regrettable. We must therefore do our utmost 
to brmg about this result. I hope that the Conference may be convened very shortly. In 
any case my Government will come to it in a broad spirit of conciliation. It will do all in 
its power to enable all the representatives to collaborate fruitfully in order that the Con
vention may be signed. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION O:f FRANCE. 

lU. 1\<lassigli (France). - In putting the finishing touches to the draft Convention, which 
has been on the loom, so to speak, for three years, our Commission has completed its task, 
and that of the Governments will now begin. 

Doubtless the proposals we have made to settle the problem may be considered timid, 
and, from an absolute point of view it might not be difficult to conceive of better ones. 
No one can say, however, that this Commission has not produced a solid piece of work. No 
one can maintain that, after having unflinchingly faced realities, we are submitting a draft 
which does not respond to present possibilities. We were faced with a grave problem 
which had been probed for many years and yet in some respects was new. At every step 
unexpected difficulties arose, and our duty, therefore, was not to recommend to the Governments 
one of those futile manifestations which leave behind them nothing but a memory of 
disappointment in the minds of the peoples-our duty (and we have fulfilled it) was to state 
the bases on which, after conscientious and laborious enquiry, we consider it possible at the 
present time to establish a general treaty for the limitation of armaments. That is what Lord 
Cecil has told us, and, in associating myself with what he has said, allow me to associate myself 
also with the tribute paid to him. 

It is for the Governments to utilise the materials with which we have provided them, 
even though they do not find them all they were entitled to expect after the questions they 
had put to us ; even though we give them no final opinion on the criteria on which the 
propo1tions between the armaments of the various countries might be based ; even though 
we have not determined how far careful adjustment of the methods of applying A1ticle 16 
of the Covenant would facilitate the reduction of armaments ; even though, lastly, we have 
not considered systems of regional disarmament. . 

None the less, Article 8 of the Covenant fixes in very definite terms the goal to be reached 
by the Governments of the Members of the League, and in this respect the unanimous decisions 
of successive Assemblies have surely framed a League doctrine. 

The First Assembly established respect for existing treaties as the basis of the edifice to 
be constructed. 

The Third Assembly, in the famous Resolution 14, emphasised the connection which 
would necessarily be formed between the proportion in which armaments were to be reduced 
and the organisation of a system of mutual assistance within the framework of the Covenant. 

After the great Assembly of 1924, the Assembly of 1926, while recommending that a 
Conference for the limitation and reduction of armaments should be called as rapidly as 
possible, pointed out that the results of the Conference would depend upon the conditions 
of regional and general security at the time when the Conference met, and the Preparatory 
Commission embodied this declaration in its report to the Council after its first session. 

In the same spirit the subsequent Assemblies, seeing that it would be useless to try to 
forestall events, to push forward disarmament faster than the general political situation allowed, 
at the same time proclaiming the necessity of proceeding pari passu with the organisation of 
security, emphasised strongly the view that the first Conference would only succeed in taking a 
first step. 

It is this first step that the Governments are now asked to take. When they come to 
the Conference they will bring with them facts, proposals, justifications. 

By facts I mean that they will bring documents that will irrefutably demonstrate the 
success of the steps which a number of them have already spontaneously taken, since signing 
the Covenant, on the lines laid down in A1ticle 8 of the Covenant. 

By proposals I mean that they will state within what limits they consider themse!ves 
able to contract international obligations in a field which has hitherto been the close preserve 
of national sovereignty. 

Lastly, when I speak of justifications I mean that they will state the grounds-based 
on hope or on foresight-on which their proposals are founded. 

On this point the Governments must ask themselves--and, if they were likely to forget, 
public opinion in the different countries would remind them-what progress has been made in 
the organisation of security since the work of our Commission was started; or, if you prefer the 
phrase used by our Rapporteurs, who regard things from the psychological point of view, let us 
say the progress made in the growth of confidence since our Commission started its work, 

What has been done with the drafts prepared by the Arbitration and Security Committee ? 
What has been done to promote the conclusion of regional agreements, whether for the purpose 
of preventing or of penalising war ? What has been done in the field of arbitration ? What 
is the position as regards accessions to the General Act ? 
. All these are questions which the Governments will have to ponder before the Conference 
~s held, and the solutions which have been found for them, or which will be found for them, 
m the coming months will determine how great the first step to be taken will be. 
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1 ranrwt do lld h·r lll'rt' tli<\11 to read you the words spoken by M. Politis last year : 

"Whatt'wr may be the scope of this first stage, it ·will assuredly constitute a .very 
im ortant advance. "For the first time in the history of the world, the p_ro~lcm of nab?nal 
<m~amt'nts will have changed its character. It has hitherto been, a_nd s~Illis, an essentially 
domestic concern-a. matter coming exclusively ~nder the sovereign rights .of each State. 
Homreforth it will become an international question, governed by laws which the States 
will have freely accepted." · 
That is the essential truth which Governments imJ:>ued. with the will to peace, ~r, to 

speak more simply, Governments animated by good will-It amounts .to the same thmg
must have the courage to proclaim! even though to do· so they have t? Withst3;nd t~e.pressure 
of public opinion ; and assuredly It may prove far from ea~y to bn.ng publ.IC opmiOn back 
to the right path when _once it ha_s been allow~d to stray fr~m I~. Yet, If there IS a firm resolve, 
public opinion can easily be enlightened while ther~ IS still time. . 

Since tltis Commission entered upon its task It has, I venture to s~y, ~eceiv~d l?yal 
assistance from the French Government, fully conscious as that GovCI:nment I~ of Its o~hgatwns 
under the Cownant. I was happy to find that fact acknowledg~d m the tnbute prud to my 
predecessor here by l\1. Politis, M. Sato and the Hon. Hugh Gibson, and I thank them for 
it, though I trust the Hon. Hugh Gibson will foq~ive me if I prefer not to have heard what 
he kindly added. Nor will French help be withheld Ill the months to come or at the Conference 
itself when we come to oive final form to, and to define the final scope of, the solemn undertak
ings ~vhich we propose b the countries should contract. My country will bring to this work 
the unreserved good will which should be felt by all countries that are truly bent on peace. For 
Frrulce, though conscious of the limits which elementary prudence forbids her to yass ~t 
present, however impatient she may be and whatever interest may have to be sacnficed, IS 
firmly determined to do, within these limits, all that is reasonably possible. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OJ<' BULGARIA. 

ll. :Uorfoff (Bulgaria). - Gentlemen, I recognise that we have done very useful work 
and have made a first step towards preventing war. I am bound to say, however, that our 
work leaves my country in a state of flagrant insecurity. Owing to the obligations which 
have been imposed upon us, we are still deprived of all necessary means of legitimate defence. 

Article 11 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, and all that we have done in the 
domain of security, only applies to normal circumstances, and will not give us the requisite 
security in abnormal times and in periods of general political complication, when the great 
Powers which control the situation are unable to help us. · 

Bulgaria remains open to all comers by land, by sea, and by air, for. her reduced army, 
although it is very expensive and is a heavy charge upon her financial situation, is hardly 
sufficient for local duties. 

We hope that the experts and the future Permanent Disarmament Commission will be 
given a chance of finding a practical solution which, while creating no dangers for any party 
conc.ef:Iled, will put an end to our. state of insecurity. In saying this, I base myself on the 
followmg precedents. In 1922, durmg the Lausanne Conference, when demilitarised zones were 
create~, the. experts recognise? that these zones were not sufficiently protected and allowed 
Bulgana .to mcre!l:Se her effectlves ~m? to ar!ll them wit~ automa~ic rifles, although this was. 
!lot proVI.ded for m the Treaty. Sumlarly, m 1923, durmg the disturbances which occurred 
m Bulg~, the. Conferen_ce of Am~assadors,·t? w~ich one of the delegates here to-day belonged 
(an_d I desrre to pay a tnbute to his sense of JUStice), also allowed us to increase our effectives. 
This. measure consid~rably_ assisted the i!ltern_al pacification of the country, but it must be 
adnutted that the evils which were then m evidence would not have been so great if Bulgaria 
had no~ had to undergo so many restrictions as regards armaments. 

It IS not nt:cessary to quote to ron ex~mp~es to .demonstrate the utility Of putting an end, 
as. soon as. possib~e, to the state of msecunty m which my country is placed, and this cannot 
frul to be m ~he n~terests of general peace. I will confine myself to expressing our hope that 
the fo~~onung Disa~mament ~onf~rence will itself examine, or instruct the future Permanent 
Co~sion to e?'Rmme, the .si_tuabon of Bulgaria, and will permit her to take the measures 
which are essential to her legrtlmate defence. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF ROUI\IANIA. 

lL :\Jtloniade {Rouma.nia). - Now that we are reaching the end of ou1·labours, the 
~uma~n ~e~eg~wn, ~hich .r~pre~ents a Government firmly attached to the idea of peace, 
draJ!e:p S:nJ ~ t~n, w e~ g!VIng Its _approval to the draft Convention which has just been 
dear . .e repo. • m recording the fact that an important step has been made in 
the 1ng =a q~est~_whiCh has o~c.upied our attention for so many years. It does not share 
urs~ of thm 0 cc I~ fretful _spmts who always ask for absolute perfection and who in 

~~ ~nswering ~ ~~~t radi.~~~-:?lut}ons, underestimate achievements which have only the m'erit 
u n. a line of acti ~oS:I .I I I~s o ~he momen.t. We C?nsider t~at our Commission, in entering 
t)~e all that wa~ r~ason hiab~hy Ipsosei?Itbilre~y nthew m the h_IStory of mternational co-operation, has 

s e m e present situation. 
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It is true, as pointed out by several of the previous speakers and also in the report, that 
only the framework or canvas of a disarmament convention has been prepared -which, indeed, 
was all that our Commission was asked to do-and that this framework will have to be filled 
in with definite figures. It is then that the most delicate and difficult task will begin. But, 
in carrying out this task, the importance and difficulty of which no one will deny, neither the 
Governments, conscious of their grave responsibilities, nor the future Conference, will be faced 
with any uncertainty. Fortunately, since the Covenant, and since the assiduous work done 
by the Commissions which have sat and by the successive Assemblies, we have rallying-points 
and principles to which we shall always have to come back. As has already been pointed out, 
there is a League doctrine in this connection, which is solidly established and has been repeatedly 
stated. There is, first of all, the spirit and structure of the Covenant, which as a whole, and 
particularly in Articles 8, 10, 11 and 16, aims at setting up an organisation for peace. Thus, 
we find in Article 8 of the Covenant the principle that the reduction of national armaments is 
bound up with each country's security, its geographical situation and its special circumstances. 
Then we have the whole series of unanimous resolutions of the Assembly which have never 
faltered in their principles. I may mention that of the third Assembly, which, after stating 
the necessity of a general reduction of armaments, looked to the conclusion of a treaty of mutual 
guarantee within the framework of the Covenant as a means of bringing this about, and stated 
that this reduction must be proportional to the ~ecurity provided by the Treaty of Guarantee. 
Then there was the resolution of the 1926 Assembly, which, dealing with the programme of a con
ference for the limitation and reduction of armaments, viewed this limitation and reduction " in 
relation with the present conditions of regional and general security". The 1927 Assembly, in 
approving the creation of the Committee on Arbitration and Security, was " convinced that the 
principal condition of success is that every State should be sure of not having to provide 
unaided for its security by means of its own armaments, and should be able to rely also on the 
organised collective action of the League of Nations ". And the following Assembly, after 
recalling the close relation between international security and the reduction and limitation of 
armaments, contemplated the progressive reduction of armaments by further steps as the increase 
of security allowed. 

The doctrine is therefore a stable and consistent one-indissoluble connection, 
interdependence between disarmament and security, the former a function of the latter. When · 
the time comes to fill in the framework we have prepared, the state of general and regional 
security will determine the limitations which can be agreed to. In the direction of theoretical 
and practical security, the League of Nations has had no lack of studies, labours and international 
acts carried out either by itself or within its framework. There are general and for regional 
pacts and model treaties which have been carefully prepared and approved by the Assembly, 
and there is a General Act. Far be it from me to throw doubt on the value of these studies, 
models or pacts. But the fact remains that, when the future Conference enters upon its first 

· stage, it will be necessary to examine with the greatest care what have been the positive results 
of these acts in the sphere of general and regional security. On this will depend the distance 
which countries will be prepared to go in the lh;nitation of armaments. 

The Roumanian delegation, which has collaborated wholeheartedly in the labours of 
this Commission in the hope that they would reach a successful issue, will attend the Conference 
in the same spirit, and will agree to any limitation compatible with its security. It hopes that, 
between now and the meeting of the forthcoming Conference, certain facts, tendencies and 
manifestations liable to diminish security will have disappeared, and that general and regional 

·security will have made sufficient progress to per·mit of an important first step being taken. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF SWEDEN. 

l\1. Westman (Sweden). - I had not intended to take part in this final debate, but the 
rather disturbing discussion which took place the other night in connection with the request 
submitted by one of our colleagues that in a very important case the report should mal;;.e an 
express reference to the attitude of certain delegations not belonging to the majority, showed 
me that it may be useful, in order to avoid misunderstandings in future, to define briefly my 
Government's attitude with regard to the work done by the Commission, and with regard to 
its future consequences. · · 

The Swedish delegation is among those which have made no express reservations to the 
provisions voted by the majority. It did not feel called upon to make reservations, although 
the proposals which it put forward or which it supported with regard to certain vital points 
in the Convention did not meet with the approval of the majority. In tltis connection I need 
only recall the decisions taken by the Commission with regard to trained reserves, with regard 
to the limitation of land war material, and with regard to publicity concenting this material, 
decisions by which the Commission, evidently guided by political considerations, thought 
fit to lay the foundations, which we regard as technically unsatisfactory, of the future work 
of the Disarmament Conference. If, however, the Swedish delegation refrained from making 
reservations, it is in order that the differences of opinion which have been manifested in our 
Commission should not be still further accentuated ; and it made a point of refraining from any 
action which might exercise an unfavourable influence on the heavy and difficult work of 
disarmament undertaken by the League of Nations. This course is in full conformity with 
the attitude always observed by the Swedish delegation, which has pursued its task in our 
Commission with the firm determination to do all in its power to promote positive n•sults, 
however limited, on each point. 
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This attitude has IWI involved, and cannot involve, any renunciation on the part of the 
S\\'\'dish Gowrnment of the opinions which it has stated since the outset of our work, through 
tht' menlMrs of its deleg-ation and in the best interests of disarma~ent. My Governm~nt 
tht'n'ftlre emphasises its ri<Tht in the course of the subsequent proceedmgs to take any ~chon 
and to support any propo~al likely to make the international Disarmament Convention as 
d'ft'('tiw and as just as possible. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF YUGOSLAVIA. 

Dr. llarkoviteh (Yugoslavia). - The Preparatory. Commissio!l h_as concluded its W?rk 
and it only remains for us to accept as a whole the conclusiOns embodied m the draft Convention 
and in the accompanying report. · . · . 

"1Iat is the real value of our draft and of the documents annexed ? This is a question 
which can well be answered now because there can be no doubt that this draft affords a well
defined and well-considered fra~ework for the international Convention which will be called 
upon to settle, in future, the question of armaments on the basis of the solidarity of peoples 
and of their common interests. . · 

But if, from the technical point of view, we give our full approval to the draft in question, 
because it answers to all the technical factors of the problem, and has succeeded to a large 
extent in reconciling the ideal with the practic~ •. we cannot unres~rvedly ac~ept the sal!le 
conclusions if we consider the draft from the political aspect. In this connection we desire 
to emphasise certain elementary truths which lie at the very roo! of our work and of all measures 
of disarmament. · 

We note, first of all, that the work of disarmaml!nt is carried out, ;md must be carried 
out, within the framework of the international organisation created by the Covenant of the 
Le~e of Nations. Article 8 of the Covenant, which governs the problem of disarmament, 
forms part of a whole system, the different factors of which are interdependent. If the States 
liemhers of the League of Nations recognise that the maintenance of peace necessitates the 
reduction of national armaments, this recognition is based on the observance and validity 
of all the other articles of the Covenant, with ·which Aiticle 8 forms an indivisible whole. The 
execution and application of Article 8 of the Covenant are certainly a guarantee of peace, and 
nobody can dispute this fact. But they are not the sole guarantee. It cannot even be proved 
that they are the first and main guarantee. 

Any attempt to base the organisation of peace on a single article of the Covenant is 
mistaken, and contrary to the spirit and letter of the Covenant. The provisions of the Preamble, 
of Article 10 and of Article 16 of the Covenant. and of other ·articles also, constitute part of 
the same unit as Article 8, and they cannot be dealt with separately. We think it well to 
emphasise this position as regards principle which dominates the whole subject of disarmament. 

In emphasising this essential aspect of the problem, we are in complete harmony with the 
attitude and the line of conduct followed, in this connection, by the League of Nations during 
the eight years of its activities from 1922 to 1930. I will refrain from quoting facts which are 
we~ known, and which, indeed, are mentioned in the report, with regard to the period from 
1925 t!l 1930. When, in 1925, the Council of the League of Nations decided to appoint a special 
ComllllSSion to seek the methods and establish a programme of disarmament, it saw very 
clearly the problem as a whole, its complex nature and its connection with the whole international 
organisation of peace as reflected in the League of Nations. From the outset the Council 
had contemplated the _formation of a Commission consisting of the delegates of the responsible 
Govern!ll~nts, ~nd havmg full fre~dom to deal with the problem as a whole without any limitation 
or restnctwn With regar? to the different and varied elements of the problem. The questionnaire 
prepared by the Council and recommended to the Preparatory Commission as a basis for its 
work leave;; no roo!ll for. doubt on this point. Apart from questions of a technical and military 
nature, this questionnaire covers other problems of a political nature in relation with the 
general ~ystem of t_he ~ovenant. I would p~icularly recall Questions V and VII, which relate 
~ questions of capi!alimportance. In Question V, paragraph (a), the Preparatory Commission 
1s a~ked to determme : 

" qn what pri!"'ciple ~ill i~ be possible to draw up a scale of armaments permissible to 
the vanous countnes, taking mto account particularly : 

" 1. Population ; 
" 2. · Resources ; 
" 3. Geographical situation ; 
" 4. Length and nature_ of maritime communications ; 
" 5. Density and character of the railways ; · 

f ·: 6. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the important vital centres near the ronhers; · 

" 7. T~e time required, varying with different States, to transform peace 
armaments mto war armaments; 

r ." 8. The degree ~~ security which, in the event of aggression, a State could 
.~Ivde unhder the prov1s10ns of the Covenant, or of separate engagements contracted 
wwar s t at State ? " 
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In paragraph (b) the question is raised : 

·: Can the reduction of armaments be procured by examining possible means for 
ensurmg that the mutual assistance, economic and military, contemplated in Article 16 
of the Covenant shall be brought quickly into operation as soon as an act of aggression 
has been committed ? " .. : . 

I will further quote Question VII, which raises the following problem : 

" Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is regional disar
mament possible in r-eturn for regional security ? Or is any scheme of disarmament 
impracticable unless ·it is general ? If regional disarmament is practicable, would it 
promote or lead up to general disarmament ? " 

I quote these questions, which I regard as essential. What are the Conm1ission's replies 
to these general p~oblems, whose importance will be evident to all ? As regards Question V, 
paragraph (b), in so far as it concerns economic assistance, the problem is partly solved by 
the adoption of the Convention on Financial Assistance. This Convention owes its importance 
much more to the fact that it consecrates the principle of assistance in the case of aggression 

. than to the actual assistance which it offers to the countries attacked, :l:Jut it certainly marks 
a material step forward. As regards the other problems indicated in the questionnaire, the 
Commission has not thought it necessary to reply. There is not even a reply stating a principle. 
_The Yugoslav delegation considers, however, that, in view of the capital importance of the problems 

- raised, and in . view of the ex,ample given by the formal resolutions of the Assembly, this 
correlation between the methods for reduction and limitation of armaments and the political 
factors of_ the problem, the absolute observance of the Covenant and the faithful ex,ecution 
of all the obligations contained therein - in short, the degree of national and international 
security - should have found a place in the draft Convention. It should have been placed 
at the beginning of the Convention side by side with Article 1. This was not done, and the 
Yugoslav delegation regrets it. 

·The Commission has endeavoured to make good this deficiency by recalling in the report 
. the decisions of the Council and the resolutions of the Assembly with regard- to secmity and 
the interdependence between the level of armaments and national security. We should have 
preferred to see this principle embodied in the draft Convention itself ; but, in view of the 
spirit of conciliation which has attended our labours, we accepted this indirect method, which 
seemed to be preferred by a number of delegations. We wish, however, to emphasise that 
the omission, from the Convention itself, of any special rule regarding the interdependence 
between disarmament and security" in no way modifies the actual problem, and does not imply 
any weakening of the value of the Assembly's formal resolutions or any relinquishment on 
our part of the principles on which disarmament must be based. We regard this as a solidly 
established doctrine, and it is on the basis of this doctrine that the Yugoslav delegation has 
given and gives its consent to the draft Convention and to the report. It is in conformity 
with this doctrine, and after having carefully considered and appreciated all its military and 
political elements, that the Yugoslav delegation will lay before the General Disarmament 
Conference the minimum figures for its national armament compatible with its national security 
in the present state of general and regional international relations. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF POLAND. 

· · General Kasprzycki (Poland). - At the end of our discussions, I should like to draw 
the Commission's attention to certain difficulties and dangers which overcloud tuture prospects. 
In doing this, I speak as an optimist, and in order to note the fact that it will be both necessary 
and possible, between now and the Conference, to counteract all the tendencies which may 
make the success of that Conference more difficult. 
· All those who- have come here for the sole purpose of genuinely preparing the First 

Disarmament Conference agreed at the outset that a full and complete solution of the problem 
could not be contemplated under the present conditions of general security. In the League 
a doctrine has, moreover, established itself, which is that, in the matter of disarmament, you 
must proceed by stages. This doctrine was recognised by a unanimous resolution of the 1928 
Assembly. I believe that, now more than ever, we must bear this highly important point 
in mind, in order to cope with a form of propaganda which seeks to detract from the value 
of our work and possibly to render success difficult to achieve in the first stage of disarmament. 
We must take action against this propaganda, which will deny all the facts of the position 
and remain in the clouds. 

We hope, however, that these negative tendencies will not gain the upper hand, and that 
those who, on many occasions, instead of helping us, have loaded us with bitter criticism, 
will ultimately realise that, in attempting too much, you defeat your own object. . It is only 
by joining forces and by a common effort of goodwill that we shall be able, at the Conference, 
to achieve positive results. 

On behalf of the Polish delegation, I desire to state that the provisions of our draft 
Convention, which have been carefully studied from a technical standpoint and at the same 
time are fairly complete, provide a sound basis and framework for the future Convention. 
As I have already had occasion to emphasise, the draft prepared by our Commission provides 
for very valuable undertakings in the various fields of national defence, and that the first 
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sl~'t' in lht' rt·duction and limitation of armamenls will consequently be recognised as of 
unqu...stionablt> '-alue by all unbiased minds. 

In &gl'\."elllt>nt with several of my honow·able colleagues who have already spoken, I 
t"\.lnsid.t>r it indispensable, at the present moment, to bring forward o~e or two fundamental 
idN~.s on St'curity, ideas upon which success in diFarmament must hmge. 

B...fore going into detai~s, I wish to express concurrence in the general ideas on s~curity 
which have been t>xpounded by the honourable delegates of France and of Roumarua a~d 
others. Iu particular, I entirdy share the views of the honourable delegate of Yugoslay1a 
ft'!!ardincr the interdependence of the articles of the League Covenant. Only by elaboratmg 
ar~d trau~atincr into pr-actice all the essential articles of the Covenant and not one or two isolated 
clauses, shall '~e. in fact, be able to rt>ach a logical and harmonious solution of all the problems 
under consideration. So long as a general agreement is not possible, this can be done regionally 
or by a.,erreement between particular parties. It can also be done by instalments, by stages, 
as in the case of the Convention on Financial Assistance . 

. In using the gent>ral term " security ",we were concerned mainly wit~ the three follow!ng 
aspects of the problt>m- guarantees of mutual assistance, respect for treaties, and the securmg 
of a gent>ral detente. 

In our opinion, mutual assistance is the very basis of security- no security without 
assistance, no assistance without definite practical and precise undertakings .. 

In this connection, I need only refer to Resolution XIV of the Assembly, which considers 
Lhat a real guarantee can be obtained by effective and immediate assistance afforded according . 
to a prearranged plan, and which even contt>mplates that " in cases where, for historical, 
geographical or other reasons, a country is in special danger of attack, detailed arrangements 
should be made for its defence ". 

The conception of security is, moreover, based upon absolute respect for international 
undertakings. The Preamble to the Covenant says in this connection : 

" . . . In order to promote international co-operation and to achieve international 
. peace and security by . . . a scrupulous respt>ct for all treaty obligations in the· 

dealings of organised peoples with one another." · · 

Moreover, we should bear in mind the resolution of the first Assembly, which has been 
rightly referred to by M. Massigli, and which makes a general limitation of armaments 
contingent upon the full l'Xecution of the draft treaties ; t~-nd in this I would point out that 
the Assembly recognises the logic of the position and the plain evidence of the political facts 
to which I referred this morning. This resolution further states that the general limitation 
of armaments depends upon " the collaboration of the other great military Powers which 
have hitherto rt>mained outside the League ". 

Finally, an essential factor in security is the achievement of general moral disarmament. 
Now we are bound to note that in this field there appears, at the moment, to be a tendency 
in the opposite direction. 

The ".cries of death .and hatred ", so aptly referred to by M. Briand two months ago, 
are spreadmg, are becommg more numerous, and are making themselves heard more and 
more frequently in the world without let or hindrance. · 

. _These struggles, w_hich are growing more embittered ; this propaganda, which causes 
frictiOn betwe.en one nation and another- all this engenders a state of mind highly unfavourable 
to the reduction of armament.s. C_onducte~ by persons with no sense of responsibility, based 
f_or the most part on tendenho~s mfor:mation,. a propaganda is developing which is not only 
likely to render suc~ss more diffi~ult m the first stage of disarmament, but is also a danger 
to peace and goodWill among nations. 

Moral disarmament has been talked about for a long time in the League 1 regret to 
say, h_oweve!, that, hi_therto, nothing practical has been done along these lines, ~nd this is the 
essential pou~t to !"hich I would draw your attention. There is a whole series of practical 
measur~s which IDI~ht be taken by States and by the League of Nations with a view to 
promotmg mor~ d~sarmanient. It would certainly be possible, by mutual underlakin to 
=t· t~e hat~-msprred propaganda ; _it wo~ld ~rtainly be possible to compel States to r~tify 
Pr m o~a~10n about. other· countn~s whrch 1s current in public opinion or appears in the 
a ~ ~n ~~er~ture j ;1 wouldt c_:ertai~Y be possible to have war propaganda recognised as 

Y e aw o coun nes. any other measures could also be contemplated 
The problem of moral disarmanient is an t bl · · · 

with that of material disarman~ent. urgen ·pro em, whrch rs closely 1:\ound up 

You cannot expect to enhance or even t h · 
of growing disquiet. ' 0 preserve, t e feelmg of security in an atmosphere 

The flagrant contradiction between demand f · · 
demands for total disarmanient and an . .s or a~ appreCiable reductiOn of armaments, 
disorder or even war must be brought h~:eatsmtghly VIOlent prop~ganda tending to promote 

• e o e general pubhc. · 
World public opinion must be convin d f th . 

in moral disarman~ent. A study of the ee r o 1 e absolute necessi~Y of practical results 
more essential. It is one of the most in~~ac Jcaabreans t.o. that end Is becoming more and 
Conference. · lspens e conditions of the success of the .future 
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DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF CHINA. 

Dr. Woo Kaisenu. (China). - The Chinese delegation is happy to- congratulate the 
Prepar:::tory Commission and its Rapporteurs on the successful conclusion of its work, and to 
extend 1ts thanks to the President and Vice-Presidents for their skilful conduct of the business, 
which has ensured the success of the draft Convention. · 

The Chinese delegation regards the present draft as a well-formed infant brought forth 
after prolonged labour. Five years of preparatory work, six sessions, all very carefully followed, 
thirty-two delegations bringing their national ideals to the work, extend a promise of happy 
days to our democracies. 

World public opinion expected Geneva to bring forth this wholly practicable scheme. 
The first stage has been passed. We now have a text before us, but the draft which the 

Governments will vote to-morrow will still raise many difficulties. To-morrow, however, 
we mean to fight our way through to final success. 

Unquestionably, this is the first time that a convention on the limitation and reduction 
of-armaments has been drawn up. It is a great event in world history. 
· If, during the lengthy discussions of this session, the Chinese delegation has sometimes 

refrained from voting, this did not imply that it adopted a negative attitude, but that it needed 
time to reflect on these very grave matters. _ 

China is a true democracy ; it is consequently peaceful. It has its " declaration of the 
rights of-man" : the San Mintshui- that is to say, the Three Principles of the People. It 
knows how to fight against war by practising justice. It must succour the weak and raise the 
fallen. 

After many years of internal strife, my country has quite recently achieved national unity 
and political stability. 

The Chinese delegation holds definite opinions on peace and disarmament, .and we can. 
assure the Commission that we shall state these opinions at the General Conference. -

What I wish to do to-day is to explain the views of the Chinese delegation oii peace. All 
our practical work in the field of disarmament will certainly have the technical value of state
ments by Governments ; it may have considerable moral efiect. We must hope that its moral 
effects will be genuinely felt, and that we shall thus get at the real causes of war. The limitation 
and reduction of land, naval and air armaments is a positive means of arresting preparation 
for war. The work of abolition must be carried into other fields as well. We must deal with 
the deep-lying causes, the moral causes. 

More than anything else, mutual understanding, a clear comprehension of the issues which 
divide nations, will contribute towards the abolition of war among States. We must get to 
know each other better and better. 

If men speak to each other clearly, and if their interests and their needs are identical, 
we shall have peace. If they allow themselves to be dragged into ignorance and hatred, and if 
their interests and their needs clash, we shall have war. China is following with sympathy the 
schemes for the federal organisation of States which economic circumstances, unemployment 
and interests are impelling to fratricidal strife. It is to our interest to make ourselves useful 
to others, to endeavour to weaken those -who are harmful to society. Allow me to quote our 
philosopher, the old sage Me Tseu, who was born more than 500 years before the Christian er.a, 
and-who said: 

" Wise men must concern themselves with the improvement of the human universe. 
If_ they know where trouble originates, they can intervene effectively. If, on the other 
hand, they do not know, they will be helpless. They will be like doctors whose task is 
to cure the sick, but whose knowledge does not extend to the root of the evil." 

Where, then, does trouble originate in the human universe ? It has its source in the fact 
that nations do not know and do not love each other. Thus brigands love their families but 
not their fellow-men-; that is why they plunder the houses of others, in order to serve the interest 
of their own kin. Nations love their own country and do not love other nations. That is why 
they conquer neighbouring countries in order to extend their own. 

But why all this ? Because we do not know each other. If peoples looked upon neighbouring 
_countries as their own, wars would disappear. . 

Such, Mr. President, are our fundamental views, views that the Chinese delegation is 
proud to be able to expound here. 

II we frequently stress these ideas, we shall be promoting the work of disarmament, and 
thereby the happiness of our peoples. 

DECLARATION BY THE DELEGATION OF CZECHOSLOVAKIA, 

- M. Fierlinger (Czechoslovakia). ~ As we have now come to the end of the series of 
statements by .delegates I- will he brief. I can, indeed, be briefer than I anticipated, for what 
I had in mind has already been said by others with added clearness and precision. I entirely 
share their views - views which in most cases reflect _moderate optimism based on a sense 
of realities. 

I should like, however, to add to their statements the main point of what I intended to 
say. 
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. ur ose is to draw attention once more to certain facts whic~ have been constant~y 
ll"t''~~f i~ 01;r ~ninds throuO"hout the work of the Commission, facts ":hich mus~ come up agam 

bl ~fo~ ~ the Conft'rt'nce and" determine its line of conduct. To explam mdy alpomtd I needt· onlyd 
' " · . · · 1 d t d b the Assembly an rea y .men wne rd~r to vanous resolutwns unammous Y a op e Y _ ... :::"· .. :· .,_ ;._ : ... . . 

b,· (Wtain of mv c·oneagucs. · ·. . th · t ~~:f d.· · ·· 
· These resoiutions, which formed the basis of our wo~·k, Imd str«;)ss on e m er. · e~en. e~~:e 

b ·tween the problem of disarmament and that of secunty. · · · · .. 
t Tl t · ·t f the Com1n1·ssion has taken this view of its work, and what I have 

1e grea maJOfl y o . . . t · . th 
just said might therefore appear supcrfluo~s. We deSJre, however, t~ pomt ou once moi e e 
most ractical and reliable means of re~chmg the goal we have m vie:v. · .. · _ . · fh "dea of peace has doubtless gamed ground and valuable guatantees of secuuty have 

b e I·d~d ,,J11·ch nmst not be under-estimated. These guarantees and the successful results 
l'en proVI ' ' ,. . . • . t l t "t ·k h" l of the League's efforts have made it poss1ble for our Commtsswrr .o comp e. e 1 s woi , w !c.l, 

notwithstanding its theore~ical nature, will perhaps, as was nghtly said by M: Pohti~, 
constitute a great page of h1story. . . · · ·· 

We hope that, when the Conference meets, we shall be in a positiOn to record fresh_pr.ogress 
calculated still further to facilitate the Conference's wo~k, bu~ we. must not close our e-l~s ~o 
the distance we still have to travel before the Covenant IS earned mto full effect ; there 1s strll 
a long road ahead ?f us .. We ~ust _not forge~ thll;t we shall. have to exer~ ourselves very 
considerably, sometimes m one direction, sometimes m anothe1·, m order to achieve our purpose. 
At the same time, if we make this our chief concern, I do not doubt but that we shall. fulfil 
the highest aspirations of mankind, the aspirations embodied in Article 8 of the Covenant~, . 

. - ; 

DECLARATION DY THE DELEGATION OF !TALY. 

General tie i\larinis (Italy). - The Italian delegation has on many occasions expressed 
1ts point of view with regard to the work of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference, and it is unnecessary to recapitulate its views on the methods and stipulations 
provided for in the draft Convention. It is sufficient to refer you to the Minutes. . · 

Now that the Preparatory Commission has completed its lengthy task, in which· the 
Italian Government has all along participated with the keenest interest, I wish to ·state that 
my Government is inspired by the policy of peace which has actuated it in all its international. 
activities. It is a policy of peace, but one which is governed by the necessity of safeguarding 
its vital interests, and my country will participate in the Disarmament Confere-nce with an 
earnest desire to achieve results in the form of the equitable regulation of.armamimts. While 
taking into account the requirements of each country from the point of view of defence, it 
should be the object of such regulation to abolish the very great discrepancies which at present 
e~t; thes_e are the ~hief cause _of the co~petition in armaments and_ are highly detrimental 
to mternational secunty. I am firmly conVInced that the absence of a JUst proportion between 
arm~ents and the real requir:ements of each _country for defence, which exists at present, is 
the chief obstacle to the frammg of an effective scheme for the reduction of armaments. · 

I am convinced that, if we succeed in modifying this state of affairs, we shall have made 
great progress in the direction of disarmament and shall greatly facilitate the next stage of 
our work. · -

131. Close of the Session. 

The President. - ~ur Commission met for the first time on May 18th, .1926. After four 
years and seve_n months It has to-day completed its task.· · · 

W~ were mstructed to prep~re for a First General Conference for the Limitation ·and 
Reduction , of Armam~nts, and 1t was our duty to lay down guiding principles for that 
Conferences. work. With th~ approval of the League Assembly, we considered that the best 
means ?f l!l-Jing down such prmc1ples Wfl:S t_o d~aw up a draft Convention specifying the ·method 
and prmc1ples to be a~opte~ for the hmitahon and reduction of armaments and to prepare 
the many tables t? ~e filled m by t~e Conferenc~ in application of those principles. ·· . .. · 

h 
Does the prehmmary draft whiCh we have JUst adopted show that we have accomp~ished 

wd~~~~~? ·· · . 
. h To th~se wh? expected us to settle all divergences of principle among the different Powers 

~! G":~::U~~n~s~=~~~~ ~hfs0~:uf~ab:Irmr;~;~hl~o ! Even before we began our work all 

ff ~~the oth~r han~, to ~hose w~o r~alise t~at, in the present state of the world, an initial 

:_ 

0

0 r 'a~':~v~~:~so~po~~~~7~7~~~~~~~~~f ~~~~t~~~n.hesi:U~~ :~ -~~~i; p~ssirle;·the.reduction 
will ~~~r~:r i~a~; ~h~~:~ei:~l ac~~f:::~~e~ 6~-~h~~;:t~nt fra~e:r~;~ i~s whi~h the fi~urcis 
~~dd~~~b: :~is~~s;n~o~~een:~~~ ~~nth~i~~~itation an;'ke~~~ti~n of 1~~~:t~e ;~g~~g 
showing what has been termed moral ~isarm~~!n~utual trust between the natiOns increases, 
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- If the provisions which we have framed appear to be incomplete, it is none the less true 
· that never before in the history of the world have the nations, which are so jealous of their 
sovereign rights, contemplated the international regulation of their means of national defence. 

Does not this fact alone give to our work, however imperfect it may be at this initial stage, 
a profound significance ? - . 

The work done by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, set up by the Preparatory 
Commission for the Disarmament Conference, is deserving of the highest praise. 

To that Committee, presided over with such competence by M. Benes, we owe a series 
of agreements for the pacific settlement of international disputes, financial assistance, etc., 
which cannot fail to facilitate the limitation and progressive reduction of armaments by the 
various Governments. 

Our draft Convention will now be submitted to the Governments. It is for them to do 
their utmost to facilitate the convening at the earliest possible date of the world Conference 
which public opinion in all parts of the world is demanding with such insistence. 

We cannot say that the present situation is unfavourable to the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. Even if there were no Locarno Treaties and no Paris Pact, it is obvious 
that the economic interests of the nations make the pacific settlement of their disputes more 
than ever necessary. It is more than ever necessary that military budgets should be reduced ; 
never before have responsible statesmen and enlightened public opinion realised so clearly 
that war - "that horrible thing", as one of the greatest contemporary military chiefs has 
called it -is a crime unworthy of mankind, and that no victory is worth the sacrifice of human 
lives which it entails. 

You have worked tirelessly in the cause of peace, and, as President, I would praise 
particularly your determination to achieve results. In this connection I call to mind certain 
members of our Commission who played such a prominent part _in its first sessions and of 
whose work we have an imperishable memory, men such as M. de Brouckere and M. Paul
Boncour, to name only two. 

I should also like to pay a special tribute to Lord Cecil, and to express to him on your 
behalf our profound gratitude and admiration for all that he has done for so many years past 
to help forward our work. 

Despite what were frequently divergent points of view, our discussions have taken place 
in an atmosphere which never verged on the sombre, an atmosphere from which humour and 
laughter were py no means absent. I wish to thank you for having realised that the respon
sibility for the successful conduct of meetings such as ours does not depend upon the President 
alone. Our sometimes lengthy debates might easily have become unduly protracted if you 
had not understood that success demanded brevity, concision and that degree of discipline 
which your President constantly demanded of you. Moreover, you have spoken frankly, as 
is the custom in the League of Nations, where anything can be said provided that the conventions 
are observed. 

When an international meeting has the privilege of counting among its members a Nicholas 
Politis, it can be sure of always finding a clear and accurate formula which, but for him, it might 
perhaps have to seek in vain. You have given us so many proofs of this, Mr. Vice-President, 
you have repeatedly directed and summed up the discussions of our Sub-Committees in so 
admirable a fashion that I am, I feel sure, interpreting the feelings of the whole Commission 
in expressing our profound gratitude to you. 

Beside you sits a proud Castilian, whose delightful ardour and laborious diligence are 
deserving ot our warmest thanks. M. Cobian, our enthusiastic Rapporteur, had an unparalleled 
collaborator to assist him in the person of our young colleague, M. Bourquin, "a trained reserve " 
as he described himself-a reserve whose training is the more admirable in that his period of 
service within our ranks is even now quite short. I wish to thank you, M. Bourquin, on behalf 

. of everyone. I would thank you more particularly to-day, and for the added reason that only 
two or three hours ago I learned that up to October 20th last you knew nothing about the 
question of disarmament. 

While I am concerned with the expression of our gratitude, may I extend our thanks 
not only to the first delegates, but also to all the experts/resent, who from the outset of our 
work have given such sigp.al proof of their knowledge an zeal ? 

What a wealth of learning the General Conference will derive from the reports .of your 
Sub-Commissions A and B and from the many technical statements due to our experts I 

I have already had occasion to laud the merits of our Drafting Committee, composed of 
M. Westman, M. Paul-Boncour and Sir William Malkin. It is a pleasure to me to reiterate 
their merits to-day, and to extend our thanks more particularly to M. Westman, who has 
acted as the mouthpiece of that Committee. 

When one speaks of zeal, unwearying zeal, it is to the whole staff of the Secretariat that a 
large part of our debt of gratitude is due. First and foremost to M. Aghnides, that youthful, 
dauntless and energetic Director of the Disarmament Section, who, in the space of a few months, 
has become completely conversant with a task which he must have found all the more difficult 
in that he had as his illustrious predecessors M. de Madariaga and M. Colban, whose talent, 
activity and devotion to our cause I shall never forget. 

M. Aghnides has behind him a first-class staff and a number of Amazons - women warriors 
- one of whom I cannot refrain from mentioning by name, for I know that all of you who 
have seen her at work since this Commission came into being, and who know how hard she 
works, and how she works night and day v.-ith her untiring fellow-Amazons, will agree that 
Mile Gabrielle Boisseau is the personification of active, intelligent and smiling grace, without 
which the Disarmament Section would lack its characteristic sunny atmosphere. 
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Lastly, I desire to extend our very grateful thanks to our two faithful interpreters, who 
make what is really so difficult a task appear so easy. . . 

In conclusion, gentlemen, I, who have had the honour to presi~e over your sessiOns for 
over four years and a half, would venture to voice one last hope. It ~s that, whe~ you return 
home you may succeed in persuading your Governments that. there IS no more time to lose, 
that ~othing must be neglected to facilitate the speedy reu.mon of the Gen~ral Conference, 
and above all to ensure its success ; for the nations are looking to us, and frulure would spell 
disaster. 

Lord Cecil (British Empire). - Your diction was so admirable in French, Sir,_ t~at I th.ink 
every delegate understood every word you said, and therefore! unless the CommiSSIOn desires 
it, I do not think it necessary that we should have a translatiOn. . 

I desire to add one name to those you so very properly enumerated as ~emg among th?se 
to whom the Commission owes its sincere thanks. I only wish it were possible that you, 'Yith 
your masterly and graceful phrasing, should have been the person to make the observations 
I am now about to make ; but, owing to circumstances which will appear in a moment, that 
is unfortunately impossible. . 

What I desire to bring before the Commission is, that our thanks are due very heartily and 
sincerely to you for your admirable conduct of our proceedings throughout these four and 
a half years. Many of us know how difficult your task has been, how provoking some of us 
must have been to you, how irritating we have been to one another, and how difficult it must 
have been to preserve that atmosphere of serenity which has almost always characterised our 
debates. If you have succeeded in doing so it is partly owing 1;o the close and great attention, 
but still more to the marvellous gifts of good temper, of tact, of courtesy, and above all perhaps 
of p'ltience, you have displayed with such remarkable regularity in all circumstances. I can . 
assure you, Mr. President, that one thing is certain : you have acquired the personal esteem 
and affection of every member of the Commission. That is, perhaps, some compensation for 
the immense trouble that you have taken. You have undoubtedly, as you have said, been 
assisted by one Vice-President with an extraordinary gift of eloquent lucidity, and by another 
with that unfailing geniality which endears him to us all ; and you have had the assistance, 
latterly, of two Rapporteurs who could scarcely be improved upon. But still we come back 
to our personal feelings towards you, and it is on that account that I tender to you on behalf of 
the whole Commission our very warmest thanks. · 

l\1. Politis (Greece). - I desire to associate myself most warmly with what Lord Cecil 
has just said with reference to our President. As his lieutenant and closest neighbour, I have 
had ll;n opi?ortunity each. day ?f real~ing how conscientiously and patiently he has followed 
our d~cl!sswns. Those discussiOns might have peen shorter had he not insisted on respecting 
the opu~101_1 of each one of us, and only intervening as seldom as possible. That is proof of his 
magnanimity and the r~al good humour with which he has presided over our discussions. I 
n~ted, further,_ that at difficult II!-oment~, when some conciliatory effort was required, he never 
fa_Iled to step .mto the breach 'Ylth a _view to ~astening a _solution. We shall all carry away 
With _us a l~tml:{ memory of thiS particular penod of our hves, and our President's name will 
remam an Impenshable part of that memory . 

. The Preside~t.. - It ?nly remains for me to express my most grateful thanks to Lord 
Cecil and M. Politis for their extremely kind words with reference to myself. I myself shall 
never fo_rget these four years, especially when I think of all of you, gentlemen, who have collabo
rated With me and honoured me with your confidence. 

I thank .you, and now may I take up this hammer for the last time and declare the sixth 
and last session of the Preparatory Commission closed. 



ANNEXES. . . 
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C.P.D. 211. 

Geneva. November srd, 1930. 

ANNEX 1. 

Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT. 
FIRST READING. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT 
SECOND READING. 

r. This document contains: 

(a) The Report of the Third Session of the Preparatory Commission. 

(b) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at First Reading in the course of 
the Third Session. 

(c) The Texts of the Draft Convention drawn up at Second Reading in the course 
· of the Sixth Session, First Part. 

2. The First- and Second-Reading Texts are placed in parallel. Where no 
Second-Reading Text has been adopted, a blank space is left. 
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THIRD SESSION. 

C.218(1).M.112.1927 .IX. 
(C.P.D.88(1).) 

Geneva, April 26th, 1927. 

Held at Ger~eva from March 21st to April 26th, 1927. 

REPORT. 

The Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference examined, in the course 
of its third session, the reports submitted to it by technical Sub-Commissions with regard to 
the questionnaire it had been instructed to study. The Commission was of the opinion that 
these preliminary investigations were such as to permit it to undertake forthwith the study 
of a Draft Convention. Its task was facilitated by the fact that preliminary drafts had been 
submit~ed to it by the British and French delegations. 

The Commission has endeavoured, during the present session, to draw up a text which 
could serve as a basis for discussion at the second reading. It has not succeeded in establishing 
a single text for all the points discussed. The present document shows separately for each 
of the parts the points on which unanimity was obtained, as well as the reservations submitted 
by the various delegations on certain specific points. Where it has not been possible to esta
blish a unanimous text, this document gives the different proposals submitted. It has been 
generally understood that the acceptance of each delegation at first reading does not prejudice 
the attitude it might adopt at the second reading and does not bind it in any way. • 

In the course of the discussion, several suggestions and proposals were put forward, either 
in order to meet exceptional situations, or with a view to insert.ing into the Convention limitations 
or general clauses other than those which had been unanimously adopted at the first reading 
by the Commission or which had been put down as alternative texts. These proposals and 
suggestions are reproduced in the minutes of the Commission. It is understood that each 
delegation retains full freedom to reconsider at the second reading such suggestions or proposals 
and to put forward fresh ones. 

The discussion seems to suggest that it might be advisable to classify the matter into five 
parts, which might constitute the five Chapters of the Draft Convention as a basis for the second 
reading: 

Chapter I. - Effectives. 
Chapter II. - Material. 
Chapter III. - Budgetary Expenditure. 
Chapter IV. - Chemical Warfare. 
Chapter V. - Miscellaneous Provisions. 

This division is, of course, liable io alteration at the second reading. 

The Commission annexes to the present report a table of the texts. 

When a text has encountered no opposition from any delegation, it has been printed right 
across the page. The reservations which delegations have asked to have inserted have been placed 
in the margin. 

When only a single text was submitted and one or more delegations formally opposed its 
adoption, it has been printed on the left-hand side of the page, the right-hand column being 
left blank. The delegation or delegations under whose authority this text was submitted have 
been indicated. No attempt has been made to define the position of the others, and only the 
observations and declarations which delegations have formally requested to have inserted have 
been placed in the margin. 

When, at the end of the discussion at the first reading, several texts have remained in heing, 
they have been inserted in parallel columns, the delegation or delegations under whose authority 
the text was submitted being indicated at the head of each column. As in the previous case, 
no attempt has been made to define the position of the delegations which did not formally submit 
a text, and here too only the formal observations or declarations have been inserted. 



Tex-ts drawn up at· First Reading. 

(British Draft.) 

[Names of the High 
Contracting Parties.] 

Persuaded that the main
tenance of peace requires the 
reduction of armaments to 
the lowest point consistent 
with national safety and the 
enforcement by common ac
tion of international obliga ~ 
tions; 

Considering that all Mem-
. hers of the League of Nations 
are already pledged by Arti
cle 8 of the Covenant of the 
League to the acceptance of 
the principle enunciated above; 

Realising that the purpose 
of the limitation of arma
ments by international agree
ment is to diminish the risk 
of aggressive action by one 
State against another and that 
all agreements for limitation 
of armaments should be con
strued in the light of that 
purpose; 

Believing that, in order to 
obtain the greatest possible 
advantage from a reduction 
and limitation of armaments, 
such reduction and limitation 
must cover military, naval 
and air armaments and must 
embrace as many nations as 
possible; 

Determined to alleviate to 
the greatest possible extent 
the heavy burden which ex
penditure on"farmaments is 
imposinglupon the economic 
life of tlie world and thus 
lowering its standard of liv
ing: 

Have resolved to conclude 
a Convention with a view to 
accomplishing these purposes 
and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries: 

The President ........... . 

• • • 0 0 • 0 • • • 

Who, having communica
ted their full powers, found in 
good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 

PREAMBLE. 

(French Draft.) 

[List of High 
Contracting Parties.] 

In view of Article 8 of the 
Covenant of the League of 
Nations; 

Whereas the reduction of 
armaments must be in · ac
cordance with general con
ditions of security and the 
special conditions of each 
State; 

And whereas the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance and the 
Protocol for the Pacific Set
tlement of International Dis
putes, which were intended 
to define· more precisely the 
operation of Article 16 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, have not been 
applied; 

And whereas the general 
guarantees resulting from· the 
Covenant still exist; 

And whereas regional agree
ments based upon the prin
ciples of the Covenant and 
arranging for mutual assist
ance between the signatory 
States in the event of at
tack have been successively 
concluded and have resulted 
in improved conditions of 
security for a number of 
States: 

Consider that it is now 
possible to contemplate a first 
step towards the limitation 
and reduction of armaments 
laid down in Article 8 of 
the Covenant, 

And, having decided to con
clude a Convention for 
this purpose, have appoint
ed as their plenipotentiaries. 
••• 0 • 0 ••• 0 0 •••••• 0 •••• 0 •••• 

0 •• 0 ••••• 0 ••••••••• 0 0 • 0 • 0 • 0 

Who, having deposited their 
full powers, found in good 
and due form, . have agreed 
upon the following provisions: 

• (German Draft.) 

Whereas heavy armaments 
constitute the most serious 
menace to · the peace of the 
world; 

And whereas Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations provides for a 
general reduction of arma
ments: 

· The High Contracting Par
ties have resolved to con
clude a Convention as a first 
step towards the accomplish
ment of this purpose, to be 
followed by successive mea
sures with a view to further 
disarmament, and have ap-
pointed .............•..... 
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Texts dra'YD- up. at Second Readin~. 

PREAMBLE. 



Obsel'f)ations and 
Reserpations. 

The German delegation 
makes a general reser
vation in regard to Chap
ter I as a whole, which, 
contrary to its view, does 
not contain any limitation 
of reserves given military 
training, registered, and 
compelled by law to serve 
in case of war, although 
in its opinion these re
serves, while non-existent 
in professional armies, 
form the decisive factor 
as regards personnel in 
war, in countries having 
a conscript system. 

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

The delegation of the 
United States of America 
makes a general reser
vation on the following 

· provisions of Chapter I 
as regards the inclusion 
of formations organised 
on a military basis and 
the exclusion of trained 
reserves. 

TI1e delegations of the 
British Empire and the 
United States of America 
only acc~pt the limitation 
of naval efiectives pro
vided such limitation is 
generally accepted and 
provided also that a 
satisfactory agreement is 
reached respecting the 
limitation of warships. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table IX unnecessary. 

First Reading. 

CHAPTER I. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

The High Contracting Parties agre~ to limi~ the effec~ives in serv_i?e in 
their armed forces, or land, sea and a1r formations orgamsed on a m1htary 
basis, and who may for that reason he immediately employed without having 
to he mobilised, to the effectives determined in the tables enumerated below 
and annexed to the present Convention. 

1. Land Armaments: 

Table I. - Maximum home forces. 

Table II. - Maximum overseas forces stationed in the home country. 

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

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

Table VI. - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on 
a military basis statiop.ed in the home country. 

Table VII. -· Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on 
a military basis stationed in overseas t~rritories. . 

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table VIII. - Maximum armed forces. 

Table IX. - Maximum forces belonging to formations . organised on a 
military basis. · 
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Second Readini. 

CHAPTER I. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

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

• 
r. Land Armaments: 

Table I. - Maximum armed forces stationed in ~e home country. 

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

Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting 
Parties. 

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

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

2. Naval Armaments: 

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

Observations 3. Air Armaments: 
a11d Reser•atwns. 

The delegation or Table X. - Maximum armed forces. 
France reserves for the 
second reading its final 
decision regarding a sepa
rate limitation of air 
efTectives or home and 
overseas forces. 

The delegation of the 
British Empire considers 
Table XI unnecessary. 

The second paragraph 
or Article H has not 
been discussed in connec
tion with naval and air 
efTectives. 

The delegations of 
France and Italy declare 
that the clauses or the 
first two paragraphs must 
apply in the same con
ditions to land, naval 
and air efTectives, and 
that it can only accept 
them subject to this re
servation. 

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

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

Table XI. - Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a 
military basis. 

Article H. 
In order to prevent the number of officers, warrant officers and sergea~ts 

from exceeding the legitimate requirements of each armr, t~e tables re~atmg 
to land armaments mentioned in Article A above shall mdrcate a maxrmum 
number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants which each High Contracting 
Party shall undertake not to exceed. . . 

Similarly, for the same reasons as thos~ grven abov~, the sard tables shall 
show the maximum figure which each H1gh Contra.ctmg Part~ u~dertakes 
not to exceed in respect of other ranks whose perrod of servrce rs longer 
than the longest period at present in force in the conscript armies of the 
High Contracting Parties. . . 

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

Article C. 
By " formations organised on a military basis " shall be understood 

Police forces of all kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, 
whatever their legal purpose, can be used without mobilisation, by reason 
of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament or equipment, 
as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

Article D. 
By " mobilisation " within the meaning of the present Convention shall 

be understood all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or 
part of the various corps, services and units with the personnel and material 
required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Article F. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties may, within the limits fixed by 

the tables relating to land armaments in Article A, and should the conditions 
affecting its security so require, modify the distribution of the said forces 
between its home territories and overseas territories. 

Any modifications in this distribution shall be shown in the annual state
ments of particulars, the preparation of which is provided for in Article lA 
of Ghapter V below. 

Article E. 
When drawing up the tables mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) and lA 

(Chapter V): . · . 
(a) By " effectives in service in the armed forces " shall be understood 

the average daily effectives reckoned by dividing the total number of days 
duty by the number of days in the budgetary year· 

~bt By "effectives in service in the formations' organised on a military 
basrs shall be underst?od the ac~ual. effectives, e.g., the actual number of 
me1_1 sho'Yfl up to t~e. trme. of therr discharge from active service or during 
the~r penods of ~rammg, m the statemel).t of effectives which determines 
grants of every kmd for .these effectives, including men who for any reason 
whatever, are absent from the units to which they are allocated. 
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Second Readin~. 

3· Air Armaments: 

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

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

Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 
Table IV. - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a 

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

· military basis stationed overseas. 

Article H. 
The tables relating to land armaments mentioned in Article A above, shall · 

indicate a maximum number of officers which each High Contracting Party shall 
undertake not to exceed. 

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

In conscript armies, the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period 
in force in their respective countries but is less than x1 years, shall be shown for 
each High Contracting Party in the annual statements for which provision is made in 
Article lA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to air armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate, 
in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned officers and men 
together, the maximum number of soldiers who may have completed more than xl 

years of actual service with the colours. 
The number of men of the class mentioned in the second and fourth paragraphs 

of the present article who are actually with the colours shall be shown every year 
foi: each High Contracting Party in the statements for the preparation of which 
provision is made in Article lA of Chapter V. 

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

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

Article C. 
By " formations organised on a military basis " shall be understood Police 

forces of all kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever 
their legal purpose, can be used without mobilisation, by reason of their staff of 
officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment, as well as any organisation 
complying with the above condition. 

Article D. 
By " mobilisation " within the ineaning of the present Convention shall be 

· understood all the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the 
various corps, services and units with the personnel and material required to pass 

· from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Article F. 
(This Article was deleted. See Minutes of Sixth Session (First Part), page 153.) 

Article E. 
When drawing up the tables mentioned in] Articles A (Chapter I) and lA 

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

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

1 Note: This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of actual service 
with the colours which is in force in the conscript armies of the High Contracting Party at the 
time of ~e siguature of the Convention. 



Obser<>ations 
and ReseN>ations. 

This Article has not 
been discussed in con· 
nection with naval and 
air etJectives. 

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

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

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

Arttcle I. 

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

For each man the total. period of se~ice s~all be th~ total ~umber. of 
days of active service and of days of serVIce durmg the periods of mstructiOn 
which he undergoes. 

CHAPTER II. - MATERIAL. 

SECTION I.. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article TA. 

(German Draft.) 

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

TABLE. 

Material in service 
and in reserve 

!. RIDes or carbines 
2. Machine-guns and 

automatic rtOes . 
3. Guns, long and 

short, and howit
zers or a calibre 
below 15 em .•. 

4. Guns, long and 
short, and howit
zers or a calibre 
or 15·cm. or above 

5. Mortars or all 
kinds • • • . 

6. Tanks .••• 
1. Armoured cars . 

Maximum 
number 
or arms 

Quantity or 
ammunition 

for the various 
arms (rirles, 

machine-guns, 
etc.) 

. 
(French Draft.) 

In each of the Contracting States, 
the total expenditure on the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war 
material in the strict sense of the 
term, for the duration of the pre
sent Convention shall be limited 

·for the land, naval and air arma
ments to the respective sums fixed 
in Columns X, Y and Z of Tables1 ... 

(Home forces and formations of 
the home country organised on a 
military basis) and . . . (Overseas 
forces and their reinforcements and 
overseas formations organised on 
a military basis) annexed to the 
present Convention. 

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

' The tables referred to correspond to the 
model statements provided !or In the report or the 
budgetary experts. Their definitive form depends 
on he flnal conclusions or these experts. 
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Second ReadinA. 

AnKle I. 

. · ·(DiScussion of the .. .text adopted . !lt fust re~ding and of . German proposal-
document G.P.D.:r74(:r)~joumed.). . · . · 

CHAPTER II-: MATE~AL. 

SECTION I. - LAND. ARMAMENTS. 



Obserpations 
flntl Reserpations. 

The German de
legation declares 
that it is necessary 
to limit naval 
material in reserve 
in addition to float
ing material. 

The French de
legation points out 
that the accomp
anying French text 
constitutes the 
draft for reaching 
a compromise, 
which, after dis
cussion and with 
a view to finding 
a formula for agree
ment, it has sub
stituted for its ori
ginal draft, which 
included only the 
first three para
graphs or this text. 
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First Readin~. 

SECTION II.- NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting 
Parties agree to limit to 
the figures laid down the 
number and tonnage of all 
the ships in each of the 
classes specified in Annex 

Article NA. 

(French Transactional 
Draft.) 

The limitation of naval 
armaments agreed · to by 
each of the High Contract
ing Parties is shown in the 
annexed Table X. 

. The figures in column I 
.of this table represent the 
total tonnage that each 
of the High Contracting 
Parties considers it essential 
to attain for the purposes 
of security and the defence 
of its national interests. 

The figures in column II 
represent the total tonnage 
that each of the High Con
tracting Parties considers 
it necessary to complete 
before · the expiry of the 
Convention. 

The figuresin column III 
represent, for each of the 
High Contracting Parties, 
the division of the total 
tonnage stated by it in 
column II into total ton
nage by groups. 

These total tonnage 
groups apply to all ships 
of a similar nature in the 
following manner : (a) 
capital ships; (b) aircraft
carriers; (c) surface ships 
of less than 10,000 tons; 
(d) submarines. 

Each of the I:Iigh Con
tracting Parties, while 
keeping within the limits 
of total tonnage stated 
in column II, can alter 
such division as it deems 
necessary for its security 
subject to informing th~ 
Secretariat of the League 
of Nations of the changes 
brought to the division of 
its total tonnage, at least 
one year before laying down 

(Italian Draft.) 

Each of the High Con
tracting Parties, within the 
limits of the total tonnage 
which it undertakes not 
to exceed, may distribute 
and arrange its tonnage to 
the best advantage for its 
national interests, subject 
to communicating to the 
Secretariat of the League 
of Nations, at least six 
months before laying down 
the keel, the characteristics 
of each vessel of war which 
it intends to construct, in 
conformity, for example, 
with Article XVI of the 
Treaty of Washington .. 
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Second Reading. . 

SECTION II.·-.. NAVAL AlwAMENTS. 



Obur<HJtiDM 
and Reser<~atwns. 
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First Reading. 

the portion of the tonnage 
which is to be transferred. 

Note : Each of the · High 
Contracting Parties states in co
lumn Ill the division or its total 
tonnage, either into the four 
groups of vessels as stated in 
paragraph 4, or only into those 
groups which it considers 
necessary for it.• needs or 
security. 

The delegations 
of the United Sta· 
tes of America and 
Italy make a gene
ral reservation con
cerning this Table. 

TABLE X.- ANNEX TO ARTICLB NA OF FRBNCH DRAFT. 

Total Tonnage of Warships. 

I. . II. III . 
Tonnage essential Tonnage to. be Division Into total 
tor the purposes completed berore tonnage by groups · 
or security and the expiry or the or the total ton-
the derence or convention nage stated in 

national interests column II 

Total tonnage o! 

~ .. :! . e 
===~ " 5 ~,..o " ""' ~~~ "5 -; b"E m""= == e ~ 

~13 p..:=~ iS. ... 
" 

C> " 0 - "' 
a . b. c. d. 

• 

Article NB. 

(British Draft.) (French and Italian Draft.) 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
to the figures laid . down in Annex . . . for 
each class of ship the maximum tonnage of 
any one ship and the calibre of the largest 
gun that may be mounted thereon. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
to the figures laid do"Wn in Annex . . . the 
tonnage ·of the largest vessel of war and the 
calibre of the largest gun mounted in any 
vessel of war. 

Article NC, 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting Parties agree to limit 
to the figures laid down in Annex . . . the 
maximum diameter of the largest torpedo 
tube carried by any ship. 

Article NE. 

(French Draft.) 

In assessing total tonnage, a fraction only 
equal to . . per cent of the real tonnage shall 
be calculated in the case of vessels of war 
which have exceeded the age-limit indicated 
in Table . . of the Annex. 
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First Reading. 

Article ND. 

The standard displacement of a ship is the displacement of the ship compl~t~, fully ~anned, 
engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and a:nlJ!lurutiOn, eqmpment, 
outfit provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and Implements of every 
description that are intended t? be car~ed in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water o~ board. 

This assessment shall be m metric tons. · 

.. 

Article NF. 

The High Contracting Parties underta~e ~h~t; !lxcept_in case of loss, no vessel of war shall 
be replaced before having reached the age-hmi~ mdiCated_ m Table .... of the Annex. The age 
of units shall be counted as from the date of their completiOn. 

Article NG. 

With the exception of those ships which, in order_ to effect economy a~d specially mentioned 
fn the Convention as being allowed to be converted mto a type of warship other t~an that for 
which it was originally designed, no ship which has been replaced may be reconverted mto a vessel 
of war. · · 

Article NH. 

No preparations shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of 
warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the 
necessary stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6 inches (152 millimetres) 
calibre. 

Article NI. 

No vessel of war constructed within the jurisdiction of any one of the Contracting Parties 
for a non-contracting Power shall exceed the limitations as to displacement and armament 
prescribed by the present Convention for vessels of a similar type which may be constructed 
by or for any of the Contracting Powers; provided, however, that the dis placement for aircraft
carriers constructed for a non-contr-acting Power shall in no case exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric 
tons) standard displacement. 

• 

Article NJ. 

In the event of a Contracting Power being engaged in a war, such Power shall not use as 
a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. 

Article NK. 

Each of the Contracting-Powers undertakes ~ot to dispose-by gift sale or any mode of 
transfer-of any ves~el of war in such a manner that such vessel may bec~me a vessel of war in 
the navy of any fore1gn Power. 
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Obserpations 
and Reserpations. 

The German delegation 
makes a reservation with 
respect to Article AA, 
being or the opinion that 
the limitation should 
apply to all air material 
or war, and should there- · 
Core also include material 
in reserve and stocks or 
material. 

The delegations or the 
British Empire and 
France reserve Cor the 
second reading their de
cision on Article AA in so 
Car as it suppresses the 
distinction between me
tropolitan and overseas 
air forces. 

The delegation of Rou
mania makes a reserva
tion regarding the limita
tion or numbers of aero· 
planes. 

The German delegation 
makes a reservation re
garding Article AD, in 
view of the fact that the 
development of a means 
of peaceful communication 
cannot be taken as a 
starting-point for arma
ments, except where this 
means of communication 
is of real military impor
tance. 

The delegation of the 
Argentine makes a reser
vation regarding Article 
AD. 

The delegation of the 
United States of America 
makes a general reserva
tion on the inclusion of 
provisions basing limita
tion upon the present 
development or civil avia
tion in other countries. 

. The delegation of J taly 
makes a reservation with 
regard to Article AE. 
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First Reading. 

SECTION III. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties ~nderta~es to limit t~e air material 
in service in accordance with the figures la1d down m the followmg tables. _ 

Table A - The maximum number and total horse-power of ae~opl:mes 
and maxim~m number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed forces. -

Table B _ The maximum number and total horse-power of ae~opl!lnes 
and maxim'um number, total horse-power and_ ~otal vol~me of dmg1bles 
in service in their formations organised on a m1htary bas1s. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and dirigi~les capable ?f use 
in war employed in commiss~~n in the_ land, sea and a1r forces, or m the 
formations organised on a m1htary bas1s. 

Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules. . . . . . . . 
(to be established by the Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party 
in the light of the present development of civil aviation in other countries. 

Article A E . 

1. If the High Contracting Parties intervene in any capacity, whether 
directly or indirectly, wholly or partially, in civil aviation undertakings, 
they agree that the State organs dealing with the matter shall be quite 
separate from the organs dealing with military aviation. It is agreed that 
this undertaking does not prevent the union of civil and military aviation 
under a single Ministry provided that the two subjects are dealt with sepa.ra
tely and independently. 

2. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the 
embodiment of military features in the build of civil aviation material so 
that this material may be constructed for purely civil purposes, more parti
cularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure of security 
and the most economical return. 



-44I-

Serond Readin~. 

SECTION III. -. AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to limit the air material in 
service in accordance with the figures laid down in the following tables. 
Table A. - The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maxi

mum number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles 
in service in their armed forces. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table A the 
following tables for limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (I) -Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed 
in the home country. 

Table A (z) - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces 
stationed overseas. 

Table A (3) - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in aircraft-caniers. • 

Table B. -. The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and 
maximum number, total' horse-power and total volume of 
dirigibles in service in their formations organised on a military 
basis. 

The limitation shall apply to aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use in war 
employed in commission in the land, sea and airforces, or in the formations organised 
on a military basis. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire:may:::anncx to Table B 
the following tables for limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B {I). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the:formations organised 
on a military basis stationed in the home country. 

Table B (2). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised 
on a military basis in overseas territories. . 

Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules • . • • • . (to be established 
by the Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

(Reserved for discussion during the examination of Article ZD.) 

Article AE. 

I. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment 
of military features in the build of civil aviation material so that this material may 
be constructed for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing 
the greatest possible measure of security and the most economic return. No prepara
tions shall be made in civil aircraft iii time of peace for the installation of warlike 
armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to· require of civil aviation 
undertakings that they should employ personnel specially trained for military 
purposes. · 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure the 
seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material in, 
civil aviation undertakings. 
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First Reading. 

Obseroations 3. The High Contracting Par_ties undertake not to require of civil 
and Reseroations. aviation undertakings that they should employ only personnel specially 

trained for military purposes. 

The British, Ita
lian and Japanese 
delegations con· 
sider that budget
ary limitation 
should be effected 
solely by publicity. 

The delegations 
of the United 
States and Ger
many make a gen
eral reservation on 
the inclusion in the 
present Draft Con
van tion of any 
limitation of bud
getary expenditure. 

The discussion 
on these clauses 
has been held over 
until the second 
reading. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and tem_P_?rary m~as~re 
the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military aviation 
material in, civil aviation undertakings. 

4. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly 
.or indirectly, air lines principally established for military purposes, instead 
of bein~ established for economic, administrative or social purp?ses. 

5. The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible 
the conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings 
in the different countries. 

CHAPTER III. -BUDGETARY EXPENDITUR E 

Article DA.· 

(French Draft.) 

The total annual expenditure counted 
per budgetary year and allocated according 
to Tables ... (Home forces and formations 
of t.he home country organised on a military 
basis) and.. . . (Overseas forces and their 
reinforcements and overseas formations 
organised on a military basis), shall not 
exceed the figures approved by the several 
Contracting States in the present Convention 
and mentioned in the said tables. 

CHAPTER IV. - CHEMICAL WARFARE. 

(Draft. proposed by the delegations of 
Belgmm, Czechoslovakia, Poland Ron
mania and Kingdom of the Serbs,' Croats 
and Slovenes.) 

The High Contracting Parties undertake 
~o· abst~in from the use in war of asphyxiat· 
mg, pmsonous or similar gases and of all 
analogous liquids, substances dr processes. 

They also undertake to abstain from 
the use of all bacteriological methods of 
warfare. 

They ~so '!lndertake t.o abstain from any 
preparation m peace time of the use of 
the m~thods of warfare stated in the two 
prec.edmg paragraphs. 

Th~y under_take, moreover, not to permit 
the ImportatiOn, the exportation or the 
manufactu_r~ on their· territory of sub
st~ces utlhsable for chemical or bacterio
logical warfare, when they are imported 
exported or manufactured with a vieV.: 
to such use. 
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Second Reading. 

3· The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or 
indirectly, air lines principally established for military pmposes, instead of being 
established for economi<;, administrative or social purposes. 

4· The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the 
conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the 
difierent countries. · 

CHAPTER III -BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

CHAPTER IV - CHEMICAL ARMS • 
. . 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain 
from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous 
liquids; substances or processes. . . . 

They -undertake Unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological 
methods of warfare. , _ 



ObseN>ations 
and Reserpations. 

The statement 
made by the Amer
ican delegation on 
April 13th, 1~27, 
indicates the views 
of the American 
Government on 
certain points as 
regards the applic
ation of the Con
vention. 

The form and 
the number of 
tables have not 
been deGided as 
regards naval and 
air armaments. 

The German de
legation makes a 
reservation con
cerning this Article, 
the tables men
tioned therein not 
providing for pub
licity regarding 
trained reserves. 

The Italian de
legation makes a 
reservation and 
does not agree to 
all the distinctions 
referred to in these 
tables. 
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· First Reading. 

CHAPTER V.- MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

SECTION I.- ORGANISATION. 

Article OA. 

(French Draft.) 

There shall be set up at the seat of t~e 
League of Nations a "Permanent Dis
armament Commission" consisting of ?ne 
representative. of ea~h of the followmg 
High Contractmg Parties: 

(a} 

(b) 

(c) 

The High Contracting Parties Mem
bers of the Council of the League, 
for the duration of their term of 
office on the Council. 

The United States of America and 
the Union of Soviet Socialist Re
publics. 

(List of High Contracting Par
ties to be appointed by the Con
ference.) 

To the · members of the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission shall be attached 
military, naval :'-nd air experts, ~nd 
experts qualified m the branches ~ubJect 
to the limitations provided for m the 
present Convention. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commis
sion shall be summoned by the Secretary
General of the League of Nations. 

In the event of their not sitting on the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission, the 
High Contracting Parties shall be entitled 
to be represented at discussions which 
concern them. In such case, their delegates 
may demand that, in the Commission's 
report, account should be taken of the 
opinion or suggestions put forward by 
them, if necessary in the form_of a special 
report. 

SECTION II.- ExcHANGE oF INFORMATION. 

Article IA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare on the model of Tables I, 
II, III, V, VIII and X mentioned in Article A (Chapter I) and of Table IV annexed 
to the present Convention (Overseas forces) an annual statement of the average daily 
efTectives on service with its armed forces, and on the basis of Tables VI, VII, IX, 
and XI mentioned in Article A (Chapter I), a statement of the actual efTectives on · · 
service in its formations organised on a military basis. 

The statements laid down in the present provision shall he forwarded to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations within three months after the close of 
the budgetary year. 
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Seeond ReadlnJt. 

CHAPTER V -. . MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

SECTION I -- ORGANISATION. 

SECTION II -· EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION • 
. · 



ObserPations 
and ReserPationB. 

Owing to the 
various considera
tions brought for
ward by the J ap
anese delegation at 
the meeting or the 
Commission on 
April 21st, 1927, 
it formally opposes 
this proposal, and 
also the proposal 
or the German de
legation opposite 
Article TA (Chap
ter II). 

The Italian de
legation agrees with 
the above remarks 
or the Japanese de-
legation. · 

First Readin~. 

Article lB. 

(Nether lands Draft.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement of the 
number (weight) of arms and ammunition 
and implements of war in service and in 
reserve in its land,. naval and air forces 
distributed between the follo'\'\"ing twelve 
headings and existing on tbe date of 
December 31st of the preceding year: 

1; Rifles, muskets, carbines (number). 

2. (a) Machine-guns, automatic rifles 
and machine-pistols of all calibres 
(number); 

(b) Mountings for machine - guns 
(number); 

(c) Interrupter gears (number). 

3. Projectiles and ammunition for the 
arms enumerated in Nos. 1 and 2 
above (number). 

4. Gun - sighting apparatus including 
aerial gunsights and bomb-sights, 
and fire-control apparatus (number). 

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and 
howitzers, of a calibre Jess than 
5.9 inches (15 em.) (number); 

(b)· Cannon, long or short, and 
howitzers, of a calibre of 5.9 
inches (15 em.) or above (num-
ber); · 

·(c) Mortars of all kinds (number); 

(d) Gun carriages (number), mount
ings (number) recuperators 
(number), accessories for mount
ings (weight). 

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the 
arms enumerated in No. 5 above 
(number). 

7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, 
torpedoes, depth charges and other 
kinds of projectiles (number). 

8. (a) Grenades (number); 

(b) Bombs (number); 

(c) Land mines, submarine mines, 
fixed or floating, depth charges 
(number); 

(d) Torpedoes (number). 

9. Appliances for use with the above 
arms and apparatus (number). 

10. Bayonets (number). 
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Obsercations 
and Reservations. 

The delegations 
or the British Em
pire and Italy re
serve their opinion 
concerning this 
Article. 

The German de
legation makes a 
reservation con
cerning this Arti
cle, considering 
that publicity 
should be applied 
to all aerial war 
material, and hence 
to material in re
serve and stocks 
or material. 

The German de
legation reserves 
tho right to give 
its definite opinion 
at the second read
ing. 
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First R~ading. 

11. Tanks and armoured cars (number). 

12. Arms and ammunition not specified 
in the above enumeration (number 
and weight). 

With a view to the exchange of infor
mation as provided for in the present 
Section, the statement laid down in the 
present provisions shall be forwarded to 
the Secretariat of the League of Nations 
before March 1st of the year following the 
year to which it refers. 

Artirle IC. 

If the construction of any vessel of war for a non-Contracting Power is undertaken 
within the jurisdiction of any of the Contracting Pow~rs such Power shall .prox;n.p~ly 
inform the Secretary-General of the League of NatiOns and shall publish. m rts 
Official Journal the date of the signing of the contract and the date o~ whwh the 
keel of the ship is laid, as well as the following specifications: the standard drspl9:cement 
in metric tons and the principal dimensions-namely, the length at water-hne, the 
extreme beam at or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement; the 
date of completion of each new ship and its standard displacement in metric 
tons, and the principal dimensions-namely, length at water-line, extreme beam at
or below water-line, mean draft at standard displacement, at time of completion. 

Article IG. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of 
the League of Nations the name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in 
accordance with Article NH (Chapter II). With regard to existing vessels of this 
type, this communication shall be made within two months after ratification of the 
present Convention. With regard- to vessels to be constructed, the communication 
shall be made on the date of completion. 

Article ID. 

(Italian Draft.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement show
ing the maximum figures attained during 
the year in respect of the number and 
total horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution laid down 
in Article AA (Chapter II, Section III -
Air Armaments). 

(French Draft modified.) 

Each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall prepare an annual statement show
ing the maximum figures attained during 
the year in respect of the number and 
total horse-power of aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total 
volume of dirigibles in commission 
according to their distribution as laid 
down in Article lA of the present Chapter. 

Article IE. 

In or.der to e!lsure publicity in the matter of civil aviation, each of the High 
Con~r~ctmg Parties shal! .P!epare 9:n ann~al statement showing the total number 
of crvrl aeroplanes and dmg1bles registered m the territory under jurisdiction of each 
of the High Contracting Parties. 
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Observations 
and Reservations. 

In putting forward this 
Article, the Preparatory 
Commission takes note 
of the fact that the Work 
of the Committee or Ex
perts on Budgetary Ques
tions is not complete, 
and that it hopes to 
produce a relatively sim
ple schedule. The Pre
paratory Commission is 
or opinion that the model 
statement should be as 
simple as possible con
sistently with the 
achievement or its object. 

The German delegation 
has accepted the prin
ciple of the simplification 
of the model statement 
on condition that the 
model statement is em
ployed exclusively for the 
publication of expendi
ture on national defence 
and not for purposes of 
comparison and limita
tion. 

The Italian delegation 
reserves its opinion con
cerning Article DA until 
it has examined the model 
statement in question. 

The British delegation 
makes a reservation with 
regard to the second 
paragraph of this Article. 
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First Reading. 

PREAMBLE TO ARTICLES DA AND DB •• 

Whereas it is in the general interest that the expenditure on armaments 
should be limited, ·and 

Whereas the High Contract~ng. Parti~s ar~ not agreed at present on any 
satisfactory method of accomplishing this obJect, and 

Whereas the High Contracting Parties consider that, as a preliminary 
to such limitation of expenses, full publicity should be secured so that on 
a future occasion it may be possible again to approach this question with 
better hope of success: 

· The High Contracting Parties agree to arrange for the publicity of their 
military, naval and air expenditure in accordance with the provisions contain
ed in the two following articles. 

ArticleDA. * 
Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secre

tary-General of the League of Nations, in a model form, a sta~ement of the 
amount proposed to be expended on its land, naval and air armaments in 
the current financial year. · 

This communication shall be made not later than.... months after the 
entry into force of the legal provisions authorising the expenditure. 

Article DB.* 

Each of the High Contracting Parties will communicate to the Secretary
General of the League of Nations1 in' a model form, a statement showing 
the amount actually expended on Its land, naval and air armaments during 
the preceding financial year. 

This communic~tion will be made not later than.... months after the 
close of the finanmal year. . 

* Note by the Secref?rial. - In order to avoid confusion between Article DA in 
Chapter III ~nd the Ar_t1cles DA and DB above, these last-named should be re-lett d 
to conform Wlth the ser1es lA, IB, etc. ere 
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First Reading. 

Article IF. 

(French Draft.) 

The Permanent Disarmament Commis
sion shall be responsible for centralising 
all the information supplied by the High 
Contracting Parties to the Secretary
General of the League in execution of the 
provisions of Articles lA, IC, IG, ID, IE, 
DA and DB of the present Chapter and 
also for collecting, with regard to matters 
subject to the limitation provided for in the 
present Convention, or which may appear 
to it suitable to form the object of fresh 
treaties, all particulars it may consider 
necessary to the performance of its mis
sion as defined below. 

The Commission shall be responsible 
for studying, on the basis of these data, 
such progress as may be accomplished in 
regard to the limitation and reduction 
of armaments. · Its attention shall be de
voted in particular to following in the 
annual budget statements supplied by_ the 
High Contracting Parties the increase 
or reduction in the amount of the material 
in their possession which it has not been 
possible to limit directly in the present 
Convention. 

Each year the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission shall make at least one report 
on the questions which it is engaged in 
studying. This report shall be published 
simultaneously with despatch to all the High 
Contrapting Parties and to the Council 
of the League. Each member of the 
Commission shall be entitled to demand 
that account shall be taken in this report 
of the opinions or suggestions put forward 
by him, if necessary in the form of a special 
report. 

SECTION Ill.- DEROGATIONS. 

Article XA. 
(British Draft.) 

The provisions of the present Conven
tion shall not prevent any of the High 
Contracting Parties from increasing its 
land, naval or air armaments beyond the 
agreed figures: 

(1) If a war in which it is a belli
gerent has broken out, or 

(2) If it is threatened with a rebellion, 
or 

(3) If this increase is effected with 
the consent of the Council of the League 
of Nations. 
N~tice to all the _other High Contracting 

Part1es shall be g1ven by the Party in
creasing its armanrents in pursuance of 
this article. 

Subject torany agreement to the con
trary by the Parties to this Convention 
a High Contracting Party increasing it~ 
armaments ~ pur.suance of the first para
graph of th1s ArtiCle shall, when peace is 
restored or the rebellion has come to an 
end, reduce its armaments to the amounts 
agreed upon. 

(French Draft.) 

If one of the High Contracting Parties 
is compelled. by the unjustified aggression 
of another Power to resort to thE! measures · 
of mobilisation referred to in Article D 
(Chapter I), it shall immediately inf{)rm 
the Secretary-General of the League of 
Nations and shall ipso facto be released 
for the duration of the conflict . from the 
obligations which it incurs under the pre-
sent Convention. . 

If the High Contracting Party is a Mem
ber ~f the. League of Nations, it shall 
remam subJect to the general obligations 
of the Covenant and to the decisions of the 
Council. The Secretary-General of the Lea
gue ?f Nations sha!l be responsible for sum
momng the Council as quickly as possible. 
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. SEc:noN- III - DEROGAnoNs. 
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SEcTION IV. - PRocEDURE WITH REGARD TO CoMPLAINTS AND REVISION. 

Article ZA. 

(British Draft.) 

The High Contracting Part!e~ recogni~e 
that any violation of the proVIsiOns of this 
Convention is a matter of concern to all 
the Parties. If any Party to the Conven
tion is of opinion that another Party to 
the Convention is maintaining armaments · 
in excess of the figures agreed upon, or 
is making such changes in its arm'!-ments, · 
or is embarking on such preparatiOns as 
are likely to disturb international relations 
of the good understa?din~ between na~i?ns, 
or is in any way VIOlatmg the proVIsions 
of the Convention, it may bring the matter 
to the notice of the other Parties to the 
Convention. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties· 
agrees that, on receipt of any such noti
fication by another Party of the Convention, 
it will co-operate in such measures as may 
be thought desirable by the Parties which 
are mentioned in Article EB of the present 
Chapter, or represented in the Council of 
the League, but excluding the Party against 
which the complaint is made, for investi
gating the facts, and that it will join in 
such action as may be deemed wise and 
effectual to safeguard the peace of nations. 

Provided that no investigation within the 
limits of the territory of any of the High 
Contracting Parties shall be made without 
its consent. 

(French .Draft.) 

If, during the term of. the present Co~ven
tion, a High Contract1J?g Pa~ty cons1d~rs 
that the requirements of 1ts national secunty 
are materially affected by any change of 
circumstances, it shall lay the matter before 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
through the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations with a view to the possible 
revision of the limitations it has accepted. 

The Permanent Commission shall examine 
the arguments adduced by the High Con
tracting Party and . shall be obliged to 
report thereon. The report shall be addressed 
to the Council of the League. 

The High Contracting Party making the 
application shall take part in the examination 
of its application by the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. Its delegate 
shall not be allowed to take part in the 
drafting of the report and may only require 
that the latter shall take into account the 
opinions or suggestions put forward by 
him, if necessary in the form of a special 
report. 

If, in the application which it has 
submitted to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, the High Contracting Party has 
indicated, as a new circumstance affecting 
its national security, facts which concern 
one of the High Contracting Parties Members 
of the Commission, the delegate of the latter 
shall he subject to the same rules as the 
delegate of the High Con~racting Party 
making the application. 

Article ZE. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party considers that 
the requirements of its national security are materially affected by any change of circumstances, 
it may be authorised to exceed the limits for armaments fixed under the present Convention 
by a unanimous decision of the follov.ing High Contracting Parties: ..• 

This provision shall not affect the rights or obligations of the Contracting Parties arising out 
of their membership of the League of Nations. 

Article ZB. 

(French Draft.) 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission 
may decide by a two-thirds majority that 
an enquiry is necessary to verify the 
existence of any of the circumstances 
adduced by a High Contracting Party as 
affecting its national security. The enquiry 
shall be carried out under the conditions 
laid down in regulations to he drawn up 
as soon as the present Convention enters 
into force. 
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. . . 
Second Readina. 

SECTION IV -- PRoCEDuRE WITH _REGARD TO CoMPr.Anml AND REVISION. 
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First Readin~. 

(a) If the Permanent Commission is 
notified by a High Contracting Part~ of 
the existence of circumstances materially 
affecting its national security in conseque'}ce 
of a grave transgression of the ConyentiOn 
of the Limitation of Armaments, It shall 
call upon the Power or Powers referred to 
in the application who are not alrea~y 
sitting on the Commission to ta~~ part ~n 
its proceedings under the conditions lrud 
down in Article OA of the present Chapter. 

(b) The Permanent Commission shall 
decide by a two-thirds majority, excluding 
the parties to the dispute, whether the 
enquiry is to be conducted only by an 
examination of official documents which 
have been communicated to it, or whether 
the nature of the facts alleged necessitates 
an enquiry on the spot. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake 
to afford every assistance to this enquiry, 
particularly in their respective territories. 

(c) The members of the Committee of 
Enquiry shall be selected by the Permanent 
Commission . from a list of experts duly 
qualified ih the different branches, subject 
to the limitations provided for in the 
present Convention. The Permanent Com
mission shall also appoint the Chairman 
of the Committee of Enquiry. The list of 
experts shall be drawn up in pursuance of 
the proposals of the Governments signatories 
of the present Con"ention. 

The State involved and the Party making 
the application may only he represented in 
the Committee of Enquiry in a purely advisory 
capacity. 

The experts appointed by the Permanent 
Commission may in no case he subject to 
the authority of any of the parties to the 
dispute. 

(d) The Permanent Commission shall fix 
the points on which the enquiry shall hear .. 

If it is decided that the enquiry may be 
conducted simply hy a study of documents, 
the Committee of Enquiry shall meet 
immediately. If, in the course of its 
proceedings, it needs to consult documents 
which are not yet at its disposal, its 
Chairman shall address a request for such 
documents to the Secretary-General of the 
League, to whom the States concerned shall 
forward them as soon as possible. 

If, in the opinion of the Permanent 
Commission, the nature of the infringement 
nec~ssitates an enquiry ~m the spot, the 
Chairman of the Committee of Enquiry 
shall himself fix the date on which it shall 
begin such investigation. The State con
cerned shall be immediately notified hy the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations. 

(e) The Chairman of the Committee of 
Enquiry shall make a report to the 
Permanent Commission, in which he shall 
confine himself to recording the actual 
facts; the Permanent Commission alone shall 
pronounce on these facts. If differences 
of opinion have arisen among the experts 
mention must be made of them in the report: 
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Second Reading. 



Obseruatwns 
and Reseruatwns. 

The British delegation 
reserves its opinion. until 
the second reading as to 
the desirability of this 
proposal. 

The German delegation 
makes a general reserva
tion with regard to Article 
EA, in view of the fact 
that the Draft Convention 
does not yet show whether 
certain fundamental con
ditions will be fulfilled; 
these conditions were for
mulated during the pro
ceedings at the third 
session of the Preparatory 
Commission and, without 
them, Germany could not 
regard the Convention as 
a firststep towards general 
disarmament. In addition, 
guarantees should be 
given that this first step 
will be followed, at suit
able intervals, by other 
steps towards the pro
gressive reduction of 
armaments. 
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First Reading. 

Article zc .. 

(French Draft.) 

In pursuance of the Permanent Commis
sion's report referred to in Article .ZA 
above or the enquiry provided for in 
Article ZB above, if any, the Council of 
the League of Nations, acting in virtue 
of Article 8, paragraph 4, of the Covenant 
of the League, may authorise a High Con
tracting Party to exceed, within specific 
limits and for a specific time, the limita
tions laid down in the present Convention. 

In cases of urgency, the matter may 
be laid before the Council direct, which 
may take a decision, if it thinks necessary, 
without previous enquiry or report. 

Article ZD. 

(French Draft.) 

If, during the term of the present Con
vention, civil aviation in one or more 
of the contracting countries, or military 
or civil aviation in one or more of· the 
non-signatory States, experiences such a 
development as to constitute a possible 
danger to the security of some of the 
High Contracting Parties, the latter shall 
report this change ·of circumstances to 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission 
under the conditions laid down in Article 
ZA·above. 

SECTION V. - RATIFICATION - ENTRY INTO FoRCE 

Article EA. 

DENUNCIATION; 

The .present Convention shall not affect the terms of previous treaties, 
·under which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit 
their military, naval or air armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to 
one another their respective obligations and rights in this connection, the 
present Convention being within these limits inapplicable between the 
said Powers. 
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Second Reading. 

RAnFICAnoN-ENTRY INTO FoRc~DENUNCIAnoN. 



Observatwns 
and Reseroatwns. 

The Swedish delegation 
reserves its opinion on the 
question until the second 
reading. 

Reservation by the Bri
tish delegation, which 
considers that different 
periods ought to be pre
scribed for air and land 
armaments on the one 
hand, and naval arma
ments on tire other hand . • 

Reservation by the 
French and Italian dele
gations regarding this 
question, requiring equal 
treatment for all three 
categories of armaments. 

First Reading. 

Article EB. 

The present Conve~tion shal~ he rati~ed ~y the High Contrac~ing Parties 
in accordance with their respective constitutiOnal methods. l'he mstruments 
of ratification shall he deposited at Geneva. 

It shall come into force for each Party whose instru~ent. of ratification 
has· been deposited as soon as the instruments of ratification have been 
deposited by [list of States to he drawn up by the Conference]. 

Article EC. 

The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may 
he made by Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Pola~d, and Roux;nania at the mome~t 
of their signature of the present Convention, and whiCh shall suspend, m 
respect of these States, the application of Articles .... of th~ present Convention 
until the accession of Russia to the present Convention under the same 
conditions as the above-named Powers. 

Article ED. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes that, as soon as the 
Convention has come into force for it, -it will begin the necessary measures 
for carrying the provisions of the Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 

The present Convention shall remain in force. for .... years as from the 
exchange of ratifications. 

In case none of the High Contracting Parti~s shall have given notice 
to terminate two years before the expiration of the said periods, the pro
visions of the Convention shall continue in force until the expiration of 
two years from the date on which such notice shall he given by one of the 
Parties. 

If the Party by which such notice is given is among those to he mentioned 
in the last paragraph of Article EB above, all the High Contracting Parties 
shall, within one year of the date of the notice, meet in conference to consider 
the continuance of the provisions to he terminated. In the event of any 
such conference failing to come to an agreement, accepted by all the Parties 
other than the Party which has given the notice, as to the continuance of 
the provisions to he terminated, or as to the substitution of others, they 
will terminate on the expiration of the two years provided for in the notice. 
'"' 

If the High Contracting Parties, other than the Party which has given 
notice to terminate, agree upon the terms of other stipulations in substitution 
for those to he terminated, the latter shall continue in force for all Parties 
other than that which gave the notice until the coming into force of the 
new stipulation~. 

If the Party by which notice to terminate is given is not among those 
to he mentioned in the last paragraph of Article EB above the Convention 
will remain in force for all High Contracting Parties oth~r than that by 
which the notice was given. 

Notices under ~his Article shall he given to the Secretary-General of _ 
the League of Nations and shall he deemed to have been given on the day 
on which the notice was received by him. 



Second Readlna. 



ANNEX 2. 
C.P.D.230. 

·CHAPTER II. - SECTION II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

LIMITATION OF NAVAL MATERIAL. 

Geneva, November 1oth, 1930. 

DRAFT SUBMITTED BY THE AMERICAN, BRITISH, CANADIAN, FRENCH, IRISH FREE STATE, ITALIAN 1 

AND JAPANESE DELEGATIONS, AS BASIS OF DISCUSSION FOR THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION. 

Note. - Such figures as appear in the following draft correspond to those agreed on in the 
Treaties of Washington and London. 

Article A. 
The High Contracting Parties agree to limit the total (global) tonnage of their vessels of war, 

other than exempt vessels (as specified in Annex I to this document) and special vessels 
mentioned in Annex II to this document, to the figures laid down in Table I. 

These figures give the tonnage which shall not be exceeded during the-term of the present 
Treaty. 

Article B. 
Table II shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each High Contracting Party 

intends to distribute, during the period of application of the Convention, the total (global) tonnage 
which it has limited to the figure indicated, as far as it is concerned, in Table I. 

The maximum displacement and gun~calibre limits of the several categories shall be as laid 
down in this Treaty. z 

Article C. 
Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting Party in 

Table I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions to which 
it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfer of the 
tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
conditions: 

(I) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II 
shall in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table Ill. 

(2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction· of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that 
laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article D. 
No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacement or carry 

a gun exceeding I6 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article E. 
I. No aircraft-carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 

or carry a gu~ with a c~bre in excess of 8 inches (203 I?lm.). 
2. No arrcraf~-carrte~ of 1o,ooo tons (1o,16o metnc tons) or less standard displacement shall 

carry a gun exceeding 6.1 mches (155 mm.) in calibre .. 

1 ~egarding methods of limitation of naval material, the Italian delegation wishes to place. on record its general 
reservation made at the London_ Co~erence, to the effect that the Italian Government cannot definitely accept one 

d~e11thodtraPther than another until ratios of strength and maximum levels of tonnage have been agreed upon by the 
J eren owers. · 

by a :U.~~ ~=:g~cles A and B, the Italian delegation expressed the opinion that they. should be replaced 

anne~ ~~i:i~ti~n ~! naval armament accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties is indicated in the 

:;:::,~~ tght be the Table II attached to this document. Consequently, the Italian delegation is in favour of suppressing 



3· If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.I inches (155 nun.) in calibre, the total 
number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding 5-I inches (130 nun.) 
shall not exceed ten.. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.x inches 
(155 nun.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti-aircraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding 5.1 inches (130 nun.) in calibre is"not limited. 

(The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 
supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to assume.) 

Artick F. 

. Not m?re than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruis~r category may be fitted 
With a landing-on platform or deck for aircraft. 

AYticle G. 

In the. destroyer category, not more than x6 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be 
employed in vessels of over I,5oo tons (I,524 metric tons) standard displacement. 

Arlicle H. 

No submarine shall exceed 2,ooo tons (2;032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry 
a gun exceeding 5.1 inches (130 nun.) in calibre. 

AYticle ]. 

No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by the 
present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction of, 
any of the High Contracting Parties. 

AYticle K. 

. In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties agree 
to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV to this document. 

Arlicle L. 

· Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Annex I to 
this document, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each of 
the other High Contracting Parties the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displacement in tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions
namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line. Mean draught 
at standard displacement. Calibre of the largest gun; 

(b) · The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to. the 
vessel at that date. 

Arlicle M. 

No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for ~he installation of warlike 
armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.x inches (155 nun.) calibre. 

Arlicle N. 

In the event of a High Contracting Party being engaged in war, such Power shall not use as a 
vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. 

AYticle 0. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose-by gift, sale or any mode 
of transfer-<>f any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by this Treaty shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Ann!'!x V to this document. 

AYticle P. 

Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April xst, 1930, have been used as stationary 
training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 
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Table I. 
. 

High Contracting Party Total (global) tonnage 

A 
B . 
c 
D 

Table II. 

Categories 
High Contracting Parties 

(defined in Annex III to this document) 

A B c D E F G 
- ------------

(a) Capital ships 

------------
(b) Aircraft-carriers 

------------
(c) Cruisers: 

(cd) (i) Guns of more than 6.r inches --------------
Light 

surface (ii) Guns of 6.r inches and less 
vessels 

------------
(d) Destroyers 

- ------------
(e) Submarines 

Table III. -Rules for Transfer. 

Annex I. 

ExEMPT VESSELS. 

The following vessels are exempt from limitation: 

(a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6ro metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

(b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6ro metric tons), but not exceeding, 
2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none of the following 
characteristics: 

(r) Mount a gun above 6.r inches (ISS mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3 inches (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; . 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed on fleet 
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duties or as ~oop transpo~ or in son;;e other way than as fighting ships, provided they have none 
of the followmg charactenstics: _ 

{I) Mount a gun above 6.1 inches (155 nun.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3 inches (76 mm.) calibre· 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; ' 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour-plate; 
{6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
{7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
{8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; 
· (9) If fitted with ariy means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or adapted 
to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

LIST 'OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

Annex III. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood in the 
sense defined in this part. 

(a) Capital Ships. 
A capital ship, except in the case of the existing ships specified in Annex II, is defined as a 

vessel of war, not an aircraft-carrier, whose displacement exceeds Io,ooo tons {Io,x6o metric tons) 
standard displacement, or which carries a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) Aircraft-carrier. 
The expression " Aircraft-carrier " includes any surface vessel of war, whatever its 

displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed 
that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 
A cruiser is a surface vessel of war, other 

than a capital ship or aircraft-carrier, the stand
ard displacement of which exceeds 1,850 tons 
(I,88o metric tons) or with a gun above 5.1 
inches (130 nun.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
. sub-categories, as follows: 

(i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 nun.) calibre; 

(ii) Cruisers carrying a gun not above 
6.1 inches {I55 nun.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 
Surface vessels of war the standard displace

ment of which does not exceed 1,850 tons 
(1,88o metric tons) and with a gun not above 
5.1 inches (130 mm;) calibre. 

Standard Displacement: 

{cd) Light Surface- Vessels. 
Light surface vessels of war the standard 

displacement of which does not exceed IO,ooo 
tons, and with guns not exceeding 8 inches 
calibre. These are divided into two sub
categories, as follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre; 

(i•) Vessels carryil)g a gun not above 
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

I. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, 
equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of 
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every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water 
on board. 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displaceiD:ent of the ~essel 
complete (exclusive o! the water in non-watertight s!~cture), _fully manned, engm~~ and eqmpped 
ready for sea, includmg all armament and ammumtlo!l, eqmpmen!, outfit, proVISIOns. fo~ crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are mtended to be earned m war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3· Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. 

The word " ton ", except in the expression " metric ton ", shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (I,OI6 kilogrammes). 

Annex IV.· 

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 

I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Treaty shall 
be replaced until it becomes " over-age ". 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be " over-age " when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships. . . . 
· (b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for 

existing ships. 
(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding Io,ooo tons 

(Io,I6o metric tons) standard displacement: 

(I} If laid down before January rst, 1920, 16 years. 
(2) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(I} If laid down before January Ist, 1921, 12 years. 
(2) If laid down after December 31st, 1920 16 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

~- T~e keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year m wh1ch the vessel to be replaced becomes " over-age "; but this period is reduced to two years 
~ the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. · 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately, but 

such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other provisions 
of this Treaty. 

Annex V. 

RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR. 

The present Treaty provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(I} By scrapp~g (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By convertmg the vessel to a hulk; . 
(3) By con':e~ing the vessel to ta;get use exclusively; 
(4) By retal!ll!lg the vessel exclustvely for experimental purposes· 
(S) By retammg the vessel exclusively for training purposes. ' 

ti
. Any£ vthesseHl.ohf wear to b~ disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 

op on o e 1g ontractmg Party concerned. 

. ' Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise the. . h 
ship replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive asp 'dll'df!gthts tWo lay. down the keels of capital 

• roVt e m e asbington Treaty. · 
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Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

Section 1. - Vessels to be scrapped. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, 
or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the completion of the new 
vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but, should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be 
~ surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period 
IS reduced to three and a-half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shal 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(r) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire-control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; . 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; · 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) · All wireless telegraphy installations; . 
(7) All main propelling machinery, or, alternatively, the armoured conning-tower and 

all side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 

flying-off platforms and decks, or, alternatively, all main propelling machinery; 
. (g) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air-compressor 

plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) ·Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: 

(r) Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom plating. 

Section II. - Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of when 
the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b), have been complied with, omitting 
sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected: 

(r) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-gearing or 
main propelling motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; . 
(3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft lifts, and the removal of all aircraft cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 

. The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided in 
Section I for renderiilg a vessel incapable of warlike service. . 

Section III. - Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered 
incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable 
on board, the following: 

(r) All guns; 1 d · d · fi I · • · · (2) All fire-contro tops an mstruments an mam re-contro commumcatlon wmng; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel mu5t be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 
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(b) In addition to the rights alrel!;dY poss~ed by ~h High <:ontracting Party und~r the 
Washington Treaty, each High Contractmg Party IS permitted to retam, for target use exclusively, 
at any one time: 

(I) Not. more than three vessels (c~isers or destroyer~), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metnc tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to recondition it for warlike service. . 

Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall 
be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to the other 
High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section III (a) of 
this Annex, in so far as may·be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may be permitted 
as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full 
details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. · 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one time: 

{I) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only 
one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section V. - Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

(a) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for training purposes exclusively 
the following vessels: 

• • • • • • • 0 • • • 0 • • • • • • 0 • • • • • • • • 0 • 

(b) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 
six months of the date on which they are required to be dispose!l of, be dealt with as follows: 

I. Capital Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(I) Removal of main armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets· 
machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be retained 
in each ship; 

(2) Re.moval. o! all a~munition and. e;cplosives in excess of the quantity required for 
target-practice trammg for .the guns remammg on board; · 

(3) Removal of connmg-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 
aftermost barbettes; 

(4) Removal or mut~at~on of all torpedo-tubes; 
(5) Removal or J?Utilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 

a maxunum speed of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

{I) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; . 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories· · 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. ' 

. (c) The .~igh Cont!actin~ Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
With the prOVISions of thiS section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 
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ANNEX 3. 

REPORT BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE ENTRUSTED WITH THE EXAMINATION 
OF CERTAIN PARTS OF CHAPTER V. 

Geneva, November 25th, 1930. 

WITH APPENDIX SHOWING THE PROPOSALS AND AMENDMENTS PUT FORWARD BY THE BRITISH, 

TURKISH, FRENCH AND CHINESE DELEGATIONS. 

I. The Sub-Committee appointed to examine the various texts relating to Chapter V, 
Sections I and IV, unanimously approved the principle that a permanent organ (Permanent 
Disarmament Commission) should be constituted to supervise the application of the Convention 
for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

II. On the basis of the various texts 1 submitted to it by different delegations, the 
Sub-Committee studied the following questions: 

(a) The competence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 
(b) The composition of the Commission and the appointment of its members. 
(c) Working of the Commission. 

Competence of the Commission. 

The Sub-Committee has come to the conclusion that the Commission might usefully be 
entrusted with various duties: first, the centralisation and examination of information concerning 
the application of the Convention; secondly, the examination of complaints concerning any 
non-observance of the Convention; thirdly, to express an opinion regarding the situation which 
would arise if at any time-as an exceptional circumstance-the Convention were suspended; 
finally, the examination of requests for revision as a result of circumstances materially affecting 
the requirements of the national security of the contracting parties. 

· I. Information. - The first duty of the Permanent Disarmament Commission would be to 
examine all the information supplied by the contracting parties in execution of their international 
obligations regarding disarmament, and it might also take into· account all other information 
received by it from authorised sources which it might think desirable to consider. The Commission's 
rules of procedure would have to specify what should be understood by • authorised sources". 

This duty would not merely be that normally and regularly incumbent upon the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. It would be the essential duty of the Commission, characterising 
the whole of its work and rendering it an essential organ of the system defined in the Convention, 
an organ instructed to follow the application of the Convention, to sum up each year the state 
of affairs, to note the development of mutual confidence between the contracting parties and 
to draw attention, if necessary, to any errors or omissions which experience may reveal in the 
existing texts. 
. 2. Complaints. - Another-and it is to be hoped exceptional-duty of the Commission 

would be to receive any complaints submitted by one of the contracting parties regarding a 
breach or attempted breach of the Convention by another contracting party. It would have 
to classify and examine the facts and express an opinion concerning them. 

The procedure in the case of complaints might be as follows: 

(a) A complaint would be lodged by one of the contracting parties; 
(b) The contracting party whose acts had given rise to the complaint would be heard 

if it so desired, and, if necessary, representatives of any other party specially interested 
in the question would also be heard if that party so requested; 

(c) A report would be submitted to the contracting parties and to the Council of the 
League. It would be published with as little delay as possible. 

The Sub-Committee thought that, after the Commission had reported to the effect that 
the Convention had, in fact, been infringed, the contracting parties would have to consider all 
the steps deemed by them to be appropriate and effective, that they would be able to take to 
ensure respect for the Convention and safeguard international peace. 

One possible step might be the revision of the clauses of the Convention affected by a 
proved breach of the Convention. 

A contracting party which regarded the proved infraction as a change of circumstances 
likely to endanger its national security might, however, avail itself of the exceptional right 
defined in Article XA. 

Naturally, in this connection, all the pacific procedure laid down in international agreements 
in force, particularly in the Covenant of the League of Nations, might in this case be applied. 

1 Note by 1M Secretarial. -See Appendix for the proposals and amendments put forward by the British, Turkish, 
French and Chinese delegations. 



-470-

Thus, as regards the relations. inter se of the c~mtracting parties Members of the League 
of Nations, the Council would retam all the power~ It p~ssesses ~nder the Coven~n! to s~pport 
any action on the part of the contracting parties with a view to re-estabhshmg fnendly 
understanding between them. . .. 

The American delegation expressed certain doubts as to the adVIsability of the ~lause. on 
procedure in respect of complaints, and reserved the right to give the matter further consideration. 

3· Derogations. - The third function of the Permanent Dis3:rmament Commission .relates 
to the system of derogations. In this connection, !he Su~-Committee w~ led to examme the 
texts proposed at first reading under Article XA, as It un~mmo~s~y recogm~ed that the me~ures 
contemplated therein was of so grave a nature as to be madmissible save m wholly excepti~nal 
circumstances and subject to adequate guarantees against abuse. On the propos~ of the Umted 
States delegation, the Sub-Committee took the view that the system of derogati~ns should .be 
limited to the case of a change of circumstances constituting a menace to the national secunty 
of a contracting party. That party might then d~cide, as f~.r as it was. it~eH con.cerned, to. suspend 
temporarily the whole or part of the Convent~on, provided that. I~ rmme~hately. ~otified the 
other contracting parties and the Permanent DISarmament CommiSSion of Its deciSIOn and !he 
reasons therefor. The decision might involve a corresponding suspension of the Convention 
on the part of the other contracting parties. All these measures, too, would be temporary, and 
would have to be cancelled as soon as the change of circumstances which had brc;mght about 
the first of them ceased to exist. · The situation thus created would have to be exarnmed at once 
by the Permanent Commission, and then the contracting parties would have to decide on a 
course of action. 

The measures thus contemplated might include the revision of the Convention. 
Obviously, that would not mean any modification of the rights held by or duties incumbent 

upon the contracting parties Members of the League and the Council of the League respectively 
under the League Covenant. 

4· Revision of the Convention. - Finally, the Permanent Disarmament Commission might 
have a last function-namely, to give its opinion if the revision of the Convention were asked 
for apart from the cases provided for above. 

The French delegation had in mind the possibility that, during the period of the Convention, 
fresh circumstances might arise which would seriously modify the conditions under which the 
Convention was concluded. It proposed that, in such a case, the contracting party concerned 
might call for a meeting of the Commission for the purpose of determining whether the 
circumstances invoked were such as to justify a total or partial revision of the Convention. 

The Sub-Committee was of opinion that this question would be best placed in the final 
provisions of the Convention, which, according to a British proposal, will deal with the revision 
of the Convention. The Sub-Committee therefore decided to adjourn its consideration of the 
question, and the French delegation reserved the right to submit a text supplementing the 
British amendment in the sense indicated above. 

Composition and wdrking of the Commission. 

As regards the composition of the Commission, two systems were contemplated: 

{I} That the Commission should be composed of representatives of all the contracting 
parties; · 

(2) That the Commission should have a limited number of members. 

The majority 1 of the Sub-Committee was of opinion that, if the Commission wished to work 
satisfactorily in practice, the principle of universal representation on the Commission would have 
to ~~ discarde~ and the C~mmission kept as small as possible .. It. considered, however, that any 
dec:Ision regarding the prec.Ise number of members of the CommissiOn and the method of deciding 
which States should be entitled to appoint them must be left to the Conference as such a decision 
is. defi~itely of a political character. The Preparatory Commission might thus si:Oply give a general 
drrecbon to the effect !that the Commission should consist of a limited number of members 
me~tioning in its ~eport the various systems ~o~templated regarding the selection of the State~ 
which would appomt members to the Commission-Members of the Council during their term of 
office and perhaps two or !hree States non-Members (British proposal); Members of the Council, States 
no~-Memb~rs. to be nommated by the Conference, and a few other States Members_of the League, 
a list of which would be drawn up by the Conference (French proposal)· election by the Conference 
of a number of States fulfilling special cm;ditions (Chinese proposal). ' 

The Gov:e~ments of the States nornmated by the Conference would each appoint a member 
of the CommissiOn . 

. The large_ majority of the Sub-Committee was of opinion that these members should not, 
~tnctly speakmg, be Government representatives, but should exercise their duties in full 
mdependence. The_y should be appointed for a fixed period during which they should not be 
replaceable except m t~e event of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

The_French delegatio~, however, sh.owed that it would have preferred a Commission consisting 
of technical experts appomted. by therr Governments. The experts would not represent their 
Governments and would only giVe expert technical opinions on questions of a technical character 

uoive~ix members _(Belgium, the Un~te~ States of America, Great Britain, France, Italy and Japan) voted against 
representation on the CommissiOn and three members (Finland, China and Turkey) voted for that system. 
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which come within the competence of the Commission. They would thus in no way prejudge the 
political conclusions to be drawn from such opinions by the Governments themselves. 

As regards the working of the Commission, the Sub-Committee was of opinion that it would 
not be desirable to draw up in advance a rigid procedure, but thought it better that, in this matter, 
the Permanent Commission should be given the widest possible powers in framing its Rules of 
Procedure, while basing them on the provisions and the spirit of the Convention. These rules 
would have, inter alia, to prescribe the rules for the election of the President and Vice-President, 
to define in what circumstances the Commission could, in accordance with Article IF, take into 
consideration any unofficial information it might receive regarding the execution of the Convention, 
and to fix the date, referred to in the same article, for the publication of its annual report. 

The Sub-Committee has simply prepared, with regard to the working of the Commission, 
a number of brief but essential texts which do not require special comment. 

. It was suggested in the Sub-Committee that it might be useful to insert in the final clause of 
the Convention a text to the effect that disputes concerning the interpretation of the application 
of the Convention would be submitted to the Permanent Court of International Justice or to a 
suitable arbitral tribunal. 

C.P.D.212. 

Appendix. 

Geneva, November 6th, 1930. 

PROPOSAL SUBMITTED BY THE BRITISH DEI.EGATlON. 

The British delegation submits the following draft, to take the place of the sections in the 
first-reading text dealing with " Organisation " and " Procedure with regard to Complaints and 
Revision " (Articles OA, ZA, ZE, ZB, ZC, ZD): 

Article I. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the parties. 

Article II. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a "Permanent Disarmament 
Commission". The Commission shall consist of one nominee of each of the following States, being 
parties to the present Convention: the Members of the League represented for the time being 
on the Council of the League, the United States of America, and the Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall be summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations. 

At any meeting, members shall constitute a quorum. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. In case of equality of votes, the Chairman shall have a casting vote. 
Members of the Commission shall be selected for their personal merits and competence, and 

shall not hold any office which puts them in a position of dependence on their Governments while 
members of the Commission. 

Article III. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard; in particular, Article 8 of the Covenant and the provisions of the present 
Convention. 

Each year the Permanent Disarmament Commission shall make at least one report on the 
information submitted to it and on any other information that may be available to it, showing 
the situation as regards fulfilment of the present Convention. Each member of the Commission 
shall be entitled to demand that account shall be taken in this report of the opinions or suggestions 
put forward by him, if necessary, in the form of a minority report. 

All reports shall becommunicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall simultaneously be published. Such reports shall include an annual 
report, which shall be so communicated and published not later than May 31st in each year. 

Article IV. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon, 
or is making such changes in his armaments, or is embarking on such preparations as are likely 
to disturb international relations or the good understanding between nations, or is in any way 
violating the provisions of the present Convention, such party may lay the matter, through the 
.Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent Disarmament Commission. The 
Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action is 
questioned, should such party so desire, and the representative of any other party whom the 
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Commission may regard as specially concerned in the matter, shall present a report th_ereon to the 
High Contracting Parties and the Co_uncil of the I:eague. The ~eport all:d any proceedings ~hereon 
shall be published as soon as possible. The H1gh Contractmg_ Part1es and the Council shall 
thereupon take any action open to them which they may deem WISe and effectual to safeguard the 
peace of nations. 

C.!'.D.262. 

Geneva, November 2Ist, I930. 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION TO THE BRITISH DELEGATION'S PROPOSAL 
(document C.P.D.2I2). 

The following amendments to the British proposals contained in document C.P.D.2I2, 
together with the other French propos~ls which will shortlY: be distribu!e_d conce':Iling the execution 
of the Convention and the procedure w1th regard to complamts and reVISIOn, are mtended to replace 
the provisions which the French delegation put forward at the first reading in Articles OA, IF, ZA, 
ZB, ZE, ZC, and ZD. 

While putting forward these new proposals, the French delegation continues to think that 
international supervision is the necessary and natural complement of any convention on the 
limitation of armaments. But, as it does not appear likely that unanimity can be reached in the 
Commission on provisions involving strict supervision and investigations on the spot, the French 
delegation is ready to consider a less complete system which would nevertheless make it possible 
to supervise-and to a large extent ensure the execution of-the obligations laid down in the 
provisions adopted up to the present at the first and second readings, both with regard to the 
limitation of armaments and with regard to the exchange of information between the contracting 
parties. · 

This system might be based on a procedure making it possible, in the case of a breach of the 
Convention, either to put an end to this breach or to revise the provisions of the Convention. 

Article I. 
I. There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 

Commission consisting of delegations of experts appointed respectively by the Governments of the 
High Contracting Parties mentioned in paragraph 2 of the present article. 

2. The following may appoint delegations to this Commission: 
(a) The High Contracting Parties Members of the Council of the League for the duration 

of their term of office on the Council, and the following High Contracting Parties Members 
of the League (list to be drawn up by the Conference); · 

(b) The High Contracting Parties not Members of the League of Nations (or certain 
of them, as appointed by the Conference). 
3· The Commission shall be summoned by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations 

at least once a year, and also whenever a High Contracting Party requests. 

Article II. 
I. The Commission shall have full power to draw up its Rules of Procedure according to 

the principles fixed in the present chapter. · 
2. Eac~ delegation may, on its own responsibility, ask the Commission to hear or consult 

any person likely to throw light on the questions under consideration. 
3· Each of the delegations shall have one vote. · · 
4· !he Co~mission's reports ~hall be immediately communicated to each. of the High 

Contractmg Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article III. 
I. The Commission shall receive all t~e information suppl!e~ by the ~igh Contracting Parties 

to the ~~cretarr-General of the League m pursuance of therr mternatwnal obligations in this 
regard-m particular, the provisions of the present Convention. 
. 2. ~ach year. the C~mmission shall make at least one report on the above-mentioned 
mfc;>rmatlon tran~m1tted to 1t by t~e Secretary-General and on any other information communicated 
to 1t by any of 1ts members. Th~s report shall ~utline the existing situation with regard to the 
execution of the prese~t Convention, and shall m any case be communicated and published not 
later than June 30th m each year. 

C.P.D.264. 

Geneva, November 2Ist, I930. 

CONTINUATION OF THE AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION (document C.P.D.26z) 
TO THE BRITISH DELEGATION'S PROPOSAL (document C.P.D.2I2). . 

Article IV 
I. !Jle. High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this 

Convention 1s a matter of concern to all the parties. 
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2. If one of the High Contracting Parties considers that such a violation has been committed• 
it may lay the matter before the Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary
General. The High Contracting Party whose armaments have given rise to this complaint, and that 
or those whom this violation may particularly affect, may supply the Commission with any 
explanations they consider advisable. · 

3· Within a period not exceeding three months from the time the complaint was brought, 
the Commission must state whether, in its opinion, any clauses of the Convention have been and 
remain violated. This opinion may be formulated by a majority vote, excluding the votes of the 
High Contracting Party making the complaint and of those complained against. If necessary, 
a minority report may be presented. · 

4· The refusal of the High Contracting Party complained against to supply the explanations 
requested by the Commission, or the finding that a provision of the Convention has been and 
remains violated, shall give any High Contracting Party concerned the right to ask for a revision 
of the clauses affected by this violation. With a view to this revision, the High Contracting Parties 
shall meet in conference under the conditions provided for in Article . . . , and the clauses 
in question shall provisionally cease to be compulsory. 

Article V. 
I. If, before the expiration of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party considers 

that the requirements of its national security are materially affected by new circumstances arising, 
in particular, either from the derogations referred to in Article ZA or from an unforeseen 
development or transformations in civil aeronautics or other material, it may call a meeting of 
the Permanent Disarmament Commission in order to determine whether these circumstances are 
such as to jus~ify a total or partial revision of the clauses of the Convention. 

2. The opinion of the Permanent Disarmament Commission may be formulated by a majority 
vote. If necessary, a minority report may be presented. 

3· If the opinion is in the affirmative, the High Contracting Parties agree that, at the request 
of any High Contracting Party concerned, they will meet in conference under the conditions laid 
down in Article . . to proceed to the revision of the said clauses. 

/ C.P.D.238. 

Geneva, November I3th, I930. 

AMENDMENT SUBMITTED BY THE TURKISH DELEGATION. 

Article OA. 
There shall be created a Permanent Disarmament Commission consisting of one representative 

·of each of the High Contracting Parties. 
The Commission shall set up the Committees necessary for the preparatory examination of the 

questions coming within its competence in virtue of the present Convention. The members of 
those Committees shall be appointed by the Permanent Commission from among its own members 
in such a way that each of the High Contracting Parties is represented on one of the Committees. 

The Permanent. Disarmament Commission shall be summoned by its President in office. 
Decisions of the Commission shall be taken by unanimous vote of the members present at the 

meeting for questions relating to revision and complaints. In the case of complaints, the votes 
of the representatives of the parties shall not be counted for purposes of unanimity. 

The Commission shall determine the procedure of the Committees and shall prepare its own 
Rules of Procedure at its first session. 

C.P.D.265. 

Geneva, November 22nd, I930. 

AMENDMENTS PROPOSED BY THE CHIN:ESE DELEGATION TO THE BRITISH PROPOSAL 

(document C.P.D.2I2). 

Article II. 
There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 

Commission composed of . . members elected by the Conference from among the represen
tatives of the High Contracting Parties. 

Any one of the High Contracting Parties may be elected in virtue of one or other of the 
following two provisions: 

(a) That it shall be a Member or retiring member of the Council of the League of 
Nations; 

(b) That it shall be a Member or ~on-Member of the ~e. <?f Nations, but shall 
occupy, in regard to the problem of disarmament, a special pos1tlon as the result of 
geographical situation, population and territorial limits. 

Members ~f the Commission shall be selected for their personal merits and competence and 
shall not hold any office which puts them in a position of dependence on their Governments 
while Members of the Commission; 

Members of the Commission shall be elected for . . years. They shall be re-eligible. 
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The Commission shall elect a President ~d tw~ Vice-Presidents; 
The Commission shall be summoned by Its President. 

Article III. 
The Commission may constitute sub-committees for the prepa~atory examination of questions' 

coming within its competence in ~ue of the pres.ent Con~~nhon. . . 
In discussions relating to revision and complamts, deciSion~ of the CommiSSion sh~ be 

adopted by the unanimous vote of the members present at the meetmg. In the case of comp~atl}ts, 
the votes of the representatives of the parties shall not be counted for purposes of unammity. 

For other decisions of the Commission, a majority of the votes of the me~bers present 
shall be sufficient. In case of equality· of votes, the President shall ha':e a castmg vote. 

High Contracting Parties not sitting on the Commission shall be entitled to be represented 
at discussions which concern them. · 

(Article III of the British proposal follows, becoming Article IV.) 

ANNEX 4. 
C.P.D.279. 

Geneva, November 25th, 1930. 

CHAPTER V. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

TEXTS PROPOSED BY THE SUB-COMMITTEE. 

SECTION I. - ORGANISATION. 

New Article OA. 
There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament Commission 

with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist of . . . 
(figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments of 
the following High Contracting Parties . . . . (list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for . . . years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced 
only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article OB. 
The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 

of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

There after, it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure. 
It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 

for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article OC. 
The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 

of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article OD. 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 

Article OE. 
Any Hig~ Contracting Party not having a member of its nationality on the Commission 

shall be ent~tl~d to send a member appointed for the purpose to sit at any meetings 
of ~e CommiSSion during which a question specially affecting the interests of that party is 
cons1dered. 

Article OF. 
Each ~e!llber of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All deCISions of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. · 
. In the ca;;es provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats to 

natwnal secunty), the votes of members appointed by the parties concerned in the discussion shall 
not be ~unt~d in determining the majority. 

A mmonty report may be drawn up. 
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Article OG. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 

· examined by the Commission. 

Article OH. 

Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to demand that, in any report ·by the 
~ommission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him-if necessary, 
m the form of a separate report. 

Art1"cle 01. 

All ~eports _by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Convention, or m the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be published. 

SECTION II. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

New Article IF. 

. The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 
H1gh Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted to it 
and on any other information that may reach it from an authorised source and that it may consider 
worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

All reports shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

SECTION III - DEROGATIONS. 

New Article XA. 

If, during the life of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may derogate temporarily, in so far as concerns itseH, from any article or articles of the 
present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

(a) That such contracting party shall immediately notify the other contracting parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, of such temporary derogation, and of the extent thereof: 

(b) That, simultaneously with the notification referred to in point (a), the contracting 
party shall communicate to the other contracting parties, and at the same time to the . 
Permanent Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
a full explanation of the change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon, the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly take concerted counsel as to 
the situation thus presented. 

When the reasons for such temporary derogation have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contracting Party shall reduce its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and shall 
make immediate notification to the other contracting parties. 

SECTION IV. -PROCEDURE REGARDING CoMPLAINTS AND REVISION. 

(Texts intended to replace all articles in Section IV.) 

New Article ZA. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the parties. 

New Article ZB. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon, 
or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such party so desire, and the representative of any other party which may be 
specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall present a report thereon as 
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soon as possible to the High Contracting ~arties and to the C?uncil of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as poss1ble. . . 

The High Contracting Parties shall take concerted counsel on the conclus10ns of th~ report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Mem~e~s of the ~ague of Nat_10ns! the 

Council of the League shall exercise the rights d~volving up~n 1t m such crrcumstances m vif!ue 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations, with a v1ew to ensurmg the observance of the Convention 
and to safeguarding the peace of nations. 

ANNEX 5. 
C.P.D.285. 

Geneva, November 27th, 1930. 

CHAPTER V. - SECTION II, ARTICLE IB (First-Reading Text). 

NETHERLANDS PROPOSAL ON THE PUBLICITY OF MATERIAL. 

REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMITTEE OF MILITARY EXPERTS APPOINTED TO EXAMINE THE LIST OF 

!'4ATERIAL CONTAINED THEREIN. 

The Sub-Committee of military experts appointed to examine the list of material figuring 
in Article IB of Chapter V, Section II, of the first-reading texts (Netherlands proposal) met on 
November 24th at 4.30 p.m. It held four meetings (November 24th, 25th, 26th and 27th). The 
experts appointed by the Commission were joined by the Roumanian and Swedish military 
experts. 

The Committee first of all endeavoured to ascertain the principles by which it should be 
guided in performing its task-namely, what should be kept of the table submitted by the 
Netherlands delegation and what would be the disadvantages as regards national security, and, 
from the military and technical point of view, of publicity under each of the headings of that table. 

The Committee considered the question whether publicity of material, arms and munitions 
of war in service, on the one hand, and in reserve, on the other, was compatible with the military 
needs of national defence from the point of view of the preparation and conduct of operations. 

The German naval expert stated that, on most of the points under discussion, if not on all, 
the Preparatory Commission had already taken a decision in the resolution adopted on November 
13th and I4th, approving the principle of the fullest possible exchange of information in regard to 
armaments. The task of the Committee could therefore consist only in revising the list proposed 
by the Netherlands delegation. The Italian and Netherlands experts supported this view. 

A debate then ensued, in the course of which the experts pronounced on the following points: 

(I) Does the publicity of material in reserve present drawbacks from the military 
point of view ? · 

(2) Does the publicity of material in service offer drawbacks from the same point of view? 

I. To the first question the Belgian, British, French, Japanese, Roumanian and Yugoslav 
experts replied in the affirmative. They adduced the following arguments: 

(I) Technical impossibility of supervision; 
(2) Drawbacks for certain countries of a publicity which woilld reveal their weak points; 
(3) A publication of material in reserve would riot permit the responsible chief to make 

arrangements under satisfactory conditions for the conduct of the national defence; 
(4) Publicity being related to limitations, it would seem logical to establish publicity 

~ot. of _number but of expenditure as regards land material, which is not subject to direct 
lim1tat1on; 

(5) E~treme CO!fiplexity of publicity as regards material in reserve which, to be equitable 
and to proVlde clear mformation, should involve an indication not only of numbers but of the 
age, the degree of wear and even the characteristics of the material· 

(6) Possibility of evading publicity by stocking material in the form of detached parts. 

. The German, It~li~n, Spanish, Netherlands, Norwegian and Swedish experts pronounced 
m favo~~ of the pubhc1ty of material in reserve. The Swedish expert admitted the possibility 
of p~blic1ty confined to certain groups of material; the Norwegian expert accepted this latter point 
of Vlew. 

The principles brought forward by those in favour of full publicity of material in reserve are 
the following: . . 

. (I) Publicity in regard to this material is specially necessary, since it is not limited 
drrectly; 
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(2) Any publicity in regard to material which did not cover material in reserve would 
be of no value owing to the transfers which could easily be effected between the two categories 
of material (in service and in reserve); 

(3) Common knowledge of the amount of material in reserve does not constitute a 
danger, but would, on the contrary, be a very effective method of attaining the object of the 
future Convention-that is to say, the maintenance of peace. 

II. The Committee accepted almost unanimously publicity for material in service, but the 
utility of such publicity for the purposes of the present Convention was questioned by the French, 
Japanese, Roumanian and Yugoslav experts. These four experts pointed out that the regulation 
allowances of units were known, and, therefore, were of no importance as a provision of the 
Convention. If publicity had the object or result of making known existing deficiencies in these 
allowances, it would involve the danger of indicating weaknesses to possible enemies or-to avoid 
that danger-of encouraging the publication of exaggerated figures that were not subject to any 
kind of verification. 

Under these circumstances, the Chairman' thought it advisable to request the Italian, 
Netherlands and Swedish experts, who had particularly upheld the principle of publicity of material 
to prepare, with a view to the publicity of material in service, a fresh list of material, taking 
into account: 

(I) The Committee's general desire that the table in Article IB (first reading) should be 
modified. That table, being taken from a Convention relating mainly to Customs supervision, 
requires to be revised before it can be used for publicity of material; 

(2) An opinion expressed by the Committee, on the proposal of the British military 
expert, to the effect that air and naval material, being already the subject of direct limitation, 
should be excluded from the publicity lists. 

The result of the collaboration of the three experts was the table annexed to the present report. 
According to the opinion of the German and Italian experts, this table might also apply to material 
of the naval and air forces. 

In submitting to the Sub-Committee their draft table for publicity of the material of land 
forces, the Italian, Netherlands and Swedish military experts observed that the three columns 
under the heading " Age of types of weapons " were included in view of the observations of the 
Belgian and Roumanian military experts, but that they complicated the table and, in their opinion, 
there was no objection to their being omitted. The draft table prepared by the three experts was 
approved without reservation by the American, Netherlands and Norwegian experts, though the 
American expert asked that, for administrative reasons peculiar to his own country, the date 
"December Jist" should be left blank. The Sub-Committee at once agreed. 

The Belgian military expert was prepared to accept the table submitted, but with the following 
amendments: 

(I) Suppress reference I. 
(2) Draft the article as follows: • Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare 

an annual statement under the heading given below showing the number of weapons in 
service in its land forces, excluding material exclusively and permanently intended for the 
defence of fortified works ". 

(3) Under I (b) say: "Rifles, machine-guns and other automatic weapons provided with 
an appliance enabling them to be fired from the shoulder ". 

The Netherlands and Swedish military experts approved points 2 and 3 of the Belgian 
amendment. · 

. The Japanese military expert, desiring to establish a parallel between budgetary limitation 
and Pl!blicity, proposed that publicity in terms of yalue ,s)lould be substit!lted in the tab!~ ~or 
publicity ·of numbers. The Netherlands and Swedish military experts objected that puhhctty 
of values would encounter insurmountable difficulties if the monetary value of the different 
materials were to be given. The Swedish expert added that such publicity would in itself be 
insufficient and would have to be supplemented by publicity of numbers if the intention were 
to make known the way the credits were used. The Committee considered that the Japanese 
expert's suggestion could only be decided by the Commission. 

The French, Japanese and Yugoslav military experts refrained from discussing the categories 
of a table which they could not accept for the following reasons: 

From the military point of view they see no objections to the publicity of certain materials 
of war in service; but they do not understand the use, for the purposes of the present draft 
Convention, of publicity of numbers except such as corresponds in the draft to the direct limitation 
adopted for naval and air material in service. 

They therefore make all reservations regarding the contents of the list drawn up by the 
. Sub-Committee and regarding the use to which it may be put. 

The Netherlands, Swedish and Italian military experts stated that the table drawn up by 
them for material in service should also apply to publicity of material in reserve. 

The German naval expert, after repeating his delegation's view as to the necessity for publicity 
of material in reserve, stated that, in his opinion, a list corresponding to the list under discussion 
(material of land forces) should be drawn up for air and naval material. 
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Appendix. 

R SUB-COMMITTEE APPOINTED TO STUDY ARTICLE lB. ANNEX TO EPORT OF . 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare ~ a~ a~nual statement under _th~ headings 
given below, 2 showing the number .of weapons in service m Its land forces and existmg on the 
date of'. ................. of the precedmg year. 

I. Portable arms: 
(a) Rifles carbines and muskets (thousands) . . 
(b) Automatic rifles and other automatic 

weapons (number). . . . . . . . . . 
(c) Machine-guns (number) . . . . . 

Age of types of weapons 

Types 
introduced 

before 
January xst, 

1890 

. 

Types 
introduced 

between 
January xst, 

x8go, 
and January xst, 

1914 

Types 
introduced 

since 
January ~st, 

1914 

II. Pieces of artillery: 
(a) Cannon, howitzers and mortars of a 

calibre of IS ems. (5.9 inches) or less 
(number) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

(b) Cannon, howitzers and mortars of a 
calibre over IS ems. (5.9 inches) (number) 

III. Tanks of all kinds and armoured cars . .. 

Note. - The armament of tanks and armoured cars is not included in headings I and II. 
The dates given in the columns under the heading " Age of types of weapons " are included only as suggestions. 

ANNEX 6. 
C.P.D.201. 

Geneva, October Ist, 1930. 

PROGRESS OF WORK OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE 
DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

NOTE BY THE PRESIDENT. 

At its third session (March 21st to April 26th, I927 the Preparatory Commission for the 
Disarmament Conference drew up at first reading the texts of the draft Convention to be submitted 
to the General Disarmament Conference (see document C.3I0.M.I09.I927.IX, pages 397-416, 
or document C.2I8(I).M.II2.1927.IX). . . 

During the first part of its sixth session, which was suspended on May 6th, I929, 
the Commission examined certain of these texts at second reading (see document C.I95·M·74·I929.IX, 
or document C.P.D.175(2). 

The object of the forthcoming meeting, at which the sixth session will be continued, is to draw 
up a definitive draft Convention. The following list briefly indicates the various matters which were 
not settled at the second reading, and these might serve as a basis for its agenda: 

I. Chapter II: Material; Section II: Naval Armaments. 
2. Chapter I : Effectives; Article A. 2: Naval Armaments. 

• The different headings of this table shall be applied without change to the publicity for material in reserve. 
' The expert of the Belgian delegation proposes to amend the above table as follows: 

(1) Suppress reference I. 
(z) Draft the article as follows: "Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement 

under the heading given below, showing the number of weapons in service in its land forces, excepting material 
exclusively and permanently intended for the defence of fortified works ". 

(3) Under I (b) say: "Rilles, machine-guns and other automatic weapons provided with an appliance 
enabling them to be fired from the shoulder ". 
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3· Chapter I : Article H: Maximum number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants and 
other ranks which each High Contracting Party undertakes not to exceed.-· To be 
discussed in connection with naval effectives. 

4· Chapter I, Article E: Definition of the terms • effectives in service in the armed forces" 
and • in the formations organised on a military basis ". - To be discussed in 
connection with naval and air effectives. 

S· Chapter I, Article I: Total period of service .. - The German delegation has submitted 
an amendment. 

6. Chapter II: Material; Section III: Air Armaments. Article AD. - Reserved for discussion 
with Article ZD. 

7· Chapter III: Budgetary expenditure: Article DA, dealing with the limitation of the 
total annual military expenditure. 

8. Chapter V, Section I: Organisation. 
9· Chapter V, Section II: Exchange of information.- In this connection the Commission 

will also examine the German proposal concerning the last paragraph of Article 8 
of the Covenant (document C.I64.M·49.I928.IX, which is also inserted in document 
C.x6s.M.so.1928.IX, pages 315-323). 

Io. Chapter V, Section III: Derogations. 
II. Chapter V, Section IV: Procedure with regard to complaints and revision. 

Note. - Article ZD is to be considered in conjunction with Article AD. 

12. Chapter V, Section V: Ratification; entry into force; denunciation. 
13. Preamble. 
14. Progress of the work of the Committee on Arbitration and Security. 
15. Drawing up of the report of the Preparatory Commission to the Council . 

• • • 
The following survey gives details with regard to each item on the agenda. 

I. CHAPTER II, MATERIAL; SECTION II: NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

Tlie Commission has before it the texts adopted at first reading in 1927 (see document 
C.JIO.M.I09.1927.IX, pages 403-406), and the results of the London Conference. The principles 
adopted in London which might be incorporated in the draft Convention are enumerated below. 

(a) The common method of Limitation agreed on by Great Britain and France (see letter 
from the President of the London Naval Conference to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations, dated April 21st, 1930). 

The texts in the first report of the First Committee show that Italy made a general 
reservation in regard to the method in question. 

(b) New definition of the expression • aircraft-carrier " (Part I, Article 3). 
Limitation of the calibre of the largest gun to be mounted on an aircraft-carrier of 

xo,ooo tons or less standard displacement (Part I, Article 4). 
(c) Standard displacement of a submarine (Part II, Article 6) .. 
Limitation of tonnage of largest submarine and of the calibre of the largest gun to be 

mounted on a submarine (Part II, Article 7). 
(d) Vessels exempt from limitation (Part II, Article 8). 
(e) Rules for replacement of war vessels other than capital ships (Annex I to Part II). 
(/) Rules for disposal of vessels of war (Annex II to Part II). 
(g) List of vessels which, although they do not come under the heading of • vessels 

exempt", are not to be included in the total tonnage (Annex III to Part II). 

The Secretariat has communicated to the members of the Preparatory Commission a letter 
dated April 21st from the President of the London Naval Conference to the Secretary-General, 
together with the text of the London Treaty, the memoranda submitted by the Governments, the 
reports of the Committees of the Conference and the Minutes of the plenary meetings (see documents 
C.P.D.197 and 197 (a) and (b)). A comparative table of the texts of Chapter II, Section II, of the 
1927 Draft, the stipulations of the Washington Treaty, the London Naval Treaty, the Convention 
of June 17th, 1925, on the Trade in Arms, and the Draft Convention on the Manufacture of Arms 
have been sent in document C.P.D. 199· 

2. CHAPTER 1: EFFECTIVES. -ARTICLE A2: NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

For previous discussions on naval effectives, see Minutes of the Third Session of the 
Commission (document C.3IO.M.I09.1927.IX, pages 42-45; 155-I63; 248-252; 322-323 and 
339-340) and the report of Sub-Commission A (document C.739·M.278.1926.IX, pages 1og-uo, 
122-123 and 132-137). · 

The texts adopted at second reading for Article A as regards land effectives and air effectives 
are given on page 222 of document C.I9S·M·74-I929.1X. 
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The examination of the part concerning naval armaments was postponed until after the 
examination of the limitation of material (document C.195·M·74.1929.IX, page 138). 

3· CHAPTER I, ARTICLE H. 

The maximum number of officers, warrant officers and sergeants and other ranks which each 
contracting party undertakes not to exceed. . 

To be discussed in connection with its application to naval effecttves. Article H is given 
on page 222 of document C.195·M·74.1929.IX. 

4· CHAPTER I, ARTICLE E. 

Definition of the terms " effectives in service in the armed forces " and " in the formations 
organised on a military basis ". . . . . 

To be discussed in connection with its application to naval and arr effechves. Article E was 
redrafted at second reading (see document C.195·M·74.1929.IX, page 223). 

5· CHAPTER I, ARTICLE I: ToTAL PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

The German delegation has submitted an amendment (see document C.P.D.174(1)). 
The text to be examined is the text adopted at first reading in 1927 (document C.3ro.M.109. 

1927.IX). This text was not discussed in connection -.yith naval and air armaments. The 
Commission will therefore have to examine the whole of Article I as well as the German amendment. 

6. CHAPTER II: MATERIAL. - SECTION III, AIR ARMAMENTS, ARTICLE AD. 

Article AD was adjourned for discussion in conjunction with Article ZD (see texts drawn up 
at second reading, document C.195·M.74-1929.IX, page 223). 

7· CHAPTER III: BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

This consists of a single article, Article DA, old " Article 19 " of Chapter V of the French 
preliminary draft (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, page 364). _ 

Article DA and the principle of the limitation of budgetary expenditure in general was discussed 
at the third session (see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 176-179, 193-2II, 212-225; 344 and 
345). This article was not adopted unanimously by the Commission at first reading. 

The question of the limitation of budgetary expenditure in its application to the material 
of land armaments was rediscussed during the first part of the sixth session (see document 
C.195.M·74-1929.IX, pages 160-182). · 

In a resolution adopted by the majority (page 179), the Commission decided that "the 
limitation and reduction of material must be sought by means of publicity of expenditure . . . " 

It should be noted that Article DA, Chapter III, was not discussed on that occasion, the 
examination of this article having been expressly adjourned (page 190). 

For the " model statement " of expenditure, which has not yet been examined, see the revised 
text in document C.P.D.190. If the Commission adopts the conclusions of the experts on 
the " model statement ", the scope of this statement should be examined both as regards publicity 
and the establishment of the tables in accordance with Article DA. 

8. CHAPTER V, SECTION I: ORGANISATION. 

This consists of a single article, Article OA (French draft). For previous discussions, see 
document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 273-287. When examining this question, the Commission 
should bear in mind the special situation of countries which are not Members of the L~ague. 

9· CHAPTER V, SECTION II: EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION . 

. The yarious articles in this section were discussed at first reading during the Commission's 
thrr~ sesston (see doc~ment C.31o.M.ro9.1927.IX, pages 88 and 345 (Article IA), 302-307 and 349 
(Art~cle IB), 246 (Arttcle IC), 247-248, 256-257 and 343 (Article IG), 326-328 (Article ID), 265-271 
(Art!cle IE), 223-225 (preamble to Articles DA* and DB*), 178-192 (Article DA*), 191-192 
(Arttcle DB*), 273-293, 324-326 and 348 (Articles IF and OA): 
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The German proposal concerning the last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant relating to 
the necessity for exact information as to existing armaments, which was submitted to the 
Commission at its fifth session (documents C.164.M·49.1928.IX and C.165.M.50.1928.IX, 
pages 315-323) was examined during the first part of the sixth session (document C.195.M.74· 
1929.IX, pages 43-49). The President pointed out that, in reality, this proposal implied an 
amendment to the clauses of Chapter V, S~tion II, of the 1927 Draft. Note C.P.D.143 was 
distn"buted to the delegates. This note indicates the order in which the various points of the 
German proposal and the articles of Section II might be examined (see document C.195.M.74· 
1929.IX, pages 43-44). 

10. CHAPTER V, SECTION III: DEROGATIONS. 

This consiSts of a single article, Article XA (British draft and French draft). 
For previous discussions, see Minutes of the third session of the Commission (document· 

C.31o.M.109.1927.IX, pages.293-299, 321-322, 346 and 351). 
Article XA is connected with Article ZE (pages 323-324). 

II. CHAPTER V, SECTION IV: PROCEDURE WITH REGARD TO COMPLAINTS AND REVISION. 

Article ZD of Section IV and Article AD of Section III of Chapter II, which will be discussed 
together (see No.6 above) raise the problem of the connection between military and civil aviation. 
See the discussions on this matter in the special Commission for the Preparation of a Draft 
Convention on the Manufacture of Arms (document A.30.1929.IX, pages 15-17 and 18-20). 

The discussion of Articles ZA, ZB, ZC and ZD was adjourned in 1927 until the second reading 
(see document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, page 346), but a general discussion took place on the question 
of " Supervision " (see same document, pages 273-293 and 324-326). The French and British drafts 
for Article ZA, and the French drafts for Articles ZB, ZC and ZD should be noted. 

During the first part of the sixth session of the Commission (meeting of May 6th, 1929) the 
French delegate announced new proposals in regard to supervision (document C.I95·M·74·1929.1X, 
page 190). Point (d) of the draft resolution submitted by Lord Cecil to the Third Committee of the 
Assembly on September 19th, 1929, might serve as an indication of the British proposals on the same 
question. The German delegation also made suggestions in regard to th1s matter (document 
C.195.M·74-1929.IX, pages 205-206). 

12. CHAPTER V, SECTION V: RATIFICATION, ENTRY INTO FORCE, DENUNCIATION. 

This section contains the five Articles EA, EB, EC, ED and EF. 
For the discussion at first reading of Article EA, see Minutes of the third session 

of the Commission (document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 307-310 and 352). For the German 
reservation in regard to this article, see the same document, pages 17, 38 and 352. 

Discussion of Article EB (document C.310.M.109.1927.IX, pages 310-312 and 352.) 
Discussion of Article EC (same document, pages 312-317 and page 352). Reservation by the 

Swedish delegation, page 315. 
Discussion of Article ED (ditto, pages 312, 317 and 352). 
Discussion of Article EF (ditto, pages 317-321 and 352). The reservations are mentioned 

on page 352. 

13. PREAMBLE. 

·The texts drawn up at first reading consist of three draft preambles--the British, French and 
· German. The various drafts were not discussed at length. 

14. PROGRESS OF WORK OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARBITRATION AND SECURITY . . 
Between the conclusion of the London Naval Conference and the opening of the second part 

of the Preparatory Commission's sixth session, there have been two events of interest to that 
Commission: 

(a) The fourth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security; 
(b) The eleventh ordinary session of the League Assembly. 

The agenda of the fourth session of the Committee on Arbitration and Security contained the 
following questions: 

r. Preliminary Draft General Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War; 
2. Draft Convention on Financial Assistance; 



3· Communications affecting the working of the League of Nations in times of emergency; 
facilities to be granted to aircraft; . 

4· Peruvian proposal for the amendment of Article IS of the Covenant of the League of 
Nations. 

The Preparatory Commission was duly informed of t~e results of the <:;ommittee on Arbitration 
and Security's fourth session, the relevant documents havmg been transmitted at the request of the 
Council to the members of the Preparatory Commission and to the ele.venth A~sembly. . 

The latter examined these four questions and was able to a~opt with ce~am modifi:c~~lOns the 
draft Convention on Financial Assistance and two draft resolutions concemmg the facilrt}es to be 
granted to aircraft and motor transport respectively. . . . 

As regards the amendment of Article IS, the Assembly decided not to examme this proposal. 
As regards the Convention to strengthen the Means of preventing War, the Assembly was ~f 

opinion that the study of this Convention should be continued, and it requested the Council 
to entrust this study to a special Committee, which should be asked to submit a report in time for 
submission to the twelfth ordinary session of the Assembly. 

Special stress should be laid on the importance of the adoption· of the draft Convention on 
Financial Assistance, which the Assembly was able to open for the signature of delegations before 
the close of its .eleventh session. Twenty-eight countries signed this Convention at the plenary 
meeting of the Assembly on the morning of October 2nd. 

IS. DRAWING UP S THE REPORT OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION TO THE COUNCIL. 

In the report of the Third Committee to the ninth Assembly, it is stated that "the Preparatory 
Commission will certainly think it desirable to make a general report to the Council on the 
possibilities of the Fir~t General Conference and the date at which it might be held ". At the 
conclusion of the first part of its sixth session, the Preparatory Commission decided, on 
May 6th, I929, not to submit a report to the Council before the end of the session (see document 
C.xgs.M.74.I929.IX, pages 41, 193 and 194). 

In the penultimate paragraph of the resolution it adopted, the eleventh Assembly expressed 
the conviction that the Preparatory Commission will be able to complete its work at its session 
in November next, and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, the-General 
Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. . 

The report submitted by the Third Committee also mentioned the Assembly's desire that the 
General Conference should be convened in 1931. · 

ANNEX 7. 
C.P.D.232. 

Geneva, November 12th, 1930. 

CONVENTION ON THE REDUCTION AND LIMITATION OF 
ARMAMENTS. 

PROTOCOL OF SIGNATURE 

MEMORANDUM FROM THE SECRETARY OF THE COMMISSION CONTAINING EXTRACTS FROM 
A REsOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY OF TH~ LEAGUE OF NATIONS 

ON OcTOBER 3RD, 1930. 

The Se~retary of the Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament C;nference has the honour 
~ commumca~e to the members of the Commission, for their information, the attached extracts 

om a resoluhon adopted by the Assembly of the League of Nations on October 3rd, 1930. 

Appendix. 

RESOLUTION ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY ON OcTOBER 3RD, xg3o. 
(Extracts from document A.S3.1930.V.) . 

The Assembly, 

the q~a~~g e~a~inedt~ith ~he great~st interest the·report of the Committee appointed to conside~ 
Leagu es;~ ~- e. ra cahon an~ signature of conventions concluded under the auspices of the 

eo a Ions m accordance With an Assembly resolution of September 24th, xg2g; 



Being convinced th~ the solution of the problem of ratification depends to a great extent upon 
satisfactory preparation for the conferences which are convened to draw up conventions; 

Considering it to be of the greatest importance that all steps should be taken to assure that 
conventions concluded under the auspices of the League of Nations should be accepted by the 
largest possible number of countries and that ratifications of such conventions should be deposited 
with the least possible delay: 

Expresses its appreciation of the work of the Committee and its approval of their report; and 
Recommends that effect should be given to the proposals contained in the report of 

the Committee in the manner set out in the immediately following resolutions. · 

v. 

That, in conformity with the recommendations contained in Part III, paragraphs 2 (d), (e), 
and (f) of the report of the Committee appointed in accordance with the resolution of the Assembly 
of September 24th, 1929 (see document A.IO.I930.V), at future conferences held under the auspices 
of the League of Nations at which general conventions are signed, protocols of signature shall, 
as far as possible, be drawn up on the general lines of the alternative drafts set out in 
Annexes I and II of the present resolution. 

Annex I.- Protocol of Signattere. 

In signing the Convention of this day's date relating to 
plenipotentiaries, being duly authorised to this effect and in 
Governments, declare that they have agreed as follows: 

. the undersigned 
the name of their respective 

I. That the Government of every Member of the League of Nations or non-member 
State on whose behalf the said Convention has been signed undertakes, not later than 
. . . . . (date), either to submit the said Convention for parliamentary approval 
or to inform the Secretary-General of the League of Nations of its attitude with regard to 
the Convention. 

" II. If on . . . . . . (date) the said Convention is not in force with regard 
to . . . Members of the League of Nations and non-member States, the Secretary-General 
of the League shall bring the situation to the attention of the Council of the League of Nat ions, 
which may either convene a new conference of all the Members of the League and non-member 
States on whose behalf the Convention has been signed or accessions thereto deposited, to 
consider the situation, or take such other measures as it considers necessary. The Government 
of every signatory or acceding State undertakes to be represented at any conference so 
convened. The Governments of Members of the League and non-member States which have 
not signed the Convention or acceded thereto may also be invited to be represented at any 
conference so convened by the Council of the League. 

Note. - The procedure provided for in this Annex is generally suitable for most general 
conventions. In cases in which it is applied, the final articles of the convention should be drafted 
in the usual form and should not fix any named or final date for the entry into force 
of the convention, but should permit its entry into force on receipt of a relatively small numbe 
of ratifications or accessions. 

Annex II. -Final Article of the Convention, Article X. 

The present Convention shall enter into force on . . . . . (date), provided that, on 
this date, ratifications or accessions have been deposited with or notified to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations on behalf of . . . 1 Members of the League of Nations or non-Members 
States. 

Protocol of Signature. 

In signing the Convention of to-day's date relating to . . ., the undersigned 
plenipotentiaries, being duly authorised to this effect and in the name of their respective 
Governments, declare that they have agreed as follows: 

If on . . . z the said Convention has not come into force in accordance with the 
provisions of Article X, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations shall bring the situation 

1 The figure indicated here should be a relatively large one. 
• Same date as that indicated in Article X. 



to the attention of the Council of the League of Nations, which may either convene a new
conference of all the Members of the League and non-member States on whose behalf the 
Convention has been signed or accessions thereto deposited to consider the situation, or take 
such other measures as it considers necessary. The Government of every signatory or acceding 
State undertakes to be represented at any conference so convened. 

Note. -The procedure provided for in Annex II is suitable for certain types of convention 
whose practical utility depends on their immediate entry into force for a considerable number 
of States. 



ANNEX 8. 
C.P.D.28o. 

Geneva, November 26th, 1930. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT SECOND READING 
AND TEXTS OF THE PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

TO THESE ARTICLES. 

-
This document contains the text of the articles drawn up at secoml reading and the text of the 

proposed amendments to these articles. 
The text of Article IB alltl of Section V of Chapter V u>ill be distributed asdoc11mmt C.P.D.z8o( a). 

(British Draft.) 
[Names of the High 
Contracting Parties.] 

Persuaded that the main
tenance of peace requires the 
reduction of armaments to 
the lowest point consistent 
with national safety and the 
enforcement by common ac
tion of international obliga
tions; 

Considering that all Mem
bers of the League of Nations 
are already pledged by Arti
cle 8 of the Covenant of the 
League to the acceptance of 
the principle enunciated above; 

. Realising that the purpose 
of the limitation of arma
ments by international agree
ment is to diminish the risk 
of aggressive . action by one 
State against another and that 
all agreements for limitation 
of armaments should be con
strued in the light of that 
purpose; · 

Believing that, in order to 
obtain the greatest possible 
advantage from a reduction 
and llipitation of armaments, 
such reduction and limitation 
must cover military, naval 
and air armaments and must 
embrace as many nations as 
possible; · 

Determined to alleviate to 
the greatest possible extent 
the. heavy burden which ex
pendit:ure on armaments is 
imposing upon the economic 
life of the world and thus 
lowering its !ltandard .of liv-
ing: · · · · 

Have ·resolved to conclude 
a Convention with ·a view to 
accomplishing these purposes 
and have appointed as their 
plenipotentiaries: · 

The President . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . 
Who, having communica

ted their full powers, found in 
good and due form, have 
agreed as follows: 

PREAMBLE (FIRST READING). 

(French Draft.) 
[List of High 

Contracting Parties.] 
In view of Article 8 of the 

Covenant of the League of 
Nations; 

Whereas the reduction of 
armaments must be in ac
cordance with general con
ditions of security and the 
special conditions of each 
State; 

And whereas the Treaty 
of Mutual Assistance and the 
Protocol for the Pacific Set
tlement of International Dis
putes, which were intended 
to define more precisely the 
operation of Article x6 of 
the Covenant of the League 
of Nations, have not been 
applied; 

And whereas the general 
guarantees resulting from the 
Covenant still exist; 

And whereas regional agree
ments based upon the prin
ciples of the Covenant and 
arranging for mutual assist
ance between the signatory 
States in the event of at
tack have been successively 
concluded and have resulted 
in improved conditions of · 
security for a number · of 
States: 

Consider that it is now 
possible to contemplate a first 
step towards the limitation 
and reduction of armaments 
laid down in Article 8 of 
the Covenant, 

And, having decided to con
clude ·a Convention for · this 
purpose, have appointed as 
their plenipotentiaries, · 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Who, having deposited their 
full powers, found in good 
and due form, have agreed 
upon the following provisions: 

(German Draft.) 

Whereas heavy armaments 
constitute the most serious 
menace to the peace of the 
world; 

And whereas Article 8 of 
the Covenant of the. League 
of Nations provides for a 
general reduction of arma
ments: 

The High Contracting Par
ties have resolved to con
clude a Convention as a first 
step towards the accomplish
ment of this purpose, to be 
followed by successive mea
sures with a view to further 
disarmament, and have ap-
pointed ........ . 



CHAPTER I. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article A. 

The High Contract~g Parties _agrdee to limmili~ t the ~ff~~iv:~ ~:eclf~cc~i~esth~~fe~i~~~ fnd t~~ 
armed forces, or formations orgaruse on a 1 ary , . 
tables enumerated below and annexed to the present Convent10n. 

r. Land Armaments: 

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

Table II. - Maximum armed forces stationed overseas. 
(optional} 

Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

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

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

2. Naval Armaments: 

Table I. - Maximum armed forces. 

Table II. - Maximum forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis. 

3. Air Armaments: 

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

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

Table III. - Maximum of the total armed forces of the High Contracting Parties. 

Table IV.· - Maximum of the forces belonging to formations organised on a military basis 
statio~ed in the home country. 

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

Article H. 

The tables relating to land armaments mentioned in Article A above shall indicate a maximum 
number of officers which each High Contracting Party shall undertake not to exceed. 

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

In conscript armies, the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period in force in their 
respective countries but is less than x1 years, shall be shown for each Contracting Party in the 
annual statements for which provision is made in Article lA of Chapter V. 

The tables relating to naval armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate the total of 
naval forces in the form of aggregate figures for officers, non-commissioned officers ·and men 
together. . 

It is understood that separate particulars will be furnished in the annual statement, for which 
Article lA provides, of the number of officers and men who have completed more than x years 
of effective active service. 

The tables relating to air armaments mentioned in Article A shall indicate in the form of 
aggreg~te figures for officers, non-commissioned officers and men together, the m~imum number 
of sold1ers who may have completed more than x1 years of actual service with the colours . 

. The number of men of _the class mentioned in the second and fourth paragraphs of the present 
arbcle_who are actually With the colours shall be shown every year for each High Contracting 
Party m the statements f?r ~e prep~ation of which provision is made in Article IA of Chapter V. 

~~ch country may, If 1t so des1res, show for purposes of information, in a special column in 
puJ;>licl~Y table lA of Chapte~ V, the proportion of recruits not trained as defined in the national 
leg15latlon who are embodied m the effectives of its armed forces. 

' Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the Ion est riod f tu 1 · · . 
which is in force in the conscript armies of the High Contracting Party at t\e tlr:.e of ~hea~i~a::;;~ ;'~0~~~~~~~~~ 



CHAPTER I. - EFFECTIVES. 

· · Article A. 

I. Amendments by the Dele~tation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics .• 

First Amendment. 

Add after the words " to limit " the words " and to reduce ". 

Reasons. 

r. · The term " limit ·~ is ambiguous. " Limiting " may: mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the existing level and even increasing them above 
thatlevel. · · · . . . . 

2. A conven,tion which legalises the great armaments now eXistfug, or therr increase, 
would be of no value. · · 

· 3· On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delegation, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention concerning naval armaments and budgetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to limit but also reduce these armaments. 

Second Amendment. 

Add~ second paragraph: 

· · " The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and reduce the trained reserves of theii 
land, sea and air forces respectively to the figures determined in the said tables. " . . 

Reasons. 

· In view of the great military value of trained reserves, a disarmament convention whicl:i 
neither limits nor ~esJ.uces this iinportant element of the armed forces would be seriousl~ 
defective. · 

. I 

2·. Proposal by the French Dele~tation. 

Mter the words," formation organised on a military basis " add " in time of peace. " 

• 



Article C. 

By " formations organised on a military basis." shall be undersf;o~d Police forces of all kinds, 
gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, whtch, whatever th~1r legal Pllll?o?e, can be used 
without mobilisation, by reason of their staff of officers, establis~e~t, trammg, armament,· 
equipment, as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

Article D. 

By " mobilisation " within the meaning of the present Convention .shall be unders~ood all 
the measures for the purpose of p~oviding. the whole or part of the ':anaus C?rps, serVIces :;nd 
units with the personal and matenal reqmred to pass from a peace-time footmg to a war-time 
footing. 

Article E. 

When drawing up the tables mentioned in Articles A (Chapter I) and IA (Chapter V): by 
" effectives in service m the armed forces " and by " effectives in service in the formations organised 

on a military basis" shall be understood the average daily effectives reckoned by dividing the 
total number of days' duty by the number of days in the budgetary year. 

Article I. 

In each Contracting State having the conscription system, the total period of service 
which the annual contingent is compelled to serve-whether by land, sea or air--shall not exceed 
the figures accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, and shall in no case exceed . . . 
months. · 

For each man, the total period of service shall be the total number of days of active service 
and of days of service during.the periods of instruction which he undergoes; and each of such 
numbers of days shall be spectfied in the annual statements provided for in Article IZ. 

The High Contracting Parties shall, as an exception, be entitled to exceed the figures accepted 
~y them under the first paragraph in so far as, owing to a falling-off in the number of births; such an 
mcrease may be necessary to safeguard the rights conferred upon them by Article A. 

Nevertheless, they may not exceed the figure laid down in virtue of Article I as a uniform 
standard for the period of service. 



Article C. 

r. Amendment proposed. by the Britlsh Deleaation: 

. After the word " used " fusert the words " f~r military purposes ". 

z. Proposal by tl:te French Deleaation: 
s • - . 

. Mte~ the words " formations organised on a military basis " add " in time of peace " 

ArtiCle I. 

' •. . .. 
· . [Di~ussion ·of the German proposal-4Iocument C.P.D.f:I74(I)-adjourned.] Second and third 
paragra:phs below : . . . . . · 

· · " For each man, the total period of se~ce shall be the total number of _days of active s~rvice . 
and of days of service during the periods of training which he undergoes. The period of active 

· _,service·shall.be shown separately. · . · 
· . · "N~ register shall be kept of persons whose military obligations are terminated." 
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CHAPTER II.- MATERIAL. 

SECTION l. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article TA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annu_al expenditure ~n the upkeep, 
purchase and manufacture of war material for land armaments m accordanc~ With the figures 
and the conditions laid down in Annex No. to the present Convention. 

Note _ In pronouncing on this artie!~ the Governments will take into account at the ~nference the re;1>0~ 
re uested ·from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to the~ m order _to pernut o 
th~ drawing up of Annex No. . . . The Preparatory_Commission, by si:.:teen votes.to ~ee and SIX abstentions, adopted 
the principle of limitation by expenditure. It also diScussed the followmg resolution. 

" Tbe Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to 
land war material." 

When this resolution was put to the vote there were nine votes in favou~, nine against ~d se_ven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of_ the two methods, m favour of which rune members of the 

Commission voted, eleven voted against, with five abstentions. 

SECTION II. -NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

See document C.P.D./260. 

SECTION III. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article AA. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes to limit the air material in service 
in accordance with the figures laid down in the following tables. 

Table A. - The maximum number and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maximum number, 
total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in service in their armed forces. 

Note: Any of the 1\igh Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table A the following tables for 
limitations similar to those in Table A: 

Table A (I). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed in the home country. 
Table A (2). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table A (3). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in aircraft-carriers. 

Table B. - The maximum number .and total horse-power of aeroplanes and maximum number, 
total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in service in their formations 
organised on a military basis. 

T~e_lim!tation shall apply to ~eroplanes al!-d dirigibles ~apable of _use in war ~mployed in 
commJssJon m the land, sea and a1r forces, or m the formations orgarused on a military basis. 

Note: Any of the High Contracting Parties who so desire may annex to Table B the following tables for 
limitations similar to those in Table B: 

Table B (I). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised on a military basis 
stationed in the home country. 

Table B (2). - Aeroplanes and dirigibles in commission in the formations organised on a military basis 
· in overseas territories. 



. -· 49I-

SECTION III. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

AYticle AA. 

I. Amendment submitted by the Canadian Delegation: 

Delete references to " total horse-power ". 

Tables A and B should read as follows: 

"Table A. -The maximum number of aeroplanes and maximum number and 
total volume of dirigibles in service in their armed forces. 
. .· . . . . 

" Table B .. - The maximum number of aeroplanes and maximum number and 
total volume of dirigibles in service in their formations organised 
on a military basis. 

·2. Amendment submitted by the British Delegation: 

" At end of last paragraph, after the words ' organised on a military basis ', add ' and 
to Government-owned complete machines in reserve'". 

3· Amendment submitted by the Delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics: 

After the words " to limit " add the words " and reduce ". 

Reasons.· 

I. The term " limit " is ambiguous. " Limitation " may mean not merely reducing 
armaments but also maintaining them at the existing level and even increasing them above 
that leveL . 

2. A convel;ltion which legalises the great armaments now existing, or their increase, 
would be of no value. 

·3. On the proposal of the U.S.S.R. delegation, the Preparatory Commission consented 
to insert in the chapters of the Convention concerning naval armaments and budoaetary 
expenditure the obligation not merely to limit, but also to reduce these armaments. 
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Article AC. 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the rules ... ... (to be established by the 
Conference). 

The volume of dirigibles to be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article AD. 

(Reserved for discussion during the examination o.f Article ZD.) 

The limitations laid down are accepted b:y.each High Contracting Party in the light of the 
present development of civil aviation in other countries. 

Article AE. 

r. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 
features in the build of civil aviation material so that this material may be constructed for purely 
civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure of security 
and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time of peace for 
the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military 
aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require of civil aviation undertakings 
that they should employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. 

They undertake to authorise only as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of 
personnel to, and the employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. 

3· The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air lines 
principally established for military purposes, instead of being established for econohtic, 
administrative or social purposes. · 

4· The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries. 

CHAPTER III. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article DA. 

Each of t~e High Contrac~ing Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its total 
annu~ e;cpep.d1ture on l~d, ~rr an~ sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions governin 
such lrm1tat~on or red~chon, m parhc~ar as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation of landg 
naval and a1r expenditure are stated m Annex No. . to the present Convention. ' 

Note. - In pronoun~ing on this article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference th rt 
requested from the Comnuttee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded t th . d t e repo 
the drawing up of Annex No. . , , 0 em m •:>r er o perm1t of 
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Article AE. 

I. Amend~ent PJ,"esented by the Canadian Deleaation: 

- it Delete the following 5ub-paragraph of paragraph· z:. 
" They undertake • • • civil aviation undertiking " 

an~ substitute the following text:_ 

" Personnel seconded to, and military material employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or C<?mmercial, shall be counted in the agreed qu9ta ". 

l . - . • • 

2. Ame_ndment submitted by the British Deleaation: 

Add at end of the artlcle " and to confer together to this end". 

3. Proposal by the British Dele!!ation: · 

insert a new article as follows: 
. . " E:ach of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its· annual expenditure on the 
maintenai).ce, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the 

• fi&ures and under the conditions defined in Annex No. to the present Convention"; 
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CHAPTER IV. - CHEMICAL .ARMS. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use in 
war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of aiL analogous liquids, substances or processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare; . . . 
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CHAPTER IV.- CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Proposal by the German. Delegation. 

" CHAPTER_JV. - PROHIBITIONS. 

" SECTION i. - CHEMICAL ARMS. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

" SECTION II. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

"The High Contracting Parties agree forthwith to prohibit the employment: 

"I. Outside fortified works, fortresses and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

"(a) In the·case of guns: 77 mm.; 
"(b) In the case of howitzers: IOS mm.; 

" 2. In fortified works, fortresses and field works of artillery of a calibre above: 

"(a) In the case of guns: ISO mm.; 
" (b) In the case of howitzers: 2IO mm. ; 

" 3· Mortars and trench-mortars of every kind of a calibre above ISO mm.; 
" 4· Tanks of every kind. 

" They u'ndertake to destroy all the war material, including spare parts, the employment of 
which is prohibited by the above paragraph. Furthermore, within . . . months as from the 
coming into force of the present Convention, each State shall. notify the Secretary-General.of the 
;League of Nations of the number of individual units destroyed. The Secretary-General shall 
communicate this information to the other States signatories. 

" The High Contracting Parties also agree to prohibit the manufacture and importation of 
the said war material. " 

Memorandum by the British Delegation. 

The French and English texts of the first paragraph of this Chapter, as agreed to at. the second 
reading, are as follows: 

" Les Hautes Pru.iies contractantes s'inter
disent, sous conditions de reciprocite, l'emploi 
a la guerre de gaz asphyxiants, toxiques ou 
similaires, ainsi que de tous liquides, matieres 
ou procedes analogues." 

"The High Contracting Parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar 
gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances 
or processes." 

It may be recalled that, during the first part of the sixth session, certain delegations assumed 
that the intention was to prohibit the use of all chemical methods of warfare of every kind. On 
the other hand, there are some indications that this view is not shared by all States. It is at least 
possible that this difference in interpretation owes its origin to a serious ambiguity in the Geneva 
Gas Protocol of I925, as well as in all Treaties and Conventions regulating gas warfare signed 
since the war. In the Geneva Protocol of June I925, though the relevant portion of the French 
text is .identical with that of the article quoted above, in the English text the French word 
" similaires " is translated by " other ". 

Basing itself on this English text, the British Government have taken the view that the use 
in war of " other " gases, including lachrymatory gases, was prohibited. They also considered 
that the intention was to incorporate the same prohibition in the present Convention. 

From every point of view it is highly desirable that a uniform construction should prevail 
as to whether or not the use of lachrymatory gases is considered to be contrary to the Geneva 
Protocol of I925 andfor to Chapter IV of the Draft Convention. 

The British delegation proposes, therefore, to invite an expression of opinion on this point 
from all the States represented on this Commission. 



CHAPTER V. - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

SECTION I. - ORGANISATION. 

New Article OA. 

There shall be set up at the seat of the League of Nations a Perm_anent Disarmame.nt 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall cons1st 
of x [Figure to be fixed by the Conference] members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of the following High Contracting Parties ... [list to be dra_wn up by the Conference]. . 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appomted 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they :nay be replaced only on 
death or in the case of voluntary resiguation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article OB. 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary Session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure. 
It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 

for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made . by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article OC. 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Ar#cleOD. 

The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 

Article OE. 

A~y High Contracting Party ~ot having a member of its nationality on the Commission shall 
be ~nbtle~ to send a :nembe~ appomted for the purpose to sit at any meetings of the Commission 
dunng wh1ch a question specially affecting the interests of that Party is considered. 

Article OF. 

Each ~e~ber of the Commission shall have only one vote. · 
All dec1s1ons of the Commission shall be adopted by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting . 
. In the c~es provided for in Articles . . . (cases of complaint and cases of threats to 

national secunty) t~e votes ~f _members appointed by the Parties concerned in the discussion 
shall not J:>e c?unted m determmmg the majority. 

A mmonty report may be drawn up. 

Article OG. 

Each member of the Com~i~ion sh_a~ be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 
perso~ heard or consult~d.who lS m a positron to throw any light on the question which is being 
exammed by the Comm1sswn. 

Article OH. 

Co E~c~ member of the Commission shall. ~e entitled to demand that, in any report by the 
. IDmlSsth & Ion, account shall be taken of the opmwns or suggestions put forward by him if necessary 
m e •Orm of a separate report. ' 

Article OJ. 

Co All !eports _by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 
Co nventJ~n, or li_l the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 

ntractmg Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and shall be published. 
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SECTION II. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Article IA. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

As regards effectives, the exchange of information shall cover the average daily number of 
effectives reached during the budgetary year in the land, sea or air armed iorces, or formations 
organised on a military basis, of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

_For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within . . . months after the end of the budgetary year, the necessary 
figures to. enable the tables-of which models are attached to this article-to be drawn up in the 
case of such High Contracting Parties (the headings of the columns in the tables will show the 
-information which is required in consequence of the decisions of the Commission). Each Party 
shall attach to- this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures 
supplied by him are based and stating in particular for each category of effectives (recruits, 
militiamen, reservists, territorials, etc.), the number of these effectives and the number of days, 
service they have performed. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than . . . in each year. 

Article IA (r}. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall forward to the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations within three months of the end of the budgetary year an annual statement showing the 
number of youths having compulsorily received preparatory military training during the previous 
year. · 

Article IA (2). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare annually: 

(r) A table_ indicating the land forces stationed in each of its overseas territories; 
(2) A table indicating the land forces organised on a military basis existing in each of its 

overseas territories. 
Article IZ. 

Text proposed by the Drafting Committee. 

-
The High Contracting Parties having conscription system shall forward to the Secretary

General of the League of Nations at the end of each year the following information in regard to 
their land, naval and air forces respectively: 

(r) The total number of days' active service required of the annual contingent; 
(2) The total duration (in days) of periods of training not included in the active service. 

Article IB 

[The text will appear in document C.P.D./z8o(a).] 

Article IC. 

Suppressed-a similar article having been inserted in the Chapter "Naval Material". 

Article IG. 

. Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of the League of 
Nations t:!te name and the tonnage of any vessel constructed in accordance with Article NH 
(Chapter II). With regard to existing vessels of this type, this communication shall be made 
within two months after ratification of the present Convention. With regard to vessels to be 
constructed, the communication shall be made on the date of completion. 

Article ID. 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the maximum 
figures attained during the-year in respect of the number and total horse-power or aircraft, and the 
number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles in commission as laid down in Article A.A 
of Chapter II, Section III, Air Armaments. . • 

This statement shall be forwarded to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations within 
three months after the close of the budgetary year. 



Article IE. 

f · il · t" · h f the High Contracting In order to ensure publicity in the matter o c1v avia 10n, eac o . . 
1 

d 
Parties shall prepare an annual statement showing the total number .of civil aer~p anes ~n 
dirigibles registered in the territory under jurisdiction of each of the H1gh Contractmg Parties. 

Article IH (former DA* and DB*). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall comm~micate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations, in a model form, a statement showmg the actual total amount expended on 
"land, sea and air forces, during the preceding financial year. _ . 

It shall at the same time communicate to the Secretary-General a statement showrng 
the amount actually expended during the preceding financial year on the upkeep, purchase, ~nd 
manufacture of war material as defined in Article TA of Chapter II of the present Convention. 

This communication shall be made not later than . . . months after the close of the 
financial year. 

Article IF. 

The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the . 
High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted to it 
and on any other information that may reach it from an authorised source and that it may 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

All reports shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League, and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

SECTION III. - DEROGATIONS. 

Article XA. 

If, during the life of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 
opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may derogate temporarily in so far as concerns itself from any article or articles of the present 
Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

(a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, of such tempor3:ry suspension, and of the extent thereof. 

(b) That simultaneously with the notification referred to in Point (a), the Contracting 
Party shall communicate to the other Contracting Parties, and at the same time to the 
Pe~nent Disarmame!lt Commission through the Secretary-General of the Le~gue of 
Nations, a full explanation of the change of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High~ Contracting Parties shall promptly advise· as to the situation thus 
presented. 

Wh~ the reasons for sue~ temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contractrng.Party.shall re.duce.lts armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and. 
shall make unmediate notificatiOn to the other Contracting Parties. 
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Article IE. 

r .. Aniendmen'f submitted by the British Delegation_: 
-;_ --- -. ' 

"Add at end: 
" ·, . . . together with the expenditure by Government or local authorities • ". 

2 •. Amendment submitted by the Polish Delegation: 

"After the words: ' . . _ . sho\"(ing the total number', add: 'and total horse-power'. 

" The ·rest ~f the text remains unchanged.·~ 
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SECTION IV. - PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS AND REVISION. 

Article ZA. 

The High Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of this Convention 
is a matter of concern to all the Parties. · 

Article ZB. 

If, during the term of the present Convention, :J. High Contracting Party is of opinion that 
another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League, before the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission. . . 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard shall present a report thereon 
as soon as possible to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council of the League shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circumstances in virtue 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations with a view to ensuring the observance of the Convention 
and to safeguarding the peace of nations . 

. ANNEX 9. 
C.P.D.zBo(a). 

~eneva, December rst, 1930. 

TEXTS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP AT 
SECOND READING. 

This document contains the text of Article IB and of the articles of Section V of Chapter V drawn 
up at the second reading. 

CHAPTER V. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

SECTION l.- ORGANISATION. 

Article lB. 

Each of t~e High Contrac~ing Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
Leagu_e of Natwns a statement I!l acc?rdance with a standard model indicating by categories of 
matenals the total actual expe?diture m the course of the preceding year on the upkeep, purchase 
and manufacture of war matenals of the land forces. 

Co :fo!ote. - In giving an opinion on t~is Article, the Governments will take into account the reports supplied b th 
mffi!ttee of Budgetar~ Experts ~egar~mg the number and nature of the categories to be set u and the meth y e 

puf blictty thus adopted .m connection Wlth the provisions of the annex regarding limitation refe~ed to 'n A t' oldsToAf 
o the present Convention. 1 r lC e 

SECTION V. - RATIFICATION, COMING INTO FORCE, DENUNCIATION. 

Article EA. 

The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of · · 
und~r which certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit th preilius treaties, 
or !llr !lfl1lll:Illen~s, and haye thus fixed in relation to one another their respelrt~ t~ryh,t naval 
obligations m this connectwn. ec Ive ng s and 

The ~o~owing High Contracting Parties . . . signato to th · · 
that .the limits fixe~ fo~ their armaments under the resent Conienti e said treaties decla~e 
relation to the obligations referred to in the prece~ing paragra h 0~hare ac~epted by them m 
obligations being for them an essential condition for the observa~c~ f eth mamtenance of s~ch 

0 e present Convention. 
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ArticleEB. 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited at 
Geneva. 

It shall come into force, for each Party whc;>se instrument of ratification has been deposited, 
as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited by . . . [list to be drawn up by 
the Conference]. 

Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary-General 
of the· League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. They 
undertake to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before 

Article ED. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes that, as soon as the Convention has come 

into force for itself, it will begin the necessary measures for carrying the provisions of the 
Convention into effect. 

Article EF. 
The present Convention shall in principle have a period of duration of x years, and shall 

remain in force after the expiration of that period, except in so far as it is amended, superseded 
or denounced under the conditions specified in the following Articles. 

Article EG. 
Before the end of the period of x years provided for in the preceding Article, and not less 

than y years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the High 
Contracting Parties, which shall meet in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the 
Council of the League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the opinion of the Permanent Disar
mament Commission and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members of the 
League of Nations. 

The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise the present Convention and 
establish fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their period of duration and laying down 
general rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, if the latter is required. 

Article EH. 
Before the end of the term indicated for the purpose in the preceding Article, and not less 

than z years after the entry into force of the present Convention, the procedure for examination 
and revision laid down in that Article may also be carried out at the request of a High Contracting 
Party, with the approval of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, if the conditions under which 
the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of 
technical transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and, 
if necessary, the revision of. such engagements. 

. Article E]. 
In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in ~he two preceding 

Articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after date, but in no case before the expiration 
period of the mentioned in Article EF. 

ANNEX 10. 
C.P.D.287. 

Geneva, November 28th, I930. 

REPORT BY THE DRAFTING COMMITTEE 0.\" CHAPTER I OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION. 

The Drafting Committee submits the following proposals to the Commission in regard to the 
drafting of Chapter I of .the draft Convention: 

Although they involve a large number of formal changes, these proposals do not in any wav 
affect the substance of the draft. Their sole object is to present the stipulations of Chapter I in a 
sunpler·and clearer manner. 

As most of the changes are self-explanatory, the Drafting Committee merely desires to draw 
attention to the following points: 

I. To avoid too frequent repetition in the course of the Convention of the same formula 
dealing with the limitation and, as far as possible, the reduction of the various kinds of armaments, 
the Committee, in accordance with precedent, proposes that the principle of this limitation and 
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reduction should be laid down once andlfor all at the beginning of the draft in a (new) AX::icl~ r, 
while the object of the remainder of the provisions will be to define the conditions of apphcat10n 
of this general principle. 

2. Article A, drawn up at second reading, deals with the limitation of effectives " in service ". 
These effectives " in service " are defined in Article E as " average daily effectives ". 

It appeared preferable in Article 2 (former Article A) to use the expression " average daily 
effectives ". The fact that these effectives are calculated accor_ding to the number of days' duty 
(Article 3, former Article E) clearly shows that they are '' effectives in service ". . 

It is for the Commission to decide whether the term " days' duty " is not somewhat ambiguous. 
3. As the headings of the tables have the same value as the texts of articles, the Drafting 

Committee considered that certain provisions, such as Article H, which is merely an enumeration 
of the columns to be included in the tables, could quite well be omitted when these tables are drawn 
up, and that it would be sufficient for the said tables to be closely combined with the corresponding 
articles. The drafting of the old Article A (Article 2) has accordingly been revised to provide ·for the 
limitation of average daily effectives in each of the categories of effectives mentioned in the tables. 
These tables are incorporated in the section relating to the limitation of effectives. 

The headings of these tables are taken from paragraphs I, 2, 4 and 5 of Article H. 
As regards the paragraphs of Article H dealing with the exchange of information between the 

con~racting ,Partie~, these will be similarly represented in the headings of the tables which will 
be mserted Immediately after Article lA. . 

4· In drawing up the headings of the tables, the Drafting Committee has made two slight 
alterations in the formulas employed in Article H: · 

(1} The term used in the second and sixth paragraphs of Article H: "soldiers .· 
who may have completed more than x years", has been replaced by the words "soldiers 
who have completed . . . " · · ' 

.. (2) In. d~awing up. the headings of the tables relating to formations organised on a 
mil!t3:ry basis, It was ~onsidered expedient to add to the word " officers "the words "or officials 
assimilated to them , and to the word "soldiers", the words "or officials . who 
have completed " 

C.P.D. z6o. 

ANNEX 11. 

Geneva, November 2oth, 1930. 

CHAPTER II.- MATERIAL. 

SECTION II. - NAVAL ARMAMENTS. i 

TEXTS DRAWN UP BY THE COMMISSION ON NOVEMBER 2oTH, 1930. 

TreaiT::e~f W S~hgtfigures dasLappear in the follow~g draft correspond to those agreed on in the 
as n on an ondon and are only given as an indication. . 

Article A. 2 

arm~e High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their naval 
Conven~f~~· ~nregc:~eq~nc~ ::yt undertake n?t to exceed throughout the duration of the 

ifi d . s e g o onnage of therr vessels of war other than the exem t 1 spec e m Annex I and the special vessels mentioned in Annex II,' the figures laid down~ T~~~~el~ 

Article B. 
. Table II shows, by tonnage per category the way in which each H' h c · 

~~~/~~;ft~~et:~~~n~:: ~~k~t~~~~l:~~~~~t~; :~zeo~:~~l~fa~i}otalo~\~~~)fo;=~~ 
down ine th:'cr:~~nti~~~acement and gun-calibre limits of the several categ~ries shall be as laid 

1 
~arding methods of limitation of naval material, the Italian dele atio · · 

reservation made at the London Conference to the effect that th I tal' Gog n WlShes to place on record their genera.! 
rather than another until ratios of strength and maxim I e Is ~~n vemment cannot definitely accept one method 
Poweno. . um eve o tonnage have been agreed upon by the different 

• 
1 With reference to Articles A a.nd B, the I ta.lian dele · . . 

a smgle article stating: "The limitation of naval arma t gation expressed the opllllon that they should be replaced by 
in tbe annexed table . . . ", which might be the 'i-:~lea~~ep:.,~.;ach of_ the High Contracting Parties is indicated 

Consequently, the Italian delegation is in fav f a. to this document. 
· our o suppressmg Table I. 
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Article C. 
Within the limits of the total (global) tonnage shown for each High Contracting Party in 

Table I, and in the absence of more strict conditions resulting from special conventions to which 
it is or may become a party, each of the High Contracting Parties may effect a transfer of the 
tonnage indicated for it in the different categories in Table II, subject to the two following 
conditions: 

· (I} The tonnages by category shown for · each Contracting Party in . Table II 
shall in no case _be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III. 

· (2) Before the laying down of the ship or ships for the construction of which the 
transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all of the other High 
Conb;acting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that 
laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article D. 
.. No capital ship shall exceed 3s,ooo tons (3S.s6o metric tons) standard displacement or carry 

a gun exceeding I6 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article E. 
I. No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement 

or carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.) . 
. 2. No aircraft carrier of ro,ooo tons (Io,I6o metric tons) or less standard displacement 

shall carry a gun exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre. 
3. If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre, the 

total number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding s.I inches 
(I30 mm.) shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 
6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of 
anti-aircraft guns and of guns not exceeding s.I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre is not limited. 

Article F. 
No submarine shall exceed 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding S-I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre. 

Article G. 
No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by 

the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article H. 
In regard to vessels of war limited by the present Treaty, the High Contracting Parties agree 

to be bound by the rules for replacement set out in Annex IV. 

Article I. 
Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 

of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation as defined in Anne;oc I, laid 
down· or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming into force of the 
present Convention, th~ High Contracting Parties shall communicate to each· of the other High 
Contracting Parties the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
Party), standard displacement in tons and metric tons. Principal dimensions-namely, 
length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line. Mean draught at standard 
displacement. Calibre of the largest gun. · 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that. date. 

Article ]. 
No prepara,tion shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 

armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inches (ISS m!ll.) calibre. 

Article K. 
In the event of a High Contracting Party being engaged in war, such Power shall not use as 

a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction.within its jurisdiction for any 
other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power and 
not delivered. . 

Article L. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose-by gift, sale or any mode of 

transfer-of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war in the 
navy of any foreign Power. · · 
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Artide M. 
Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 

by this Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Annex V. 

Article N. 
Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as stationary 

training establishments or bulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

. 

Article 0. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 

maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for naval armaments, to the figures and 
under the conditions defined in annex No .... to the present Convention. 

Note. -The two following articles appear in Part Ill of.the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples 
of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to assume: 

Article ... 

Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fifted with a landing-on 

platform or deck for aircraft. 
Article ... 

In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in vessels 
of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party I 
Total (Global) Tonnage 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G . 
. 

-. -. 

Table II • 

• · High Contracting Parties 
Categories 

(defined in Annex III) 
A B c D E F G 

-----------------

(a) Capital ships. 
(i) . 

------------------
(ii) 1 

' 

----------------
(b) Aircraft-carriers. 

----------------
(c) Cruisers. 

(cd) (i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches -

Light ----------
surface (ii) Guns of 6.1 inches and less 

--------

vessels ----
(d) Destroyers 

----------------
(e) Submarines 

' For Powers which p ossess on! v y essels of a diSplacement which does not exceed 8,ooo tons. 
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Table III. 

RULES FOR TRANSFER. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 
I.' Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 

of ships involved in the ~ransfer. 
2. Powers whose total .tonnage does not exceed IOO,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom of 

transfer as regards surface shtps. 
3· As regards the others Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 

the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. . 

Annex I. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following 
vessels are exempt from limitation: 

· (a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

(bY Naval sUrface combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6Io metric tons), but not 
exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none 
of the following characteristics; 

(I} Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (ISS mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed 
on fleet duties or as troop transport or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided 
they haye none of the following characteristics: 

(I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (ISS mm.) calibre; 
· (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 

(3) Are designed to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(S) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each· broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or 

adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS . 

. . 

Annex III. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood in 
. the sense defined in this part. 

(a) Capital Ships. 
(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds IO,ooo tons (Io,I6o 

metric tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm) 

• This :figure is given as an indication. 
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Article M. 
Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 

by this Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules given in Annex V. 

Article N. 
Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as stationary 

training establishments or bulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 0. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 

maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for naval armaments, to the figures and 
under the conditions defined in annex No .... to the present Convention. 

Note. - The two following articles appear in Part III of .the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples 
of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting Parties may be prepared to assume: 

Arlicle ••• 

Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fifted with a landing-on 
platform or deck for aircraft. 

Article ... 

In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in vessels 
of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. · 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party I 
Total (Global) Tonnage 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G . 
. 

-. -. 

Table II. 

' High Contracting Parties 
Categories 

(defined in Annex III) 
A B c D E F G 

-----------------

(a) Capital ships. 
(i) . 

------------------
(ii) 1 

' 

----------------
(b) Aircraft-carriers. 

---- ----
(c) Cruisers. 

(cd) (i) Guns of more than 6.1 inches -

Light ----------
(ii) Guns of 6.1 inches and less 

--------
surface 
vessels 

----
(d) Destroyers 

- ----------------
(e) Submarines 

1 For Powers which possess only vessels of a diSplacement whi h d c oes not exceed S,ooo tons. 
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Table III. 

RULES FOR TRANSFER. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 
I: Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 

of ships involved in the t.ransfer. 
2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed Ioo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom of 

transfer as regards surface ships. 
3· As regards the others Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 

the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. -

Annex I. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following 
vessels are exempt from limitation: · 

(a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; 

(b)' Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6Io metric tons), but not 
exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none 
of the following characterist~cs; 

(I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed 
on fleet duties or as troop transport or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided 
they haye none of the following characteristics: . 

(I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 mm.) calibre; 
· (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 

(3) Are designed to launch torpedoes; . 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(5) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; 
(g) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or 

adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft. 

Annex II. 

LIST OF · SPECIAL VESSELS. 

Annex III. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Treaty, the following expressions are to be understood in 
. the sense defined in this part. · 

(a) Capital Ships. 
(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds Io,ooo tons (Io,I6o 

metric tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm) 

• This figure is given as an indication. 
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(ii) Vessels of war not exceeding 8,ooo tons displacement and the calibre of whose guns 
exceeds 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) Aircraft Carriers. 
Surface vessels of war whatever their displacement, designed for the spe;cific and exclusive 

purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed 
thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 

Surface vessels of war, other than capital 
ships or aircraft carriers, the standard disrlac~
ment of which exceeds 1,850 tons (r,88o metnc 
tons) or with a gun above 5.1 inches (130 mm.) 
calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
sub-categories, as follows: 

(i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.I 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers carrying a gun not above 
6.I inches (I55 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard displace
ment of. which does not exceed 1,850 tons 
(r,88o metric tons) and with a gun not above 
s.r inches (130 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard 
displacement of which does not e?'ceed ~o,ooo 
tons, and with guns not exceedmg 8 mches 
calibre. . 

These are divided into two sub-categories as 
follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 
inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels carrying a gun not above 
6.I inches (155 mm.) calibre. 

I. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equip
ment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implement!;; of every 
description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water on board. 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel 
complete (exclusive of the water in non-.watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped 
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions for crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3· Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. 

The word " ton ", except in the expression " metric tons ", shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (r,or6 kilos.). · 

Annex IV. 

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 

I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Convention 
shall be replaced until it becomes " over-age ". . _ 

· 2. J:>. vessel shall b_e deemed !O be " over-age " when the following number of years have 
elapsed smce the date of 1ts completion: · 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships . 

. (b) A~rcraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for 
eXIStmg shtpS. · 

(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons·(3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding ro ooo tons . 
(ro,r6o metric tons) standard displacement: · ' 

(d) (~) If la~d down before January rst, 1920, 16 years; 
(u) If latd down after D~cember 31st, 1919, 20 years. · 

(d) Surface vessels not exceedmg 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January Ist 1921 12 years· 
(ii) If laid down after December 31~t, 19;0, 16 yea;s. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their ri hts to Ia 
0 

· . 

eplacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in ~e Was~:gt: ~r:::;~s of capital shlp 
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3· The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes " over-age " ; but this period is reduced to two years 
in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. · 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay inlaying down replacement tonnage. 
4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately; 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and other provisions 
of this Convention. 

Annex V. 

RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF .VESSELS OF WAR. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(I) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2). By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) . By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 
option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 
· Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. . 

SECTION l. - VESSELS TO BE SCRAPPED. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of 
the first of its successors if there are :tnore than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel 
or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel_ incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a 
surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement this period is 
reduced to three and a half years. · 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: · 

(I) All guris and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; · · _ . 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4). All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) ·.All wireless telegraphy installations; 

• 

(7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all 
side armour-plate; . · -

(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 
flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 

(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor 
plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) Scrapping shall be finally_ effected in either of the following ways, within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: · 

(I) Permanent sinking of the vessel; . . 
(2) Breaking the vessel up, this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

SECTION II. - VESSELS TO BE CONVERTED TO HULKS. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of 
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,·hen the conditions pres~ribed in Section I, paragraph (b), have been complied with omitting 
~ub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been effected: 

(I) Mutilation beyond repair ?f all propeller-shafts •. thru~t-bl?cks, turbine-gearing 
or main propelling-motors, and turbmes or cylmders of mam engmes, 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; · . 
(
3
) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all arrcraft-cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above conditio~ withiJ?. the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike servtce. 

SECTION III. - VESSELS TO BE CONVERTED TO TARGET UsE. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be con~idered 
incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unservtceable 
on board, the following: 

(I) All guns; d . fi t 1 . t' ... 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments an mam re-con ro commumca ton wmng; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(S) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

(b) In addition to the rights already possessed by each High Contracting Party under the 
Washington Treaty, each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively 
at any one time: 

(I) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to recondition it for warlike service. 

SECTION IV- VESSELS RETAINED FOR EXPERIMENTAL PURPOSES. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be 
dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. . 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules; and provided that due notice be given to the 
other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section 
III (a) o! this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may 
be permttted as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full 
details of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. 

(c) Eac.h High Contra<rting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one hme: 

(I) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only 
one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement· 

(2) One submarine. ' 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party con~erned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

SECTION V.- VESSELS RETAINED FOR TRAINING.PURPOSES. 

(a) ~ach High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for training purposes exclusively 
the followmg vessels: ' 

. (b) Vessels retained for .training purpose~ under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 
SlX months of the date on whtch they are requtred to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 
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:r. Capital Ships. 

(:r) Removal of main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; 
machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their· armament may be retained 

· in each ship; 
(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for 

target-practice training for the guns remaining on board; 
· (3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 

aftermost barbettes; 
· (4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; 

(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 
a maximum speed of eighteen knots. . · 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(:r) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; . 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all-aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers. · 

(c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
with the provisions of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 

ANNEX 12. 

C.P.D.292. 

Geneva, December 3rd, 1930. 

DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Note by the Drafting C rimmittee. 

The Drafting Committee presents in this document a revised draft of the Convention. 
In this draft the amendments adopted by the Commission at its recent meetings have been 

inserted, and some improvements have been effected in the text in consequence of observations 
made by certain delegations. 

The articles in which the text differs from that presented in documents C.P.D.28o and 28o(a) 
are as follows: • . . 

Part I (former Chapter I): Articles 2, 3, 4, tables of Chapter A, Articles 5 (new), 5 (a) 
(former Article 6), 6, 7, table of Chapter B. 

Part II: Table II, Annex III, Articles 24, 27. 
Part IV: Article 29 and the annexed tables, Articles 31, 34, 35, 36. 
Part VI: Article 58. 

Article I (new). 

· The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments. as provided in_the present Convention. 

PART I. - PERSONNEL. 

CHAPJ"ER A. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article 2 (former Articles A and H). 

The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised 
on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed, in each of the categories 
of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this Chapter, the figure laid down for such party 
in the corre~ponding column of the said tables. . . 
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Article 3 (former Article E). 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of days' duty performed 
in each year by the number of days in such year. . 

Article 4 (former Articles C and D). 

By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces ?f all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are, 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment,_ 
capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, as well as 
any other organisation complying with the above condition. 

By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all the 
measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and units 
with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Tables annexed to Chapter- A of Part I. 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED 

IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES. 

Table I. - Land Armed Forces Table II (optional). - Table III~- Total Land· 
stationed in the Home Country. Land Armed Forces Armed Forces. stationed Overseas. 

a b c a b c a b c 

"" 
Total Other Total Other Total. Other 

" effectives, soldiers effectives, soldiers effectives, soldiers :p 
" including Officers who have including Officers who have including Officers ,.Y.ho have 
IS ~ ... the (Article completed the (Article completed the (Article completed 

" 8 ~ effectives H. 1) more than effectives H. 1) more than effectives H. r) more than 
.... specified xt months specified xt months specified_ xt months 
.!!!' in coluMns of service in coJumns of service in columns of service 
;II band c (Article band c (Article band c (Article 

H. 2) H. 2) H. 2) 

A. I B. 
c. 
D . 
.. .. 

I 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE LAND 

FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A ;MILI~ARY BASIS. 

Table IV.- Formations organised on a Military Basis Table. r:.- For'!'ations organised 
· stationed in the Home Country. on a M~htary Bas~s stationed Overseas. 

I a b c a b 
.S 

c 

... Total eflectives, Officers Other soldiers Total effectives, 
~ Officers Other soldiers 

~ including or officials or officials who including ... '€ or officials or officials who 
" the effectives ranking as 0 have completed the effectives ranking as u ~ 

have completed 
specified in officers more than xt specified in officers .c columns b (Article H. 1) 

more than x 1 

.!!!' months of service columns b (Article H. r) 
:X: andc (Article H. 2) 

months of service 
and c (Article H. 2) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 
. . .. 

t Nolll. Th' fi . IS gure Will be determmed by the duration of the lo t · · 
conscnpt army of any High Contracting Party at the time f th - nges penod of servtce which is in force in the 

0 e srgnature of the Convention. 
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TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DmY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TC) BE EXCEEDED IN THE SEA ARMED 

FORCES. 

Table VI. - Sea Armed Forces. I Table VII. - $ea Formations organised 
- on a Military Basis. 

High 
Contracting 

Parties 

Total effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men) 

(Article H. 4) I 
Total effectives 

(officers, petty officers and men and officials 
of every grade (Article H. 4) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE. EXCEEDED IN THE 

AIR ARMED FORCES. * 

Table VIII (Optional). - Air Table IX (optional). - Air Table X. - Total Air 
Armed Forces stationed in the Home Armed Forces stationed Armed Forces. 

Country. Overseas. 

a b a b a b 

"" 
Effectives who have Effectives who have Effectives who have 

.51 completed more completed more completed more .... 
" [(l Total effectives, than " 1 months Total effectives, than " 1 months Total effectives, than " 1 months a·~ 
~~ including the of service including the of service including the of service 

8P.. effectives (officers, effectives (officers, effectives (officers, 
.rl specified non-commissioned specified non-commissioned specified non-commissioned 

:E in column b officers and men) in column b officers and men) in ·column b officers and men) 
(Article H. 6.) (Article H. 6.) (Article H. 6.) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D: .. . . 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE AIR 

FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Table XI.'- Air Formations organised on a Military 
Basis stationed in the Home Country. 

"" 
a b 

:E 
" Total effectives, Effectives or officials who 
~.~ including the have completed more than :<1 -=;:: 
8~ effectives months of service (officers, 
.rl specified in non-commissioned officers, 
OD column b men and- officials of every i:E grade) (Article H. 6.) 

A. 
B. 

- c. ' D . . . . . 

Table XII.- Air Formations organised 
on a Military Bas~·s stationed Overseas. 

a b 

Total effectives, Effectives or officials who 
including the have completed more than :<1 

effectives months of service (officers, 
specified in non-commissioned officers, 
column b men and officials of every 

grade) (Article H. 6.) 

' 

• Note by the Drafting Committee. - When drawing np the column headings of Tables VIII to XII, annexed to 
Part I, and of the Model Tables VI to XII, annexed to Article 29, the Drafting Committee assumed that the Commission 
had decided to fix the figure " at a period of service equal to the longest period of service completed in any of the armiu 
of the High Contracting Parties by effectives recruited by conscription. In the event of this assumption being erroneous, 
should the figure " be different in the case of land, sea and air forces ? 

• Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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CHAPTER B. - PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

Article 5 (new). 
The provisions of this Chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription. 

Article 5 (a) (former Article I). . . 
For each of the High Contracting Parties concerned, ~he maximum total p~nods of service to 

which the effectives recruited by conscription are liable m the land, sea or air arr~t Jorces for 
formations organised on a military b~is respectively, shall not exceed the figures ai own or 
such party in the table annexed to this Chapter. · 

Article 6 (former Article I). . . . . 
For each man, the total period of service is the .total number of days compnsed m the different 

periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

Article 7 (former Article XB). . . 
As an exception each of the High Contract~g Parties. concerned may exceed t~e hmi~s 

which he has accepted by the table annexed to this Chapter m so far as, o~mg to a fallmg-off m 
the number of births, such an increase may be necessary to enable. the maxrmum total number of 
effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter A of this part. 

Article 8 (former Articles I and XB). 
In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . months. 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I 

Maximum total period of'service to which the effectives recruited by conscription 
are liable in the armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 

High Contracting 
Parties 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 
.. .. 
.. 
.. 

Land Sea 

-
-

PART II.- MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER A. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article 9 (former Article TA). 
(Provisional text, pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

Air 

The annual expenditure of each High Col}.tracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufacture of war material for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in the annex to this Article. 

Note. - In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forWarded to them in order to permit of the 
drawing up of the annex to this Article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted the principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed the following resolution: 

" The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that the principle of direct limitation should be applied to land 
war material." 

When this resolution was put to the vote, there were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined the principle of a combination of the two methods. Nine members of the Commission voted 

in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. 

CHAPTER B.-· NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

. . (N !'te.- Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an 
mdicatron; most of them correspond to the figures and dates laid down in the 
Treaties of Washington and London.) 
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Article Io (former Article A of document C.P.D.26o). 
Throughout the duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of war 

of each of the High Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under 
Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not exceed the 
figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article II (former Article B). 
Table II annexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 

High Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. 

Article I2 (former Article C). 
Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any stricter 

conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a party, each of the 
High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, subject to the 
following conditions: 

(I) The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being 
that laid down for each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

Article IJ (former Article D). 
No capital ship shall exceed 3s,ooo tons (3S.s6o metric tons) standard displacment or carry a 

gun exceeding I6 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article I4 (former Article E). 
No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement or 

carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 
No aircraft carrier of Io,ooo tons (IO,I6o metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 

carry a gun exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre. 
If the armament carried includes guns exceedings 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre, the total 

number of guns carried except anti-aircraft guns and guns not exceeding s.I inches (I30 mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contains no guns exceeding 6.I inches 
(ISS mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not limited. In either case, the number of anti-aircraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding s.I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre, is not limited. 

Article IS (former Article F). 
No submarine shall exceed 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding s.I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre. 

Article z6 (former Article G). 
· No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament prescribed by 

the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within the jurisdiction 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article I7 (former Article H). 
In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention, the 

High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this Chapter. 

. Article z8 (former Article J). 
No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 

armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inchse (ISS mm.) in calibre. 

Article I9 (former Article K). 
In the event of a High Contracting Party's being engaged in war, such Party shall not use 

as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for 
any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power 
and not delivered. · · 

Article 20 (former Article L). 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 

?f transfer, of any vess~l of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
m the navy of any fore1gn Power. 
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Article 2I (former Article M). _ 
Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 

by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out in Annex V 
to this Chapter. 

Article 22 (former Article N). 
Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April Ist, 1930, have been used as stationary 

training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 23 (former Article 0). 
(Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and manu
facture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex 

* * * 
Note. -The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 

supplementary restrictions which certain H_igh Contracting Parties may be prepared to accept: 

Article •.. 
" Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a landing-on 

platform or deck for aircraft." 
Article ..• 

" In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in 
vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,523 metric tons) standard displacement." 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party Global Tonnage 

A. ' 

B. . . 

c. 
D. 
E. 
F. 
G . 
. 
. 
. 

Table II. 

Categories 
High Contracting Parties 

(defined in Annex III) 

A B c D E F G 
--------------

(a) Capital ships. 
(i) . 

------------------
(ii) 1 

--------------
(b) Aircraft -carriers. 

----------------
(c) Cruisers. 

(cd) (i) Guns of more than 6. I inches 
Light (155mm.) . ------------
surface (ii) Guns of 6.I inches and less 

------
vessels (I55mm.) 

----
(d) DE;Stroyers. . . 

--------------
(e) Submarines. 

1 F r tons). 0 parties who do not possess any cap• tal sh1p of a standard displacement exceeding 8,ooo tons (8,128 metric 
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Table III. -Rules for Transfer. 

The figures to be entered in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 
·I. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 

of ships involved in the transfer. . 
2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed Ioo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom of 

transfer as regards surface ships. . 
3· As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 

the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following 
vessels are exempt from limitation: · 

. (a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) standard displacement 
and under; · 

(b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6Io metric tons), but not 
exceeding 2,ooo tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they haye non~ 
of the following characteristics; 

(I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (ISS mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre;. 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed 
on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting ships, provided 
they have none of the followjng characteristics: 

(I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (ISS mm.) calibre; 
(2) .Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 

· (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(S) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line; or two, 

one on each broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or 

adapted to operate at sea more than three aircraft. • · 

Annex II to Chapter B of Part II. 

LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

Annex III to Chapter B of Part II. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions are to be understood 
in the·sense defined in this Annex: · 

(a) Capital Ships. 
(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, 

whose displacement exceeds IO,ooo tons (Io,I6o 
metric tons) standard displacement, or which 
carry ;t gun with a calibre exceeding 8 inches 
(203 nim.). 

1 This figure is given as an indication. 

(ii) For Parties who do not possess anv 
capital ship exceeding 8,ooo tons (8,I28 metric 
tons) standard displacement: 

Vessels of war· not exceeding 8,ooo tons 
(8,128 metric tons) standard displacement 
and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 
8 inches (203 mm.). 
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(b) Aircraft Carriers. 

Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive 
purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed 
thereon. 

(c) Cruisers. 

Surface vessels of war, other than capital 
ships or aircraft carriers, the standard displace
ment of which exceeds r,85o tons {r,88o 
metric tons) or with a gun above s.r inches 
{I30 mm.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two 
sub-categories, as follows: 

(i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.r 
inches (I55 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun above 
6.r inches (I55 mm.) calibre. 

(d) Destroyers. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard displace
ment of which does not exceed r,85o tons 
(r,88o metric tons) and with a gun not above 
5.I inches (I30 mm.) calibre. 

Standard Displacement. 

(cd) Light Surface Vessels~. 

Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft 
carriers, the standard displacement o~ which 
does not exceed ro,ooo tons (ro,r6o metnc tons), 
and with guns not exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.) 
calibre. 

The category of light surface vessels is divided 
into two sub-categories, as follows: 

· (i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.r 
inches (I55 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above 
6.r inches (r55 mm.) calibre. 

I. The standard displacement of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, 
fully manned, engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition 
equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of 
every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel or reserve feed water 
on board. 

2. The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of the vessel 
complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned, engined and equipped 
ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit provisions for crew, 
miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, 
but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast water of any kind on board. 

3· Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when in the 
standard condition. 

The word " ton ", except in the expression " metric tons ", shall be understood to be the ton 
of 2,240 pounds (r,or6 kilos.). . 

Annex IV to Chapter B of Part II. 

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT 

I. Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vesesllimited by this Convention shall 
be replaced until it becomes " over-age ". 

2. A vessel shall be deemed to be " over-age " when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the 
replacement of existing ships . 

. (b) ~ircraft-carriers: 20 years, subject to special provision as may be ·necessary for 
exlStmg sh1ps. 

(c) Surface yessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding ro,ooo 
tons (ro,r6o metnc tons) standard displacement: 

(~~)) If la~d down before January rst, rg2o, r6 years; 
•• If laid down after December 3rst, rgrg, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If la~d down before January rst, rg2r, I2 years; 
{n) .If laid down after December 3rst, rg2o, r6 years. 

(e) Submarines: I3 years. 

rei>l..:e~~\ the Lon~on_Tre::,;, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital ship 
n onnage unng years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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· 3· The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes " over-age ";but this period is reduced to two years 
in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement. 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 
4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately; 

but such replacement tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and to the other 
provisions of this Convention. 

Annex V to Chapter B of Part II. 

RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following ways: 

(I} By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vesselexclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of, may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the 
option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall finally 
be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

Section I. - V-essels to be scrapped. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered 
incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of 
the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel 
or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel incapable of warlike service shall, 
nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the keel of the new 
vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a 
surface vessel not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement this period is 
reduced to three and a half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall 
have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(I} All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all 
barbettes and turrets; 

(2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war-heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all 

side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts, and launching apparatus. All landing-on or 

flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 
(9} In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor 

plants and ballast pumps. 

(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within twelve months 
of the date on which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for 
completion: 

(I} Permanent sinking of the vessel; 
(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all 

machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

Section II. - Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed 
of when the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b) of this Annex, have been 
complied with omitting sub-paragraphs (6}, (7) and (8}, and when the following have been 
effected: · 

(x) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thust-blocks, turbine-gearing 
or main propelling-motors, and turbines or cylinders of main engines; 
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(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; . . . · ; 
· (

3
) Removal and breaking up of all arrcraft-hfts, and the removal of all arrcraft-cranes, 

derricks and launching apparatus. 
The vessel must be put in the above condition ':"ithin t~e same limits of time as provided 

in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Section III. -Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be con~idered 
incapable of warlik"e service when there have been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable 
on board, the following: 

(I) All guns; . · . . .. 
(2) All fire-control tops and instruments a~d main fire-control commumcahon wrrmg; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountmgs or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided 
in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. . · 

(b) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively, at a~y 
one time: . 

(I) Not more than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels 
only one may exceed 3.000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

Moreover, the High Contracting Parties who are signatories of the Washington Treaty retain 
the rights which they possess is this respect under the same Treaty. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned undertakes 
not to re-condition it for warlike service. 

Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be 
dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given to the 
other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section 
III (a) o! this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special experiment, may 
be permitted as a temporary measure. . 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full 
detail$ of any such variation and the period for which they will be required. · 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively 
at any one time: · · 

(I) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels 
only one may exceed 3,oop tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to recondition it for warlike service. 

Section V. - Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

(a) _The foll?wing vessels may be retained, for training purposes exclusively, by the High 
Contractmg Parties concerned: 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
• . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
. (b) Vessels retained for .training purpos~ under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within 

SIX months of the date on which they are requrred to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 

·I. Capitals Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(~) Removal of. main-armament guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and t t ."-
~achinheryh" for operatmg turrets; but three turrets with their armament may be re~~~:d 
m eac s 1p; . 

targe\~pra~:i:o~:ai~~~o~~~:~ii~e~1u~i~~i~~~r~; excess of the quantity required for 
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(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and 
aftermost barbettes; · 

(4) Removal or mut~ation of all torpedo-tubes; 
(S) -Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for 

a maximum speed of eighteen knots. 

2. Other Surface Vessels. 

The following is to be carried out: . 

{I) Removal of one half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on 
each vessel; 

(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one half of the boilers. 

. . (c) The .~igh Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance 
wtth the proVtstons of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. 

CHAPTER C. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 24 (former Article AA) .. 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate. reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 
Table I annexed to this Chapter. . 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 25 (former Article AA). 

The number, total horse-power and total, volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting Parties shall 
not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding-columns of Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power .and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 26 (former Article AC). 

Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules . . . [these rules will 
be established by the Conference]. . 

The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article 27 (former Article AE). 

I." The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 
features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be constructed 
for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure 
of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time 
of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of converting such aircraft 
into military aircraft. · · 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to 
employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise only as a 
provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and t_he employment of military 
aviation. material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military material 
which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included in the 
limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or Articles 24 
and 25, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 

3· The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

4· The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the conclusion 
of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different countries and to 
confer together to this end. 
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Tables annexed to Chapter C (former Article AA) of Part II. 

Table I. - Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces. 

a b c d 
(Optional) (Optional) (Optional) 

Total aeroplanes of the Aeroplanes stationed in Aeroplanes stationed Aeroplanes in aircraft 
armed forces the home country overseas carriers 

(former Table A) (former Table A (r)) (former Table A (2)) (former Table A (3)) 

Number Total Number Total Number Total Number Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power horse-power 

. 

Table III. - Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces. 

a 
Total dirigibles 

of the armed forces 
(former Table A) 

_ .... 
$ " " 
0 el " !-<]& 

-" $ a 
o.E 

!-< ~ 

b 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles stationed 
in the home country 
(former Table A (r)) \ 

- 1l 
$ " o-
1-< ~ 

c 
(Optional) 
Dirigibles 

stationed overseas 
(former Table A (2)) 

d 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles in aircraft 
carriers 

(former Table A (3)) 

Table II. - Aeroplanes of the land, Sea and Air Formations 
organised on a Military Basis. 

a b c 
Total aeroplanes of the (Optional) (Optional) 

forces organised on a Aeroplanes stationed in Aeroplanes stationed 
. military basis the home country overseas 

(former T\\ble B) (former Table B (r)) (former Table B (2)) 

Number Total Number Total . Number Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power 

' 
' 

Table IV.- Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Formations 
organised on a Military Basis. 

a 
Total dirigibles 

the formations organised 
on a military basis 

(former . Table B) 

b 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles stationed in the 
home country 

(former Table B (r)) 

c 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles stationed overseas 
(former Table B (2)) 

Ul 

"' 0 

.I 
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PART III.- BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 

Article 28 {former Article DA). 

{Provisional text pending the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual expenditure of each of the High Contracting Parties on his land, sea and air 
·forces and formations organised on a military basis, shall be limited to the figure laid down for 
such Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed in the Annex. 

Note. -In pronouncing on this Article, and particular as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation of the 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 
from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the. drawing 
up of Annex ... · 

Note by the Drafting Committee.- The Preparatory Commission adopted on second reading 
the following text for Article DA: · 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit and, as far as possible, to reduce its 
total annual expenditure on land, air and sea forces. The relevant figure and the conditions 
governing such limitation or reduction, in particular as regards the possibility of a distinct 
limitation of land, naval and air expenditure, are stated in Annex No. . . . to- the 
present Convention. " 

Note. - In pronouncing on this Article, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the 
drawing-up of Annex No. . .• 

Inasmuch as this text leaves certain questions to be settled in the Annex, which has not yet 
been drafted, the Drafting Committee has confined itself to reproducing provisionally the text 
which it proposed, in somewhat similar conditions, for Articles 9 {TA) and 23 {0), and has inserted 
in the note accompanying the article the reference to the possibility of a distinct limitation of 
the expenditure of the land, sea and air forces. 

PART IV. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Ar~irle 29 (former Articles IA and IA {2)). 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the exchange 
of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives reached during 
the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised on a military 
basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within· . . . . . months after the end of each year, the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. Each Party shall 
attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures supplied 
are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives (recruits, militiamen, reservists, 
territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the number of day's service they have 
performed. 

The said tables shall be finally drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred 
to above by the Secretary-General not later than . . . . . in each year. 

Article 30 {former Ar-ticle IA {r)). 

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory military training 
within the jurisdiction of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, at the end of such year, the number of youths who 
have received such instruction. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than .......••••. 
in each year. -
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Table I. -

Model Tables annexed to Article 29 (Part IV). 
I 

MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED 

DURING THE YEAR IN.THE LAND ARMED FORCES. 

Land Armed Forces Stationed in the Home Country. 
Table II (See Annex). -

Land Armed Forces Stationed Overseas. 

a b c d • a b c d • a 

Soldiers . Soldiers 
whose period whose period 

of service of service 
has exceeded has exceeded 

the legal the legal 
Total Other period of. (Optional Total Other period of (Optional Total 

effectives, soldiers who service but statement.) e:ffectives, soldiers who service but statement.) effectives, 
including have cOm- is Jess thanx• Recruits not including have com- is less than x 1 Recruits not including, 

the effectives Officers pleted more months trained as the ef!ectives Officers pleted more months trained as. the effectives 
, specified {Art. H. I) than 'x 1 (information defined in the specified (Art. H. I) than x 1 (information defined in the specified 
separately months to be supplied national separately months to be supplied national separately 

in this ' of service only for legislation in this of service only for legislation in this 
Table- (Art.H. 2) effectives {Art. H. 8) Table (Art.H. 2) efiectives (Art. H. 8) Table 

recruited by recruited by 
conscription) conscription) 

(Art. H. 3 (Art. H. 3 
and 7) and 7) 

7 

Table III.-
Total Land Armed Forces. 

b c d • 
Soldiers 

wh'ose period 
of service 

has exceeded 
the legal 

Other period of (Optional 
soldiers who service but statement,) 

have com- is less than x 1 Recruits not 
Officers pleted more months trained as 

(Art. H. I) ·thanx1 (information defined in the 
months to be supplied national 

of service only for legislation 
(Art.H. 2) effectives (Art. H. 8) 

recruited by 
conscription) 

(Art. H. 3· 
and 7) · 

. 

Note. - This figure will de determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE LAND FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Table' IV.-. Formations organised on a Military'Basis stationed in the Home Country. I Table V (see Annex).- Formations organised on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. -
' 

a • b c d • a b c d 
. • 

Soldiers or officials Soldiers or officials 
whose period of whose period of 

J Total Officers Other soldiers service has exceeded (Optional state- Total Officers Other soldiers service has exceeded (Optional state-
effectives, or officials or officials who the legal period of · ment.) Recruits effectives, or officials or officials who · the legal period of ment.) . Recruits 

ij including the ranking as ~ve completed service but is less not trained including the ranking as have completed service but is less not trained 
effectives officers more than :r 1 than :r 1 months as· defined in effectives officers morethanx1 than :r 1 months ·as defined in 

8fl, specified (Art, H. I) months of service (information to be the na tiona! specified (Art, H. I) months of service (information to be the national 
.g, separatelY in (Art. H. 2) supplied. only for legislation separately in (Art. H. 2) supplied only for legislation 

:il this Table . effectives recruited (Art. H. 8) this Table effectives recruited {Art. H. 8) 
by conscription by conscription 

(Art. H. 3 and 7) (Art. H. 3 and 7) 

A. 
B. I 

c. 
D . .. 
.. . . 

: 

1 Note. -This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of·the signature of the Convention. 

Annex to Tables II and V. 

DISTRIBUTION ACCORDING TO TERRITORIES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES FIGURING IN CoLUMN a OF THE MoDEL TABLES li AND V, 

Overseas Territory 

High Contracting Party .....•••• 

Total effectives of the armed land 
forces stationed in the territory 

High Contracting Party 

Total effectives of the land formations 
organised on a military basis 

stationed in the territory 

I 



MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE NAVAL FORCES.* 

Table VI. - Naval Forces . Table VII. - Sea Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

.. 
" b c d " b c d 

:13 

~~ Total efiectives, Other efiectives • (Optional statement.) Total efiectives, Other efiectives (Optional statement.) 
including efiectives Officers who have completed Recruits not trained including efiectives Officers who have completed Recruits not trained 

8p.o specified separately (Art. H. 5) more .than x 1 months as defined in the national specified separately (Art. H. 5) more than x 1 months as defined in the national 
,Q in this Table of service legislation in this Table of service legislation :E (Art. H. 5) (Art. H. 8) (Art. H. 5) (Art. H. 8) 

A. ' 
B. 
c. 
D. .. \ . .. / 

. 

• Note by the Drafting Committee. - When drawing up the column headings of Tables VIII to XII annexed to Part I, and of the Model Tables VI to XII annexed to Article 29, the Drafting Committee 
assumed that the Commission had decided to fix the figure x at a period of service equal to the longest yeriod of service completed in any of the armies of the High Contracting Parties by efiectives recruited by 
conscription. In the event of this assumption being enoneous, should the figure x be different in the case of land, sea and air forces I . 

1 Note, - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript anny of any High Contracting Party at the time of the sign~ture of the convention. 
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MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE AIR ARMED FORCES, 
I 

Table VIII.- Air Armed Forces stationed 
in the Home Country. Table IX. -. Air Armed Forces stationed Overseas. Table X. - Total Air Armed Forces. 

a b c a b c a b (. 

Total effectives, Effectives who have (Optioilal statement.) Total effectives, Effectives who have (Optional statement.) Total effectives, Effectives who have (Optional statement.) 
including completed Recruits not trained including completed Recruits not trained including completed Recruits not trained 

the effectives more than :t 1 months as defined the effectives more than :<1 months as defined· the effectives more than :t t months as defined 
specified separately of service (officeni, in the national specified separately of service (officers, in the national specified separately of service (officers, in the national 

in this Table non-commissioned legislation in this Table non-commissioned legislation in this Table non-commissioned legislation 
officers and men) (Art. H. 8) officers and men) (Art .. H. 8) officers and men) (Art. H. 8) 
(Art. H. 6 and 7) (Art. H. 6 and 7) (Art. H. 6 and 7) 

t Noll. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR 

IN THE AIR FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Table XI. -Air Formations organised on a Military Basis stationed in 
· the Home Country. . · 

Table XII. -Air Formations organised on a Military Basis 
stationed Overseas. 

a b c a b c 
Total effectives, including the ;Effectives who have completed (Optional statement.) . Total effectives, including the Effectives who have completed (Optional statement.) 

effectives specified mOre than ,\'1 months of Recruits not trained as defined effectives specified more than Xl months- of Recruits not trained as defined 
separately in tliis Table Service (officers, non-commis- in the national legislation separately in this Table service (officers. non-commis- in the national legislation 

sioned officers and men and (Art. H. 8) sioned officers and men and (Art. H. 8) 
officials of all grades) officials of all grades) 

(Art. H. 6 and 7) .. (Art. H. 6 and 7) 

0 

' 

. 1 Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army pf any High .Contracting Party at the time of the signature of .the 
Convention. 
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Article 3I (former Article IZ). 

T~e High Contracting Parties concerned shall forward to the Secretary-General of the League 
of Nations at the end of each year the following information as to the provisions of their law relating 
to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air forces and formations organised 
on a military basis respectively; · 

(I) The total nwnber of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(2) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ........... . 
in each year. 

Article 32 (former Articles DB* and IB). 

· Each of the High Contracting P;trties shall, within .......... months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations a statement, 
drawn up in accordance with a standard model, showing by .categories of materials the total 
actual expenditJire in the course of the said year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials of the land armed forces and formations organised on ·a military basis of such Party, 

The information contained in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General 
not later than. . . . . . . . . . in each year. 

Note. -In giving an opinion on this Article, the Governments will take into account the report requested from the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts regarding the number and nature of the categories to be laid do\vn and the methods 
of publicity thus adopted in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred to in Article 9 of 
the present Convention. 

Article 33 (former Article I of document C.P.D.26o). 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their jurisdiction after the coming 
into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the. 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party); 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; · 
Principal dimensions-namely,length of water-line, extreme beam at or below waterline; 
Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. 

(b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. · 

The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-General to all 
the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ..... 
in each year. ' · 

Article 34 (former Article IG).· 

There shall be communicated to the Secretary-General. of the League of Nations the name and 
tonnage of any vessel (except vessels completed prior to 1921 which were designed for a speed 
of less than 12 knots) whose decks have been stiffened as authorised in Article I8 of the present 
Convention. 

As regards vessels whose decks have already been stiffened this communication shall be made 
by the High Contracting Party whose flag the vessel flies within x months from the coming 
into force of the present Convention for such High Contracting Party. 

As regards other vessels whose decks are stiffened in future, the said communication shall be 
made by the High Contracting Party within whose jurisdiction the stiffening has been effected, as 
soon as the stiffening has been completed. · · 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ......... . 
in. each year. 

Article 35 (former Article ID). 

For each of. the categories of aircraft defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the 
exchange of information shall apply to the maximum figures attained in each year in respect 
of the number and total horse-power, and for dirigibles the total volume, by the aircraft referred 
to in Articles 24 and 25 of the present Convention. · 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within .......... months after the end of each year the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be finally drawn up and published 
by the Secretary-General not later than ....••.... in each year. 
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Model Tables annexed to Article 35 (former Article ID). 

Model Table I.- Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces. 

. 
a b c d 

Total aeroplanes of the (Optional) (Optional) (Optional) 
Aeroplanes stationed in Aeroplanes stationed Aeroplanes in aircraft armed forces 

(former Table A) the home country overseas carriers 
(former Table A (I)) (former Table A (2)) (former Table A (3)) 

Number Total Number Total Number Total Number Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power horse-power 

' 

• 

' 

Model Table III. -Dirigibles of the" Land, Sea and Air Forces. 

.. 
Total dirigibles 

of the armed forces 
(former Table A) 

- a .11 = o-
E-< ~ 

b 
(Optional) 

Dirigibles stationed 
in the home country 

(former Table A (I)) 

.. - a " - ' .. 
-a .. " " 

~ ~ ~ ~.E z E-< ~ .<:IP< 

c d 
(Optional) (Optional) 
Dirigibles Dirigibles in aircraft 

stationed overseas carriers 
(former Table A (2)) · (former Table A (3)) 

ll - a .. -a - ' .. " - ' .. 
-a .11 " " -a ~ ~ ~ 0 ~ ~ 

. ~~ ~.E z E-< 0 0 z E-<.8 0 
E-< ~ .<:IP< :> "' 

Model Table II. -Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air 
Formations organised on a Military Basis . 

.. b c 
Total aeroplanes of the (Optional) (Optional) 
forces organised on a Aeroplanes stationed in Aeroplanes statio~ 

military basis the home country overseas 
(former Table B) (former Table B (I)) (former Table B (2)) 

Number Total Number Total Number Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power 

• 

. 

Model Table IV. -Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and. Air 
Formations organised on a Military Basis . 

• b .. c 
Total dirigibles (Optional) (Optional) 

of the formations organised Dirigibles stationed in the Dirigibles stationed overseas 
on a military basis home country (former Table B (2)) 

(former Table B) (former Table B (I)) 

.. 
" 

.. 
- 1l 

.. " " $ cU 
.. $ a " ] cU 

.. 
~ -' .. ] a -a ~ -a ~ " " ~ 0 ~ o.E 0 ~ .11 = 0 ~ o.E 

= E-<.8 E-< ~ z E-<.8 
0 ~~ z E-<.8 E-< ~ z "' "' "' 

• 
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Article 36 (former Article IE). 

In order to ensure publicity as regards civil aviation, each of the High Contracting Parties 
shall indicate at the end of each ~ear (to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations) the number 
and total horse-power of civil aeroplanes and dirigibles registered within the jurisdiction of such 
Party. Each Party shall also indicate the·· amounts expended on civil aviation by the 
Government and by local authorities. · 

(The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than .•.......• 
in each year). 

Article 37 (former Articles DA* and IH). 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the 
League of Nations within .......... months of the end of each budgetary year a statement 
drawn up in accordance with the standard model (annexed to this Article) showing the total 
amounts actually expended in the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 
of such Party. 

The information supplied in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General not 
later than ...•...... in each year. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. - It is for the Preparatory Commissi;,n to decide whether the standard model 
·referred to in the first paragraph of the proposed article should be the model statement in document C.P.D.go or whether 
further study by experts is necessary: in that case, a note to that effect shall be inserted after this Article as has been 
done for Articles 9 (TA) and 32 m. 

PART V. (FORMER CHAPTER IV).- CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

The High Contracting Parties undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the :use 
in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases, and of all analogous liquids, substances or 
processes. 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

PART VI.- MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A.- PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

"Article 39 (New Article OA). 

There shall be set up at the .seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist 
of x (figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of ............ (list to be drawn up by the Conference). 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced only on 
death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 40 (Article OB). 

The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-Geneni.I 
of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention, 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules of Procedure. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

· It may also, if summoned by its President, meet in extraordinary session in the cases provided 
for in the present Convention and whenever an application to that effect is made by a High 
Contracting Party. 

Article 4I (Article OC). 

The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 
of the provisions of the present Convention. 

Article 42 (Article OD). 

The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are present. 
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Article 43 (Article OE). 
Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its nati~nality on the <:ommission 

shall be entitled to send a member appointed for ~he puiJ?ose • to sit at any me~tmgs _of the 
Commission during which a question specially affectmg the mterests of that Party IS considered. 

. Article 44 (Article OF). 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. . . 
In the cases provided for in Articles 49 artd ~I the vot~_of membe~s 3:ppomted by the Parties 

concerned in the discussion shall not be counted m determmmg the ma1onty. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 45 (Article OG). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 

person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article 46 (Article OH). 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by the 

Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 47 (Article 01). 
All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in· each case in the present 

Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article 48 (Article IF). 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 

High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations in this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other information .that may reach it from a responsible source and that it rriay 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as-regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

CHAPTER B.- DEROGATIONS. 

Article 49 (Article XA). 
If, during the term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in the 

opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security, such High Contracting 
Party may suspend temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, from any provision or provisions of 
the present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

(a) That such Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary
General of the League of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the extent thereof .. 

(b) That simultaneously with the said., notification, the Contracting Party shall 
communicate to the other Contracting Parties, and at the same time, to the Permanent 
Disarmament Commission through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the change 
of circumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 
thus presented. · 

Wh~n the reasons for sue~ temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contractmg Par_ty sh<l:ll reduc~ Its. armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, 
and shall make Immedrate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 

CHAPTER C. - PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Article so (Article ZA). 
The. Hig~ Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of the present 

Conventions IS a matter of concern to all the Parties. 

Article SI (Article Z_B). 
If, during the term of the present Convention, a High Contracting Party is of opinion that 

another Party to the Convention is maintaining armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
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or is in any way violating or endeavouring to violate the provisions of the present Convention, 
such Party may lay the matter, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, before the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. . 

The Commission, after hearing a representative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
is questioned, should such Party so desire, and the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned in the matter and which asks to be heard, shall, as soon as possible, present 
a report thereon to the High Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any proceedings thereon shall be published as soon as possible. 

The High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the High Contracting Parties directly concerned are Members of the League of Nations, 

the Council shall exercise the rights devolving upon it in such circurnst;mces in virtue of 
the Covenant with a view to ensuring the observance of the present Convention and to 
safeguarding the peace of nations. 

CHAPTER D. - FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Note by the Drafting Committee. - The Drafting Committee has inserted 
in this Chapter with a few formal alterations, the provisions drawn up on the 
29th of November by the Special Committee presided over by M. Politis and 
adopted in plenary session on December Ist. 

- The Committee desire to point out that a certain number of formal provisions 
(such, for instance, as those relating to the signature of the Convention) which 
usually figure in Treaties signed at Geneva, have not been inserted in this 
Section. Th_e text of any such provisions should in any case be settled by the 
Conference. · 

Article 52 (Article EA). 
The present Convention shall not in any way diminish the obligations of previous treaties 

under which- certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their land, sea or air 
armaments, and have thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and obligations 
in this connection . 

. The following High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them 
in relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such 
obligations being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 

Article 53 (document C.P.D.282). 
If a dispute arises betweeen two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 

interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention, and cannot be settled 
either directly between the parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the parties 
will, at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. - . 

Article 54 (Article EB}.· 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. · 

The present Convention shall come into force, for each Party whose instrument of ratification 
has been deposited, as soon as the instruments of ratification have been deposited. by . (list 
to be drawn up by the Conference). 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contracting Parties shall be invited by the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of putting it into force. They undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . .) 1 

Article 55 (Article ED). 
Each of ·the High Contracting Parties will begin the necessary measures for carrying the 

provisions of the present Convention into effect as soon as it has come into force for such Party. 

Article 56 (Article EF). 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 57 and 58, the present Convention shall remain in force 

for . . : years. It shall remain in force after the expiration of that period except in so far as it 
may be amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified in the following articles. 

Article 57 (Article EG). 
Before the end of the period of x years provided for in the preceding article, and not less than y 

years after its entry into force, the present Convention shall be re-examined by the High Contracting 
Parties meeting in Conference. The date of this meeting shall be fixed by the Council of the 

1 N ole by the Drafting Committe• . 
. It will be for tbe Conference to deeide whether this paragraph and any supplementary provisions which may be 

necessary would not be better placed in a protocol of signature (see document C.P.D.232). 

' 
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League of Nations, after taking cognisance of the op~ion of .the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and of the intentions of the High Contractmg Parties non-members of the League 

of Nations. . h C t' d bl' h The above-mentioned Conference may, if necessary, revise t e pre~ent onven. wn an esta IS 
fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing their .P~rio~ of durahOJ?- and l.aymg down general 
rules regarding their examination and subsequent revision, If the latter IS reqmred. 

Article 58 (Article EH). 
Before the end of the period of y years provided for ~ the preceding article, but n?t l~s than 

z years after the entry into force of the present Co!lventlon, the procedure for e~ammatlon 3;nd 
revision laid down in that article may also be earned out at the r~q~est .of a High ~?ntractmg 
Party with the concurrence of the Permanent Disarmament Commission, If the condthons under 
which' the engagements stipulated in the C~nvention were contra~te~ h:tve undergone, .as ~he 
result of technical transformations or special crrcumstances, changes JUShfymg a fresh exammat10n 
and, if necessary, the revision of such engagements. 

Article 59 (Article EJ). 
In the course of a conference held in the circumstances provided for in the two preceding 

articles, any High Contracting Party shall be entitled to notify its intention to denounce the 
present Convention. . . . . 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after tts date, butm no case before theexprrahon 
of the period of X years mentioned in Article s6. 

ANNEX 13. 
C.P.D.294. 

Geneva, December 4th, r930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FIRST PART).1 

M. BoURQUIN and M. CoBIAN (Rapporteurs). 

HISTORICAL. 

The origin of the draft Convention on which we have the honour to report to you is found 
in the following resolution adopted on September 25th, r925, by the sixth Assembly of the League 
of Nations: 

"The Assembly, 
" Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the 

League of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes and of the fact that the said Protocol has not up to the present received the 
ratifications necessary for putting it into operation immediately; · 

" Convinced that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations; 

" Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international 
crime: 

" Regards favourably :the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by 
concluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol 
(Arbitration, Security, Disarmament); . 

" Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but may 
be applied to the whole world; 

" Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 
League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the seventh Assembly 
on th.~ progress in gene~al security brought about by such agreements; 

Undertakes agam to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of 
arbitration, security and disarmament; 

".And, in conformity with the sp.irit of. Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the 
Council to make a preparatory study with a VIew to a Conference for the Reduction and 
Limitation o! Arma~ents, in order that, ~ soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured 
from the pomt o! VIew of general secunty as provided for in Resolution XIV of the third 
Assembly, the satd Conference may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of 
armaments may be realised." · 

. In pur~uance of this decision, the Council requested a Committee of Enquiry, under the 
c~arrrnanshtp of ~- Paul-Boncour, to submit to it proposals for setting up an organ entrusted 
wtth t~e ~reparabo!l for a conference for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This 
Co'!lmtttee s conclusiOn~ were adopte~ _almost in their entirety by the Council on the report made 
to tt by M. Benes. Thts was the ongm of the " Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference." . 

f 
1 Nofe by the _Secrelari~. -The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which · 

re erence 18 made m the Mmutes. 
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.. ~he Cou';lcil was led, naturally, not only to draw up regulations for the composition and 
workmg of thiS new organ, but also to determine to some extent the direction of its work. For this 

- purpose, the _Council sub~itted to it a questionnaire which was based upon suggestions made 
to the Co~ttee of Enqwry by the representatives of Great Britain, France and Spain. 

According to the Council resolution, the Preparatory Commission was to consist of delegates 
of all States Members of the Council of the League, and invitations to send representatives were 
also to be addressed to the Governments of Germany, the United States of America, the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics, Bulgaria, Finland, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, and Yugoslavia. I 
Finally, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations was requested to bring to the notice of all 
other Powers, together with the questionnaire which was to be placed before the Preparatory 
Commission, the means placed at their disposal for stating their points of view. 

The Preparatory Commission met for the first time on May 13th, 1926, and elected as President . 
His Excellency Jonkheer Loudon (Netherlands), and as Vice-Presidents M. Cobian (Spain) and 
M. Bu~ro (Uruguay). In consequence of resignations, certain changes had subsequently to be 
made in the composition of the Bureau. a During the sixth and last session, the places of the two 
Vice-Presidents were filled respectively by M. Politis (Greece) and M. Cobian (Spain). 

* * * 
To provide for the preliminary study of the questions on which it had to give its opinion, the 

. Preparatory Commission decided to appoint two Sub-Commissions, each under the chairmanship 
of one of its Vice-Presidents. 

The first-known as Sub-Commission A-was entrusted with the techniCal examination 
of military, naval and air questions, and for this purpose split up into sub-committees. It was 
composed of experts appointed by all the States then represented on the Preparatory Commission; 
it met three times in 1926, under the chairmanship, first of M. Cobian, and then of M. Buero, 
M. de Brouckere, and General de Ceuninck. The voluminous report it subsequently submitted 
to the Commission contained extremely valuable technical observations and very detailed replies 
to the questions referred to it. 

The second· Sub-Commission-known as Sub-Commission B-under the chairmanship of 
M. Buero, and subsequently of M. Veverka, and with the assistance of the Joint Commission 
set up by the Council 3 for this purpose, studied the other aspects of this problem. 

This Commission's deliberations, as did those of Sub-Commission A, furnished valuable 
material providing a solid basis for the Preparatory Commission's work. . 

* * ·* 
The Preparatory Commission held six sessions-two in 1926, two in 1927, one in 1928, the 

sixth, which began on April rsth, 1929, was suspended on May 6th, 1929, was resumed on 
November 6th, 1930, and lasted until December 9th. 

At the opening of its third session, the Commission had before it the technical reports 
referred to above. The time had come for it to discuss the problem referred to it in its entirety. 
A general discussion gave the several Governments an opportunity of explaining their points 
of view in regard to this matter. Two preliminary draft Conventions were submitted to the 
Commission by the French and British delegations respectively. The Commission examined 

· these jointly and finally adopted at first reading a text which, though it was accompanied by 
numerous and important reservations, nevertheless remained the basis of its subsequent work 
and of the draft Convention which we have the honour to lay before you to-day. 

At its fourth session, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, which was represented at 
the Preparatory Commission for the first time, submitted a proposal which differed radically 
from the draft adopted at first reading and aimed at complete and universal disarmament in 
the immediate future. · 

This draft, referred to the fifth session, was rejected. A further Soviet proposal was, however, 
then submitted to the Commission providing for partial disarmament on the basis of a fixed 
percentage of reduction. It was decided to postpone the consideration of this proposal to the 
next session. · 

This session opened in Geneva on April 15th, 1929. · 
The Commission decided to continue its work on the basis of the 1927 draft, while signifying 

its readiness, should the Soviet delegation so desire, to annex to the final report the draft 
Convention submitted by the latter. 

This decision having been adopted, the Preparatory Commission began to consider at second 
reading the text framed as a result of the preceding discussions. It had to interrupt this session, 
however, after having reached agreement on a certain number of points. At that time the 
naval problem still gave rise to considerable difficulties. 

Wholly divergent proposals had been put forward in regard to the methods of limitation. 
The statements of certain Powers more directly concerned in the question, however, gave reason 
to hope that negotiations would be entered into very shortly with a view to removing these 

1 The composition of the Commission was subsequently extended to enable Members retiring from the Council 
to retain their membership of the Commission. Greece and Turkey were invited, in 1927 and 1928 respectively, to take 
part in the work of the Commission. · 

' M. de Bronckere (Belgium) and M. Veverka (Cucboslovakia) acted temporarily as Vice-Presidents. 
8 The Joint Commission set up under the Council resolution of December 7th, 1926, was composed of representati'-es 

of the technical organisations of the League of Nations and of the Employers' Group and Workers' Group of the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office, to whom were added subsequently experts in industrial questions, transport 
and the cbemical industry. 
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di ergencies and to reaching an agreement upon a concerted formula. This hope was justified. 
N:gotiations took place and resulted in the convocation of the London Naval Conference on 
January 21st, 1930. . . . . . 

In these circumstances the:Preparatory Commission considered 1t wiSer to. postpon.e t? a 
later date the completion of its work. Before it adjourned, the G~rman rep~esentahve, con~1denng 
the resolutions adopted during the first part of the sixth ~ess10n un~at!Sfactory ai?'d hk~ly to 
impair the value of the draft, declared that ~e . " found himself ?b~1ged to d1ssoc1ate himself 
definitely from the programme which the maJonty of the CommiSSion had drawn up a?~. to 
leave to it henceforth, as its course was being shaped at that moment, the sole responsibility 
for the preparation of the Conference". · 

As soon as the London Conference had completed its w?rk, it communicated the. results 
to the Preparatory Commission through its President. SubJect to a general reservatiOn, an 
agreement had been reached between the naval Powers whic~ were the . m?st im~e~at~ly 
concerned on a method of limitation. The formula adopted est!lbhshed the prm~q~l~ of lim1tat!on 
by classes, but gave it greater elasticity by allowing m certam cases the possibility of makmg 
transfers from one class to another. 

The obstacle which had temporarily brought ~he work of the Preparatory C?~missioi?' to 
a standstill in 1929 having been removed, the President of the Preparatory CommissiOn decided 
to resume the work of the sixth session which had been suspended. The eleventh Assembly 
adopted with regard to this matter the following resolution proposed by the Third Committee: 

"The Assembly has noted with satisfaction the results obtained at the London Conference 
and communicated to it by a letter from the President of that Conference dated April 21st, 1930. 

"It considers that these results are of a nature to facilitate a general agreement on the 
occasion of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission regarding the methods to be 
applied in the matter· of the reduction and limitation of naval armaments. 

" It trusts that negotiations, pursued in a spirit of conciliation and mutual confidence 
and with the determination to arrive at practical solutions, will make it possible to complete 
and extend the work of the Naval Conference. 

" The Assembly accordingly expresses the conviction that, during its session next 
November, the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish the drawing up of a preliminary 
draft Convention and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, a Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

" The Assembly decides that the proceedings and the report of the Assembly regarding 
disarmament shall be forwarded to the Preparatory Commission. " 

The Preparatory Commission therefore met again on November 6th last and was able to bring 
its delicate task to a successful conclusion. 

It is for your Rapporteurs to give you here a concise survey of the results it has achieved. 
Before analysing them, however, they must outline briefly the results obtained by the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security, whose terms of reference were merged in those of our Commission. 

As soon as it set to work, the Preparatory Commission was faced by the problem of 
international security. This was inevitable, for the connection between this problem and that of 
disarmament is obvious. Traces of it are, moreover, to be found in Article 8 of the Covenant, and 
it has become increasingly evident as the League of Nations has pursued its task. 

There is no need to recall here the many resolutions in which the Assembly and the Council 
have emphasised the interdependence of these two factors. It may, however, be appropriate to 
point out that, at the very time when it invited the Council to set up this Commission, the sixth 
Assembly affirmed " the fidelity and unanimity with which the Members of the League " remain 
atta0ed to ~e triple object which had unceasingly inspired their efforts-namely, arbitration, 
sec!ffitY and disarmament. ~he attempts previously made to organise a complete system of mutual 
assistance had encoun.tered msurmountable obstacles. It was now proposed, not in any sense to 
abandon the undertakmg, but to prepare for its accomplishment on another plane and " to indicate 
methods or measures by which an approach might be made to this object, pending the achievement 
of a general settlement which many consider indispensable". · 

. Two years later, pursu~g: the same course,_ the ei&"hth Assembly requested the Council to 
giVe the Preparatory Commission the necessary mstruchons for the creation of the " Committee 
on Arbitratio~?- and Security". This Co~i~tee, which was to consist of representatives of "all. 
the States which have seats on ~e .Com~ISSI~m ~nd are ~emb_er~ of the League of Nations, other 
States represented on ~e .Co~m!ss1on bemg !flVIted to s1t on 1t 1f they so desire . . . would 
be placed at ~e.Commission s disposal, and 1ts duty would be to consider, on the lines indicated 
by ~e CommiSSion, the measures capable of giving all Statesthe guarantees of arbitration and 
~cun~y neces~ary to.enable them to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures 
man mternatlonal disarmament agreement". 

The eighth Assembly further directed that these measures should be sought at the same time: 

".In ~ction ~y the Lea~e of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and 
co-or~atmg special o~ collective .agreement~ on arbitration and security; 

In the s:ystema.bc prel?arahon of t~e machinery to be employed by the organs of the 
Le~gue. of Nations With a VIew to enabling the Members of the League to perform their 
obhgabons under the various articles of the Covenant· 

' 
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. "In. agreeme~ts w~ich_ the States Members of the League may conclude among themselves 
urespec~1ve of theu obhgahons under the Covenant, with a view to making their commitments 
proport10nate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing between 
them and other States; 

" And, further, in an invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the 
measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the 
Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either its 
whole forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith intervene in 
the conflict to support the Council's decisions or recommendations. " 

Thus, from the outset, a vast programme of enquiry was outlined for the Committee on 
Arbitration and Security. 

The following year {1928), when the Committee had started its work, the ninth Assembly 
adopted a new resolution. After recalling that " a close connection exists between international 
security and the reduction and limitation of armaments ", it declared that the time had come to 
conclude a first General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which 
Convention would, moreover, of itself tend to increase international security. It took that 
opportunity to assert that, after the conclusion of such a Convention, the work relating both to 
disarmament and to arbitration and security should be pursued " so that, by further steps, 
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows ". Page 10· 

The Committee on Arbitration and Security, which was set up on November 30th, 1927, 
under the chairmanship of His Excellency M. Ed. Benes, Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs, 
has so far held four sessions. 

In the present report, no attempt can be made to analyse, even in summary fashion, the 
enquiries this Committee has undertaken or the practical effect given to them by the Council and 
the Assembly. A simple reference to the results achieved is all that can be undertaken here. 

These results are, first, in the field of the pacific settlement of international disputes, the three 
model general conventions which the 1928 Assembly decided to combine in a single Act, this being 
the origin of the " General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes ", to which, 
up to the present, eight States have acceded, thus ensuring its entry into force. 

Next, in the same connection, come the three model bilateral conventions which the Assembly 
proposed for the consideration of States, and which have already served as a basis for the drafting 
of a large number of treaties. 

Next, there are the "Collective Treaty" of Mutual Assistance and the Collective Treaty and 
Bilateral Treaty "of Non-Aggression", the models for which were recommended by the same 
Assembly. - . 

There is the resolution of September 26th, 1928, in which the Assembly recommends that 
States should accede to the Optional Clause of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of International Justice, and draws their attention to the elasticity of that clause 
and to the facilities it offers them .. There is the model Treaty to strengthen the Means for prevent- Page II. 
ing War, which the Assembly, in a resolution adopted on S.eptember 2oth, 1928, recommended 
for consideration by States, and the "Preliminary Draft General Convention" of which the eleventh 
Assembly decided to continue the study. 

There are the studies on Articles IO, II and I6 of the Covenant, which, on the recommendation 
of the Assembly, the Council adopted as " a useful piece of work", providing valuable indications 
as to the possibilities offered, in time of emergency, by the different articles of the Covenant. 

There are the resolutions adopted by the Assembly on September 3oth, 1930, with a view to 
ensuring, also at times of emergency, the normal working of the communications of the League 
of Nations. · 

Finally, there is the Convention on Financial Assistance, which was approved by the same 
Assembly, and has already been signed by twenty-eight States, its entry into force being dependent 
on that of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

ANNEX 14. 
C.P.D. 294 (a). 
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The draft Convention adopted b);' the CC?mmissio!l pr~erves the structure ?f the Frenc!I _and 
British proposals considered at the thrrd sc:ssio~. It iS m SiX pa~s, some of which are subdivided 
into chapters. The numbering of the articles lS, however, contmuous. 

Article I. 

A first article of a general character governs the whole Convention and defines its scope: 

" The High Contracting Parties agree to limit and, s? far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments as provided in the present Convention. " -

. The form of this article is due to a suggestion of the Drafting_ Commi~tee, made after ~he 
discussion by the Commission of the various sections of the Convention, particularly that relatmg 
to naval material. . 

The Commission has, therefore recognised the principle laid_ down by Articl~ 8 of t~e Covenant 
which provides for the reduction of armaments to the lowest pomt consistent With national safety, 
and the enforcement of international obligations. · . . . . . . . 

The representatives of a number of Governments, while _acceptmg the prmciple of l~mtation 
and reduction in the spirit of this article of the Cove~ant, desired to st~te that the reduchon of_all 
or some of the categories of armaments was not possibl~ for them~ their present a_rmame~ts bemg 
far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. This reservatl?n was made m precise for~, 
particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, the latter bemg scarcely at all developed m 
the majority of States. · 

The Soviet delegation made the following statement: 

" The Soviet delegation is opposed to the ambiguous formula ' limitation and, as much 
as possible, reduction ', in the place of a clear and precise indication ~hat it is a_bsolutely 
essential for existing armaments to be appreciably reduced. The Soviet delegation notes 
that the formula adopted leaves a free field for the maintenance and even increase of 
armaments." 

The Turkish delegation reserved its Government's right to submit to the future Disarmament 
Conference its proposal with regard to standards for the reduction and limitation of armaments, 
and to require any modification of the text which might be rendered necessary in the event of the 
adoption of this proposition (see document C.P.D.r42). · 

PART I. PERSONNEL. 

CHAPTER A. - EFFECTIVES. 
Articles 2 and J. 

Chapter A of Part I of the draft deals with effectives, which it defines in the following manner 
in Article 2 : · 

" The average daily effectives in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed in each 
of the categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this chapter the figure laid down 
for such party in the corresponding column of the said tables. " 

This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to lengthy discussion, and 
the interpretation it should receive is made the clearer by the fact that the articles which follow 
define the scope of the two conceptions which might be susceptible of question. 

Article 3 lays down .that " the average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total · 
number of days'. duty performed in each year by the number of days in each year". 

It is thus laid down clearly and beyond question that the limitation and reduction of effectives 
applies only to effectives in service. 

The Minutes of the meetings contain a number of interesting observations on this fundamental 
point, which was discussed at each session in greater or lesser detail. 

At. ~he third s~ssion, after s~ultaneous consideration of the initial proposals of the French 
and Bntish delegations, the Comm~ssion adopted by a majority the solution which appears in the 
te~t _of the draft. -r:h~ rel?resentati~e of the British Empire, however, reserved his Government's 
opmwn as to the limitation of tramed reserves, while the representative of the United States 
fo~ulated a general. reserve o!l the ground of the incl~sion of formations organised on a military 
b~lS and the excluswn of tramed reserves. The German representative made a general reserve 
Wlt~ regard to the whole of the chapter, as making no provision for limitation of trained reserves, 
~eg15tere~ and. compelled by law to render military service in case of war, although such reserves 
~ c?untnes With the system of conscription represent (in his view) the main body of the personnel 
m trrne of war . 

. <?n the second r~ading (durin~ the first part of the sixth session), the representatives of Great 
~n~m. and the. Umted States Withdrew their reservations on the subject, observing that the 
limitation of tramed reserves was not a question of primary importance for them. 
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. T~e Soviet ~elegation, on the _other hand, maintained that, in view of the great military value 
attachmg to tramed reserves, a disarmament convention without limitation or reduction of these 
reserves would be seriously defective. 

As regards. the effectives. ~f armed _forces or formations organised on· a military basis at sea, 
the representatives ?f _the_Bntish Emprre and the United States stated at the first reading that 
they only ac~e;Pted limtta~on of naval effectives on condition of general adoption of this limitation Page S
and on condition of a sati~factory agreement being reached in regard to the limitation of vessels 
of war;_but these reservations were not maintained at the second reading. 

. It lS unde~_tood tha~ ~e armed forces in the sense of Article 2 include all effectives receiving 
compul~ory military trammg (other than preliminary training), wherever and however given. 

It IS understood that the effectives in reserve or under training are to be included in the 
calculation o~ the effectiY'es in service during the period. 

The Polish delegation expressed some doubt as to the practical results of this method 
of calculation, but a~eed to it on the understanding that there would be an opportunity at the 
Confere!lce of comparmg the various systems of military organisation and arriving at practical 
conclusiOns. 

Article 4· 

Article 4 contains the following definitions: 

" By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police .forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials, forest guards, which, whatever their legal. purpose, are, 
in time of peace,' by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament and 
equipment, capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, 
as well as any organisation complying with the above condition. 

"By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all 
the measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services 
and units with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a 
war-time footing. " 

The above text takes into account the different views expressed in the course of the discussion, 
It is understood that the definition in Article 4 of " formations organised on a military basis " Page 6. 

does not include organisations which might be mobilised, but would not be effectively employed 
in the active army, and might, for example, be used for economic purposes. 

A certain number of military experts proposed the following additional text to the Sub
Committee: 

" Police, gendarmerie, etc., who cannot be used as part of the war army without additional 
armament or equipment are not included in peace-time armaments. " 

It is understood that the Conference itself will be called upon to decide the condition or condi
tions to be taken into account in determining whether a particular case comes under the category 
of "formations organised on a military basis". 

The definition of mobilisation is so clear and precise that it gave rise to no discussion and requires 
no comment: 

The Commission had adopted a text, provisionally designated as Article H, with all the neces
sary particulars for drawing up the tables provided for in Article z. The Drafting Committee, 
while taking account of the rules laid down in Article H in the preparation of these tables, thought 
it simpler to omit Article H as such. This change of form in no way affects the Commission's 
previous decisions, and the tables should be interpreted in the light of these decisions. . 

The Commission considered that, in order to prevent the number of officers and non-commis
sioned officers exceeding the legitimate requirements of the several armies, it would be desirable 
to lay down a special limitation for these categories of effectives. As regards the form of such Page 7· 
limitation, differences of opinion became apparent, certain delegations proposing to lay down a 
fixed proportion between the number of officers, etc., and the total effectives, while others proposed 
to specify the absolute maximum figures. The Commission adopted the latter standpoint. It 
also decided on the proposal of the Italian delegation that it was desirable to limit the number of 
professional soldiers of other ranks. 

When the question arose of practical measures for the application of these principles, certain 
difficulties became apparent, as a result partly of the differences between the system of voluntary 
armies and conscript armies, and partly of the differences between the periods of service in the 
conscript armies. · 
· The compromise solution, which the Commission accepted, provides, in the case of land forces, 
for the limitation (a) of the number of officers and (b) of the number of soldiers other than officers, 
whose effective service exceeds the longest legal period of service in force in the conscript armies 
of the contracting Powers at the time of the signature of the Convention. A system of tables of 
publicity has been drawn up in the case of conscript armies to show the number of· men whose 
service exceeds the legal period fixed in their respective countries, while remaining lower than the 
maximum period specified under (b). 

The German delegation proposed that the standard of limitation should be the period of 
service fixed by the prevailing legislation in each country. 
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As regards naval armaments, limitation will apply to the aggregate figure of effectives (officers, 
pett-officers and men), while the publicity tables will sh?w se~arately _the number of officers 
and men who have completed more than x years of effective active servtce. 

The Soviet delegation proposed to limit separately th~ numbe~ (r) of officer~, and (2) of non- . 
commissioned officers, including sailors remaining on active servtce after havmg exceeded the 

Page 8. period of service in force in their navy. . 

Page g. 

Page IO. 

Page II. 

As regards air forces, it was not thought possible or desirable ~o ~ak~ a di~tin~tion betwe~n 
the officers and men, the functions of the two not being as clearly distmgmshed m atr forces as m 
land and sea forces. 

The French delegation stated that it could not accer;>t ~peci~c ~m~tati?n of professional soldiers 
in land or air forces, unless provision were made for stmilar hmttation m the case of sea forces. 

* * * 
The Commission, after a discussion, in the course of which divergent views were expressed as 

to the necessity of limiting separately the forces stationed in the home country and the forces 
stationed overseas, adopted a compromise under which the contracting parties are to u_ndert~ke to 
submit tables in the case of their land forces showing the maximum of armed forces stationed m the 
home country and the maximum total of their armed forces. . The table showing the inaximum 
of armed forces stationed overseas is to be optional. Similarly, in the case of air armaments, the 
table showing the maximum of armed forces stationed in the home country is to be optional. 

* * . * 
In the light of the above explanations, the effect of the tables attached to Chapter A of Part I 

appears readily comprehensible . . . 
Table No. I is to show the maximum total daily effectives in peace-time service in the land 

armed forces stationed in the home country in the case of each contracting party. This table will 
also show separately the number of officers and the number of soldiers, other than officers, who have 
completed a number of months of active service to be determined by the Conference, on the basis 
of the longest period of service in force in the conscript armies of the contracting parties at the 
time of the signature of the Convention. A second table, which is " optional ", gives the same 
particulars in the case of the land armed forces stationed overseas. A third table on the same 
lines as the other two will show the total land armed forces. 

Tables IV and V provide for the furnishing of identical particulars in the case of formations 
organised on a military basis stationed respectively in the home country and overseas . 

. In the case o~ s~a forces, the Commission proposes two tables, numbered VI and VII, 
whtch are to contam m the case of each contracting party the figures of the total effectives of 
th_e. sea arm.ed forces (Table VI) and the total effectives of the formations organised on a 
military basts ("!.'able VII). These figures are to include officers, petty officers and men. 

Tables VIII to XII inclusive are concerned with the limitation of the effectives of air forces. 
Tab~es VI~I and IX are optional; they are to contain, one the figures of the air·armed forces 
stationed m the home country, and the other the air armed forces stationed overseas Table X 
":hich is obligatory, is to show, like the two preceding tables, first, the total effectives of th~ · 
arr forces of each con~racting party, and, secondly, the effectives who have completed more 
than x. I_JlOnths o_f servtce. Tables XI and XII are to show the figures of formation organised 
on a military basts. The arrangement of these tables is similar at all points to that of Tables VIII 
IX and X. ' 

* * * 
A number of reservations were made in regard to the ta~les attached to Part I, Chapter A. 
In regard to Tables I, II and III, the German and Itahan delegations made the following 

statement: 

" In connection with the distinction between the effectives and armaments of the home 
country. and those overseas, the German and Italian delegations formulated a eneral 
rese~ation to the effect that, for the purposes of the reduction and limitation of arma~ents 
the tmporta!lce. of the forces . and m~terials which one contracting party assi s to it~ 
oversea t~mto~tes '!lay vary m re~atton . to another contracting party by reas~ of the 
geograp~tcal stt~abon of tts terntory m relation to the home territories of the two 
~ntractmg parttes. Consequently, one ~ontracting party will have every reason to regard 

e ov:ersea fore~ _of another contractmg party as forming part of the latter's home 
ftorces if ~he _pro;"tmtty of the oversea. territories in relation to the home territories of the 
wo parttes Justifies such an assumption". 

Tabl~~.~Xa~d t~~~ation again draws attention to this reservation in connection with 



-539-

As regards Tables I, II and III, the Italian delegation considers that there should be added 
to the three columns (b), the words "or officials assimilated to officers", and to the three 
columns (c), after the words "other soldiers" the words: "or officials employees or agents 
assimilated to soldiers ". ' ' 

As regards Tables VIII, IX and X, the Italian delegation is of opinion that no distinction 
should be made between armed air forces stationed in the home country and armed air forces 
stationed overseas. 

The Turkish delegation has made reservations regarding the tables annexed to Chapter A 
of Part I, both as regards the optional indication of land and air forces stationed overseas (Tables II 
and IX) and as regards the non-indication of the maximum forces stationed in each of the 
overseas territories (Tables II, V and IX) . 

. As r.egards this last point, the majority of the Commission was of opinion that it was not 
possible m practice to prescribe a separate limitation of this kind in an international convention. 

The German delegation has made the following general'reservation on the whole of Chapter I 
and the annexed table : 

" The stipulations do not provide-either directly or by a reduction in the number 
of ·the annual contingent, or by a strict determination of the period of active service-for 
a . reduction or limitation of trained reserves who, _after having completed their service 
w1th the colours, continue to be registered and liable by law for military service, notwith
standing the fact that these reserves, though they do not exist in professional armies in 
the strict sense of the term, constitute the main body of the personnel in countries possessing 
conscript armies. · 

" Moreover, the stipulations do not provide for any meiliod whereby the effectives 
of conscript armies serving with the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, 
whose military value is naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable 
units of calculation." 

The Soviet delegation made the following statement: 

"The Soviet delegation is opposed to the Commission's decision regarding effectives, 
and for the following reasons : 

• 

Page 12. 

" (a) The Commission's refusal to reduce trained reserves, which constitute the Page 13. 
main body of the armed forces which are formed in time of peace in order to create, 
in the event of war, the enormous armies of modern times; 

" (b) The Commission's refusal to establish separately for each arm the reduction 
in the number of professional soldiers, officers, non-commissioned officers and pilots, 
the high percentage of which ensures the rapid deployment of large armies; 

" (c) The inadequacy of the limitation of the period of military service in itself, 
this being in certain countries a mere artifice designed to increase the trained reserves. " 

CHAPTER B. - PERIOD OF SERVICE. 1 

Chapter B of Part I relates to the limitation of the period of service. Its provisions apply-as 
is specifically stated in Article 5-only to effectives recruited by conscription. z 

Two different systems were proposed for this purpose. Under one of them, each contracting Page 14. 
party would accept a special figure; under the other, the Conference would fix a single maximum 
limit. 

The Commission was of opinion that the first system should be taken as a basis, whilst at the 
same time a general maximum should be prescribed. Several delegations pointed out that this 
general maximum would not be satisfactory unless it were fixed at a very moderate figure. 

It is understood that the contracting parties will have the option to accept, in respect of 
special limitations affecting them individually, different figures, not only for land, sea and air 
effectives, but also for the different services (infantry, artillery, etc.) of their armed forces. 

Since the contracting parties undertake not to exceed the figures accepted by each of them, 
they will always be at liberty to reduce this perio.d, which must be regarded as a maximum. 

These principles are set forth in Articles 5 and 6; but, on the proposal of the Belgian delegation, 
an important exception was provided for in Article 7· This exception is intended to obviate the 
disadvantage that would ensue in the case of certain countries which have the conscript system 
from a falling off in the number of births in future years as a consequence of the last war. This 
exception, which was unanimously agreed to, will allow the limits for the period of service under 
Article 5 (a} to be exceeded "in so far as, owing to a falling off in the number of births, such an 
increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of effectives fixed by the tables Page 15. 
annexed to Chapter A of this part " to be reached. Any contracting parties availing themselves 
of this option should immediately notify the measures they feel bound to take, together with 
reasons in support thereof, to the other contracting parties and to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, to be set up under Chapter VI of the Convention. 

1 As regards this chapter. see the German delegation's general reservation concerning Part I. 
' The Chinese delegation has, on many occasions, proposed the abolition of the conscription system. It has reserved 

the right to raise this question again at .the Conference. 
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Article 8 provides that, " iii any case, the total period of service shall not exceed 

mon~: ~"gards this limitation, which is a common one, representing a maximum for all ~o~tracting · 
parties the Spanish delegation pointed out (and this view was accepted by the Co~m~sston) that 
the ma:ximum fixed in accordance with this article cannot_in_ any way affe~t, even mdrrectly, ~e 
figures of the table mentioned in Article 2 without any restnctlon or reservation to each contractmg 
party. 

* * * 
During the discussion of the period of service, the German delegati?n submit~ed a proposal 

to the effect that the annual contingent should be limited as well as the penod of servtce. 
The Commission rejected this amendment by twelve votes to six, with certain abstentions. 

PART II.- MATERIAL. 

On this point, as already mentioned, the Commission encountered d~culties whic~ i~ was 
unable to surmount either at its third session or even after the second readrng of the prehmmary 
draft Convention during the first part of the sixth and last session. 

CHAPTER. A. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 
Article 9· 

As regards land armaments, the original position was as follows: 
A proposal was made by the German delegation for the limitation of material in service and 

in reserve in accordance with a table fixing, under separate headings, the maximum number · 
of arms and the quantity of ammunition for the various arms. The French preliminary draft 
provided only for the limitation of the total expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war material in the strict sense of the term, with the option of carrying forward sums not 
expended during one year. 

The Japanese and Italian representatives formally opposed the first method, while. the 
United States delegation made a general reservation on account of the omission of any provisions 
regarding the limitation of material of the land and air forces, whether in service or in reserve. 
Despite the fact that this reservation was withdrawn at the second reading, opinion was divided 
as to the method of limiting material for land forces. 

The following methods were considered: 

(1) Application of the fullest possible publicity to expenditure on land material; 
(2) Limitation of budgetary expenditure on material; 
(3) Direct limitation of material by categories; . 
(4) . S~ultaneous application of the two last-named limitations, either separately or 

m combmabon; · . 
(5) Application of any one of these methods at the choice of the contracting party. 

. The Com~ssion u~animously_ approved the principle that the~e should be the fullest possible 
mterchange of mformat10n respectmg armaments between the parbes to the proposed Convention. 

It also recorded the unanimous desire of the members of the Commission to find some method 
which would provide for the limitation of war material in a more precise manner than can be 
achieved by publicity alone. 

The result of the vote taken on the principle of direct limitation was as follows: nine votes for 
nine votes against and seven abstentions. ' 

On a vote bein& taken on ~he p~inciple of the simultaneous employment of the two methods 
proposed by the Italian delegation, mne members of the Commission declared themselves in favour 
of the syste_m,. eleven _we~e agaJn~t a';Jd five abstained from voting. 

The p~c1p~e of mdrr~ct limttatlon, as set forth in Article g, was adopted by sixteen votes 
to three, wtth stx abstentions. . 

As regards the application of this principle the Commission passed the following resolution: 

" I. With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on its purchase 
manuf~ture and upkeep, the Preparatory Commission requests its President to instruct th~ 
Commt!tee of Budg~tary Experts to enquire into the means by which such limitation could 
be earned out, paymg special attention to: . 

:: (a) The nec~ssity of lim~ting ~ll the expendit~re in question; 
_(b) The vanety of ways m wh1ch budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countnes; 
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. " (c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitation to possible fluctuations 
m the_ purchasing power of different countries, especially with regard to the cost of war 
matenal. 

" (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be carried over 
to the following year or years. 

" II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to come 
· to a decision cin this point, the experts' report should be transmitted to them in good time 

by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. " 

.T~~ Spanish a~d United States delegations stated that they were prepared to consider the 
pos;;1bilit:y ~f applyrng, as far as they themselves were concerned, direct limitation instead of 
mdrrect hmitatlon, though the Spanish delegation observed that such limitation would have to 
be confined to material in service. The Japanese delegation expressed the view that, if the 
Conference had to contemplate a system involving for some countries the application of direct 
instead of indirect limitation, the number of such countries would have to be strictly limited. 

Several delegations stated that, in the application of the system of indirect limitation, account 
must be taken of the circumstances peculiar to each State. They urged that preferential treatment 
should be granted to non-industrial countries, or countries whose budgets were below a figure to 
be fixed by the Conference. 

The first of these arguments was put with particular clearness by the Greek delegate, who spoke Page 19. 
as follows: 

"It seems essential, in order to determine the budgetary limit for each country, to take into 
account the particular circumstances of each country, its economic circumstances, its standard of 
living, the cost of labour there, and above all, its position as regards material at the time of signing 
the Convention. Obviously, if the material a country possessed at that time were worn out or 
imperfect; and if, consequently, it were in a clear position of inferiority as compared with the other 
Signatory·States, that would constitute a factor to be taken into account in fixing the budgetary 
limit binding upon . that country. " 1 -

Apart from the reservation in the footnote to the article, the Turkish delegation made its Page 20. 
acceptance of any budgetary limitation of material and armaments expressly conditional upon 
account being taken-as with any other method of limitation, indeed-of the special position of 
countries in which the industry is not sufficiently developed. 

The Norwegian delegation observed that the possibility of some combination of direct and 
indirect methods by budgetary means had not been precluded. The British delegation made 
the following statement to the same effect: · 

"The British delegation was ready to admit that direct limitation may, in theory, be the 
most effective and the most obvious system, but feared that this method of limitation would, 
in practice, prove unsatisfactory. Even if adequate definitions and categories could be estab
lished, it would be impossible to impose on all countries su.ch a system of verification and 
control as to give the assurance that the limitation would be properly observed. 

" The British delegation had hoped that it might be possible to limit directly the larger 
weapons, such as big guns and tanks; but here, again, similar difficulties would be encountered. 
They would ·be prepared to accept any practical scheme for direct limitation of the more 
important weapons that would offer any prospect of general acceptance and reasonable Page 21. 
effectiveness. It may be that the Governments at the Disarmament Conference will be able 
to find such a scheme. 

" In the circumstances, the British delegate advocated the adoption of the indirect 
method of budgetary limitation. _· 

" The British delegation recognises that such a method is not so complete; but, so far as 
it goes, it is, it feels, more effective and more reliable. Budgetary expenditure, in all the more 
important countries, is subject to a number of checks and controls, and cannot, to any serious 
extent, be evaded. Moreover, it has the additional advantage that it may serve to arrest 
competition in the development and perfection of weapons. " 

* * * 

The German delegation has made a general reservation in regard to this article, since, notwith
standing its extraordinary importance, the material in service, in reserve and in store of land armed 
forces and of land formations organised on a military basis is only covered--contrary to the method 
applied to naval and air armament~by limitation of expenditure, and not by a reduction and 
limitation of specific articles and of numbers. · 

As regards the limitation of expenditure, the German delegation reserves the right to take a 
decision after considering the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

' Minutes of the seventh meeting. 
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The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics declared that it was opposed to the 
Commission's refusal: 

{a) To provide for the direct limitati~n ~f the material for.land !'-rmaments in service 
and in reserve which, in view of the mechamsat10n of modem armies, might serve to make up 
for the reduction in the number of men; . 

{b) To abolish tanks and long-range artillery, s~n~e these c~mstitute the most aggr~l\:e 
forms of armaments and the most dangerous for the Civil population;. and, further, to p~ohi~It 
the introduction of newly-invented implements of war as fostermg the competltlon m 
armaments. 

ANNEX 15. 
C.P.D.294(a), Addendum. 

Geneva, December 9th, 1930. 

ADDENDUM TO THE DRAFT REPORT, SECOND PART. -

[Document C.P.D.294(a) (See Annex 14)]. 

PART I.- PERSONNEL. 

CHAPTER A. - EFFECTIVES. 

Page 9· - At the end of the paragraph on page 9 of document C.P.D.294(a) commencing 
with the words " In the light of ... " . add an asterisk referring to the following note: 

" The question was considered whetlier it would not be well to add to the' expression 
'on service' some qualifying adjective such as 'active', 'actual' or • with the colours'. 
But as the rules of limitation were based on the idea of average daily effectives, which in its 
tum was based on the idea of the number of 'actual • days' duty ' on military service, it was 
finally decided that such a qualifying adjective was unnecessary. 

" Lastly, in order to take into account the frequent cases in which 'service' is performed in 
several separate periods, often of short duration, the word • months ' was substituted for the 
word ' years ' of service. " 

ANNEX 16. 
C.P.D.294(b). 

Geneva, December 6th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (THIRD PART).l 
M, BOURQUIN and M. CoBIAN (Rapporteurs). 

Part II. - Material {continued): 
Chapter B. -Naval Armaments. • 0 0 • • • • • • • • 0 0 0 0 • 0 • • 

PART II.- MATERIAL (continued). 

CHAPTER B.- NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

Page 
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At the third session of the Preparatory Commission, two entirely opposite plans were submitted: 
the British draft .suggested the limitation of tonnage and of the number of vessels to be allowed 
to each of the contracting parties. i~ ea~h of the categories to be specified; the Italian delegation 
was only prepared to accept the limitation of total (global) tonnage which each contracting party 
wo!lld un~erta~e not to exce~d a~d which it. might allocate and organise in the way best suited 
to Its natiOnal mterests, provided It commumcated with the Secretariat of the League of Nations, 

1 N~te by lhe. Se&l'eta•i~t. -The page numbers in the margin ~how the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference 18 made m the Mmutt-s, 
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at least six months before the laying down of the keel, the characteristics of each warship it intended 
to construct. -

The French delegation, whose views were much nearer to those of the Italian delegation 
than ~o those of the British delegation, proposed a three-column table, the figures in the columns 
indicating for each contracting party: 

(a) The total (global) tonnage it considered indispensable fqr its security and the 
defence of its national interests; . 

(b) The total (global) tonnage it considered itself obliged to attain before the expiration 
of the Convention; 

(c) The manner in which it proposed to distribute, in total (global) tonnages for each 
category, the _whole total (global) tonnage indicated by it in the previous column. 

In a spirit of conciliation and with a view to reaching a compromise, however, the French 
delegation was prepared to agree that the special categories of tonnage referred to should consist 
of four categories of vessels-capital ships, aircraft-carriers, surface vessels of less than xo,ooo tons, 
and submarines, though admitting the possibility of transferring tonnage from one category to Page 2. 
another in circumstances which the contracting party considered to be indispensable for its safety, 
provided it informed the Secretariat of the League of Nations of the change made in the allocation 
of its total (global) tonnage one year at least before the laying of the keels of the part of this tonnage, 
the allocation of which would be changed. 

In spite of a very reassuring statement made by the United States representative to the 
Preparatory Commission at the beginning of its sixth session in April 1929, the discussion of the 
naval problem was deferred. In view of the agreement that had been reached at the London 
Conference, the discussion was resumed in the second part of the same meeting, on the basis of a 
proposal submitted by the delegations of seven countries (United States of North America, Great 
Britain, Canada, France, Irish Free State, Japan, Italy) which submitted a new text for almost 
all the articles in this section. By adopting this text in its main outline, the Commission was able 
to overcome the difficulties which had previously arisen, owing chiefly to the presence of two 
conflicting systems of limitation-i.e., limitation of total (global) tonnage and limitation by 
categories. -

The Italian delegation made a general reservation to the effect that the Italian Government 
could not finally agree to one specific method before all the Powers had agreed on the proportions 
and on the levels of maximum tonnage. • 

The German delegation stated that, in view of the great value of non-floating material, it noted 
with regret that the latter-unlike floating material-would not be subject to any direct limitation 
of specific articles and of numbers, and would only be affected indirectly by the limitation of 
expenditure. With regard to the latter, the German delegation reserved its opinion until it had Page 3· 
studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

In conformity with the general principles it has followed, the Commission has not proposed 
to the Conference any figures for tonnage, etc., to be inserted in the articles and in the annexes. 

The figures set out therein have been inserted merely as an indication; they are similar to 
those given in the Washington and London Treaties. It should be observed here that, in several 
cases, various delegations proposed other figures to the Commission or reserved the right to do 
so when the Conference met. 

Articles IO, II and I2. 

These three articles must be regarded as a single whole, embodying the following system 
of limitation: -

(I) Limitation of the total (global) tonnage of each Power (Article 10), with the exception 
of certain vessels referred to in Annexes I and II; 

(2) Distribution of total (global) tonnage (Article II); . 
(3) Possibility of transferring tonnage from one category to another (Art1cle 12). 

The Italian delegation proposed that these Articles IO and II should be replaced by a single 
article, worded as follows: 

" The limitation of naval armaments, accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, 
is indicated in the following table . . . " 

like Table II of the text, while Table I would be omitted. 

Article IO 

. The Chinese, Spanish, Persian, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations observed tha(it should 
be understood that the particulars of total (global) tonnage inserted by the contracting parties in 
Table I would not be in any way binding on their countries after the e..xpiration of the Convention. 

The possibility was considered of providing in the Convention two tables, one of which yould l'ao""e 4-
indicate the total global tonnage which each contracting party regarded as indispensable for 
guaranteeing its safety and national interests, whereas the other would contain the figures of the 
total global tonnage to :he obtained before the expiration of the Convention. 
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In order to give prominence to this idea, the Committee agreed, at the reques~ of the Spanish 
representative, to alter the wording of the first art~cle propose~ by the Powers si.g~atory to the 
London Agreements. The foregoing, therefore, explams the meamng of the sentence· Throughout 
the duration of the present Convention . . . " . . · · . . . 

Similarly, the Spanish delegation ~pposed a Soviet proposal to the .eff_ect that the hrmtabon . 
of naval forces should involve a reduction for all countnes. The Commission finally adopt~d the 
principle of such a reduction, but gave it greater elasticity by adding the w~rds " as far as possible ". 
Since the same idea had been accepted in respect of the other armaments •. It was t~ought prefe:able 
to embody it in a. single clause which should govern the whole Convention. This-. as we pomted 
out-is the object of the first article of the present draft. . . 

The Yugoslav delegate .also. emph~ised the dif!erence. b~tween recently-created count~Ies, 
which are at present engaged m elaboratmg and preparmg a mimmum naval p:o~amme comp<~:bble 
with their national security and countries having a maritime history and tradition and possessmg a 
complete fleet. The figure of the total (global) ~onnage to b~ inserted ~ T~~le I would for the 
.former countries represent only the :first stage m the execution of their mm1mu~ programme, 
whereas for the latter the figure will really indicate their maximum naval forces m the pres~nt 
state of international relations. In view of this essential difference, the Yugoslav delegation 
reserved the right to request at the Conferen_ce that recently-created countries whic~ are o?liged t.o 
distribute their expenditure for the construction of a minimum tonnage compatible with their 
national security over a number of years exceeding the duration of the Convention should be 
accorded the right to mention separately, within the limits of the agreed total (global) tonnage, 
what portion of their programme they intended to carry out during the period of the Convention. 
Similarly, if, under Article 56 of the draft, the Convention remained in force for a further period, 
such prolongation should not debar the above-mentioned countries from continuing the execution 
of their naval programme within the limits of the agreed tonnage. 

Articles II and I2. 

The Preparatory Commission's discussions on these articles were directed mainly towards 
rendering the proposed system <if limitation applicable to navies of a small tonnage. With this 
object the Commission unanimously adopted the rules which appear as the introduction to Table III 
This table will be prepared or filled in at the Conference; but the Commission desires to state that 
it regards the application of the rules propos~d as an integral part of the system on which Articles 10 
to 12 are based. · 

On this subject the following statements should be noted : 

The representative of the British Empire stated: 

" I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that .I am now authorised to accept 
the three proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so, I should like to make 
it clear that I regard the first rule as governing the other two; I understand that was why it 
'was put first-that is to say, though Rules II and III establish certain important principles, 
yet their application must, in the last resort, depend to some extent upon the considerations 
set out in Rule I. It is, of course, understood that, in saying this, I am dealing solely with the 
question of transfer and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power to 
ask the Disarmament Conference for any class of ship as part of its navy. " 
The Swedish delegate spoke in the following terms: 

" The Swedish delegation is very glad to learn from Viscount Cecil's statement that the 
British Government approves Table III. 

" I should like to take this opportunity of saying that the Swedish delegation cannot 
accept .any interpretation which might weaken the guarantees obtained by the Powers 
possessmg fleets of sm~ tonnage ~hrough the inclusion of the three principles contained in 
Table III as compensation for therr acceptance of a large number of rules derived from the 
Treaties of Washington and London. " 

· The representatives of Yugoslavia, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Poland gave this statement 
their unqualified approval. 

!fie No!Wegian representative spoke to the same effect, adding that his country would 
certamly ~la1111 ~ro~ the Confere~ce. the utmost freedom for transfer. The Chinese representative 
agr~ With thiS view. The Fmmsh delegate stated that he would like the three rules to 
be mterpreted on a footing of equality; none of them should be regarded as taking precedence 
over the others. · 

The United States _represent8:tive exp~ined that, in accepting the three rules, which were 
drawn up as a compromise text, his del~gatwn ~sume~ that the application of Rule III, Table III, 
was not mten?ed to apply to Powers which are signatones of the Washington and London Treaties. 

The Itahan delegate spoke as follows: · 

" Like the British delegat~on, we consider that the basic criterion for the application 
of transfers sh~uld. be that. which was enunciated in principle No. 1 .. When this principle 
has to be apphed m practice, we should make no difficulty in according complete liberty 
of transf':r from the class of submarines to that of light-surface vessels-e.g. destroyers and 
small cruiSers. ' 
d" ".On the ot~er hand, I desire to state now that we should oppose transfers in the opposite 

Irecbon-that Is to say, from the class of light-surface vessels to that of submarines. " 
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. Thi~ statement was formally opposed by the Spanish delegate, who pointed out that the text 
in question represented a compromise and had been adopted without any reservation other than 
that of the British delegation. 

The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made the second rule adopted 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system. 

The rules contained in Table III annexed to this section are worded as follows: 

" I. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, arid of the 
classes of ships involved in the transfer. " 

This must be understood to mean that, before it accords any transfer figure, the Conference 
must take into account the circumstances of the Power applying for the transfer and· the class 
of vessels whose tonnage may be increased. These will be the factors on which the Conference will 
base its decision either to grant or refuse the transfer applied for, or to reduce its scope. 

"2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed Ioo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. " 

This exception in favour of certain navies which the Conference will have to designate, taking 
into account their total tonnage, will be readily understood. It admits the possibility of unlimited 
transfer as regards surface vessels, but excludes submarines from this option. 

· " 3· As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse 
ratio to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. " 

This rule applies to all Powers which do not benefit under the exceptional system established 
by the preceding clause. It provides that the Conference, when allowing transfers under the 
conditions laid down in Rule I, should grant them in inverse ratio to the global tonnage of the 
Powers applying for them. 

Article IJ. 
The Soviet delegation proposed that the tonnage limit for capital ships should be fixed at Io,ooo 

tons (Io,I6o metric tons), and the limit for gun calibres at 12 inches (304.8 mm). 
Several delegations recommended thaf the Conference should either abolish capital ships 

altogether or should reduce the maximum tonnage of their standard displacement. 

Page 8. 

The Commission confined itself, however, to adopting the text proposed by the signatory 
Powers of the Washington Naval Treaty, fixing-but by way of indication only-the tonnage 
limit for capital ships at 35,000 tons (3s,s6o metric tons), and the limit for the calibre of their 
guns at I6 inches. 

As regards the other articles of the draft submitted by the· Powers which took part in the Page 9· 
Naval Conference, we may say that they were adopted by the Preparatory Commission without 
discussion, it being understood that the figures contained in these articles were only given by way 
of indication and that the adoption of these articles in no way involved the adoption ofthe numerical 
data which m~ght be replaced by other figures. 

Article z4. 
The Spanish delegation, however, made a reservation regarding the second paragraph of 

Article I4, which provides for the limitation of the calibre of guns carried by aircraft-carriers whose 
tonnage does not exceed Io,ooo tons. The Spanish delegation considered that certain navies 
which, for reasons of economy, were compelled to build ships not corresponding exactly to any of 
the classes· specified in Annex III of.the draft (Definitions) could hardly be expected not to arm 
aircraft-carriers of a lower tonnage with guns of the calibre authorised for aircraft-carriers of the · 
heavier tonnage mentioned in the first paragraph of Article I4. 

Articles IS and z6. 
Articles IS and I6lay down that the standard displacement and the guns of submarines shall 

be limited, and that no vessel of war exceeding the limits as to displacement or armament prescribed 
by the Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the jurisdiction of any · 
of the contracting parties. 

Article I7. 
Article I7 contains a reference to Annex IV of Chapter B, Part III, regarding the rules with 

which the contracting parties must comply in the matter of the replacement of vessels of war. Page IO. 
Annexes IV and V (Rules of Replacement) mentioned in Article 21 reproduce the corresponding 
provisions of the Naval Treaty of London. 

Article z8. 
Article I8 gave rise to a short discussion. This article, which provides that no preparation 

shall be made in merchant ships for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of 
converting such ships into vessels of war, nevertheless authorises the stiffening of decks for the 
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inches (ISS millimetres) in calibre. This exception to the 

1 This figure is given as aD. indication. 
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established rule was finally adopted, since the ~ommiss~on recognised that it would be equitable 
to provide merchant vessels, in case of need, w1th cert!l-m means C?f ~efe;tce.. T~e Japane~e dele
gation, however, reserved the right to raise the question of the lli!'l1tat1on of. a1rcraft eq1:upment 
on merchant vessels, possibly at the Confer~nce itself. The ~ov1et delegatu~n e~phas1S~d the 
importance of laying down that no preparation shall be made. m merchant sh1ps w1th a v1ew to 
converting such ships in war-time into fighting ui:J.its. 

Articles I9, 20 and 22. 
The following clauses of the draft were adopted without discussion: 

{I) The clause prohibiting any contracting party _enga&'ed. in. w~r ~ro'? ':sing as a vessel 
of war any vessel of war which may be under ~on.st~uc~JO~ w~t~m 1ts JUriSdiction for any other 
Power or which may have been constructed w1thm 1ts JUnsdJchon for another Power and not 
delivered (Article 19). . . 

(2) The clause prohibiting any contracting party from d1s~osmg of any vessel of ~ar 
in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war m the navy of any foreign 
Power (Article 20). . .. 

(3) The clause authorising the retention of existing ships used as stationary trammg 
establishments or hulks (Article 22). 

Article 23. 
On the proposal of the British delegation, the Commission adopted Article 23 •. pro~id!ng 

for limitation of the annual expenditure in the war material of naval armaments on hnes srmilar 
to the limitation of material of land armaments prescribed in Article 9· The forms of this 
limitation are to be studied by the Committee of Experts. . · 

Certain delegations objected to the introduction of indirect limitation of naval material in 
addition to the direct limitation provided for in the other articles of this chapter. The French 
delegation suggested that budgetary limitation should be applicable only to such categories of 
material as have not been covered by direct limitation. 

The American delegation repeated its general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation. 

The French delegation does not see its way to accept the special limitation of expenditure on 
upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war material for naval armaments. Apart from the tech
nical difficulties which may be in the way, it observes that the limitation of naval material under 
satisfactory conditions is assured by the direct limitation of floating material, as well as indirectly 
by the limitation of the aggregate expenditure on armaments. 

The German delegation reserv~ its opinion until it has studied the report of the Conimittee 
of Budgetary Experts. 

· The Japanese delegation also made a reservation in regard to this article. . 
The British delegation explained that their acceptance of this article depended on the attitude 

finally adopted by other maritime Powers. · 
A note inserted in the present draft (after Article 23) quotes two articles of the London 

Naval Treaty as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain contracting parties might 
b_e prepared to accept. It is understood that these articles, which are binding solely upon the 
Signatories of the London Treaty, are only quoted by way of example, the Commission not having 
expressed any view in regard to them. The representativ~s of Greece and Spain, however, have 
mad~ a· formal reservation in regard to the possibility of these supplementary restrictions being 
applied. 

The Commission attached several tables to Chapter B. Table I will have the figures of global 
tonnage allocated to each contracting party. Table II will serve to show the distribution of such 
tonnage between the categories defined in Annex III in accordance with the scheme fixed in London. 
A s~ial s':bdivision has, h_oweve~, been admitted in the class of capital ships for those contracting 
p~1es wh1ch have no ca:P1tal sh1p of a standard displacement exceeding 8,ooo tons. Table III, 
With regard to transfers, 1S also to be filled up by the Conference account being taken of the three 
principles therein specified. ' · 

ANNEX 17. 
C.P.D.294(c). 

Geneva, December 7th, 1930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FOURTH PART). 1 

M. BoURQUIN and M. COBIAN (Rapporteurs). 

Part II.- Material (continued): 
Chapter C.-Air Armaments 

Part III.- Budgetary Expenditure . . 
Part IV. -Exchange of Information . 

Page 

547 
549 
550 
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PART II.~ MATERIAL (continued). 

CHAPTER C. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

The text adopted in the first part of the sixth session provided in a· single article for the 
limitation of air material in service by means of two tables one for armed forces and the other for 
f<?J!ll~tions organised on. a military basis, the limitatio~ being applicable to aeroplanes and 
dmg~.bles .capable of use m war employed in commission in the land sea and air forces or in the 
formations organised on a military basis. ' ' 

All these provisions have been regrouped by the Drafting Committee. They are the subject 
of Articles 24 and 25, which the Commission has adopted. 

Articles 24 and 25 (former Article AA). 

The method of limitation fixed in these articles represents a compromise formula taking 
account of the principal standards of limitation proposed to the Commission. The standard 
of limitation in the case of aeroplanes is, first, the number, and, secondly, the total horse-power. 
In the case of dirigibles, it is the number, total horse-power and total volume. 

· The Commission accepted at the second reading, by nine votes to eight with some abstentions, 
.a British amendment to limit, not only machines in service, but also complete machines in reserve 
belonging to the State. 

Page I. 

· The German delegation made a reservation in regard to these articles, on the ground that 
reduction and limitation do not apply to the aggregate of war material, including material in 
reserve, and that, in its view, the countries are left free to increase their stocks of aircraft not yet 
put together, and to arrange their air armaments as they please, without exceeding the limits 
fixed by the Convention. 

The Turkish delegation reserved its opinion on the extension of the direct limitation provided Page 2. 
for in Articles 24 and 25 to armaments in reserve. 

The tables referred to in these two articles Will contain the figures allocated to each contracting 
party. As regards the aeroplanes of the armed forces (Table I) and those of the formations organised 
on a military basis (Table II) and dirigibles (Table III, Dirigibles of the Armed Forces, and Table IV, 
Dirigibles of the Formations organised on a Military Basis), there are certain differences in the 
make-up of the tables. The two tables relating to the armed forces (Tables I and III) contain an 
obligatory column for the total of the aeroplanes and dirigibles respectively, and three optional 
columns for the aeroplanes or dirigibles stationed in the home country, overseas or in aircraft
carriers. In the case of aeroplanes, the figures will show, first, the number and, secondly, the total 
horse-power. In the case of dirigibles, there will be additional figures showing the total volume. 

The tables with regard to the formations organised on a military basis (Table II, Aeroplanes, 
and Table IV, Dirigibles) have "the same columns and the same particulars as the others, without 
column (d) (Tables I and III), which is irrelevant in the case of formations organised on a military 
basis. 

Article 26. 

It should be noted in the case of this article that the British and Canadian delegations consider 
it will not be possible to specify the horse-power figures. . 

The French delegation had proposed at the first reading to measure horse-power according Page 3· · 
to the rules laid down by the International Air Navigation Commission. These rules are as follows: 

" The power of an engine is the average power that the engine generates during two 
trials of one hour each during which it runs without stopping at a pressure of 760 millimetres 
of mercury in dry air and at a temperature of I5°C. The engine power will be measured in 
horse-power of 75 kilogramme-metres a second and will be expressed to the nearest horse-power 
for engines not exceeding 50 horse-power within 5 horse-power for engines between 50 and 
200 horse-power and within IO horse-power for engines exceeding 200 horse-power." 
(Document C.JIO.M.I09.1927.IX. page 139.) 

The delegation of the United States expressed the view that, in the case of a subject on 
which technical methods change with great rapidity, it was not desirable to adopt a method at the 
present time which might not be acceptable by the time the Conference meets. . 

The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to propose particular rules, but to 
leave the Conference to take a decision on the point. 

The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust to 
experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules. 

"' "' "' 
The German delegation makes a reservation of a general character in regard to Tables I(c), 

Il(c), Ill(c), IV(c), attache~ to Section C of Chapter II .. This r~ervation is t? the following effe;t: 
for the purposes of reduction of armaments, the matenal wh1ch a contracting party may aS51oon 
to its oversea territories may be of varying importance in relation to another contracting party 

Page 4· 
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b . -011 of the aeo.,.,..aphical sit~ation of its territories in relation to the home country territories 
V rea~ o o.. . ill h f h t d of the two contracting parties. One cont.ractmg party .w . t ere ore ave every reason o regay 

the oversea material of another contractmg party as formmg p~r~ of the home country .ma~en~l 
of the latter, when such an assumption is justified by the proxumty of the oversea terntones m 
relation to the home territories of the two parties. . . 

The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables attached to Section C, the reservation 
it had made before in regard to the tables in Chapter I. 

Arlicle 27. 

Article 27 deals with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and .milita~ avia~ion. 
It makes provision for prohibitions and obligatio~s. to be imposed .on the conty~ctmg parties, ~1th a 
view to avoiding the danger involved in prescnbmg the em~odtmen~ of milttary features m the 
construction of civil aeroplanes, and with a view to encouragmg the mdep.endent developn,tent of 
purely civil aviation. It is not superfluous to reproduce the somewhat comphcated text of Article 27: 

" I. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the en,tbodiment 
of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this matenal may be 
constructed for p)lrely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to pro~riding the greatest 
possible measure of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made 
in civil aircraft in time of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of . 
converting such aircraft into military aircraft. 

"2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterpri~es 
to employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authonse 
only as a provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military 
material which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included 
in the limitation applicable to the High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, 
or Articles 24 and 25, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 

"3· The High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, 
air-lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. 

" 4· The High Contracting Parties undertake to encourage, as far as possible, the 
conclusion of economic agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the . different 
countries and to confer together to this end." · 

This article was drafted after the work of the Special Committee of Experts on Civil Aviation. 
The Preparatory Commission agreed with the Committee of Experts that the Convention 

should avoid any provision capable of obstructing the development of civil aviation; but it was 
of opinion that all efforts should be directed towards differentiating more and more definitely 
between civil and military aviation, and that Governments should be prevented from interfering 
in civil aviation undertakings in order to divert them from purely civil objects. 

The Soviet delegation submitted the following amendment in the course of the discussion: · 

" Any adaptation of civil aviation material to the establishment of armaments or to 
military uses is prohibited." . 

Under the tenns of this amendment, the Governments would be bound to take steps to 
prev:ent the construction for military purposes, or the adaptation to military purposes, of aircraft
earners, whether constructed by, or belonging to, private companies or private persons. 

It should be noted that the text of the article approved by the Commission does not bind the 
Governments to impose restrictions on the private manufacture or adaptation of aircraft-carriers 
but only prohibits them from encouraging the adaptation of civil aircraft-carriers to purposes of war: 

An amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation for the omission 
of the second sentence of .paragraph 2 of Article 27, to the effect that the seconding of personnel to, 
and the employment of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings should be 
authorised only as a provisional and temporary measure. 

The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not prepared 
r~de from. the general ~le to which ~t had given its approval. It thought that a solution of the 
difficulty might be found m the establishment of an exceptional arrangement, the forms of which 
would have to be settled by the Conference. 

The ~<;madi~n delegation subsequent~y submitted a reservation in regard to the " temporary 
and p~ov?-510~ <;ha~acter of the. secondmg of personnel and the employment of military aviation 
material m ctvil ~vtat~on unde~akmgs. Canada, because of its special needs and problems, requires,. 
for the rea5'?ns gtven m the Mmu~es of December 2nd, the unrestricted right of seconding, in order 
to dev.elop Its COU;ntry .of vast distances and to protect its citizens and natural resources. The 
Canadtan delegatio~, m order t.o . obviate the possibility of abuse in seconding, proposed 
an amend!Dent, wh1c~ the Co.mmiSsxon accepted unanimously, by which all seconded personnel 
and matenal shall be mcluded m the quota allotted to each State. . 

In the course of the discussion on paragraph 3, the British delegation stated that it must be 
clearly understood that the proposal did not imply that the Governments committed themselves 
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to complete internationalisation of aviation, and that on this point the British Government reserved 
its entire freedom of action. 

* * * 
The British delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows: 

. ·,.Each of the High Contr~cting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
mamtenance, P?I:Chase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the figures and 
under the conditions defined in the Annex to the present Convention." 
The voting on this article was as follows: five for; six against; thirteen abstentions. 
The British delegation expressed particular regret at the failure of the Commission to adopt 

a system of budgetary limitation of air material; They felt that the science of aeronautics is still 
in so. early a stage that very great developments in size, cost and destructiveness of military 
machmes are to be apprehe!lded. These developments will in no way be affected by the limitation 
of the total number of machmes, and they fear it is impossible to rely on the limitation of horse-power 
as a practically effective check. Without budgetary limitation, therefore, they believe that the 
air arm, potentially the most destructive of civilisation, will be the most free for competitive 
interJ:!.ational development. 

* * * 
During the first part of the sixth session the German delegation submitted a proposal to 

prohibit the launching of weapons of offence of any kind from the air, as also the employment of 
unpiloted aircraft controlled by wireless or otherwise, carrying explosive or incendiary gaseous 
substances. 

After a very interesting discussion 1 this proposal was rejected, five delegations voting in its 
favour. The delegations which did not accept the German proposal stated that they did not 
thereby imply the authorisation <;>f bombardment from the air of civil populations. 

PART III. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE. 
Article 28. 

Upon the proposal of the French delegation, the Commission considered at its third session 
the limitation of the total annual expenditure by budgetary years for the forces stationed in the 
home country, and the formations organised on a military basis in the home country, as well 
as the overseas forces, their reinforcements and overseas formations organised on a military basis. 

On this occasion, the delegations of the British Empire, Italy and Japan stated that, in their . 
opinion, budgetary limitation should be effected solely by means of publicity. The delegations 
of the United States and Germany made a general reservation regarding the inclusion in the 
draft Convention of stipulations concerning the limitation of budgetary expenditure. 

At the sixth session, the Commission accepted the principle of the limitation of the total 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces. 

In adopting this principle (Article 28), the Commission desired to emphasise that such limitation 
should be applied individually, taking into consideration the conditions peculiar to each country. 

The Preparatory Commission, however, is not submitting any final proposal to the Conference 
regarding the methods of such limitation. 

Page 9· 

Page IO. 

Valuable studies have already been made in this field-in particular, by the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts set up by the Preparatory Commission; this Committee held several meetings 
in I927. The results of its work-to the value of which the Preparatory Commission desires to 
pay tribute-are embodied in documents C.P.D.40 (Provisional Report) and 90. Some delegations 
thought that it would be desirable to convene this Committee once more so as to enable it to Page II. 
complete its report in the light of the experience acquired during recent years, and taking into 
account, in particular, the observations made on this subject during the second part of the sixth 
session of the Preparatory Commission. 

For' this purpose the Commission requested its President to reconstitute the Committee of 
Budgetary Experts, and to convene it in good time to ensure that its report should reach the 
Governments as soon as possible so as to enable the latter to take it into consideration when 
preparing for the Conference. The next session of the Committee of Experts will open on 
December nth . 

. The Commission requested the Committee to study, in particular, the following points: 

(a) The necessity of limiting the total expenditure in question; 
(b) To take into account the diversity of methods of presentation and discussion of the 

budgets customary in the various countries; 
(c) To adapt the method of limitation contemplated to the possible differences in the 

purchasing power of the various currencies, with particular reference to the cost of war material; 
(d) To determine the conditions under which the carrying forward of credits from one 

budgetary year to the next year or following years might be effected. 

1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), pages 85 to 93· 
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The Committee of Experts will have to be~r these.points in mind when it studies the methods 

of special limitation of land and naval l!later~al (Articles 9 a~d 23). . 
The Soviet delegation proposed the mserhon of a new article worded as follows. 

" Secret funds intended in a disguised form for extraordinary expendit~re on special 
preparations for war or an increase in armam~n~s shall be exclu~ed from the national budgets. 

" In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the ui?keep of the 
armed forces of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget; 
their full publicity shall be ensured." · 

Since the Commission agreed as to the desirability of asking the _budgetary expe~s to exa~ine 
the whole problem of the methods of limitation, including that raised by the Soviet delegation, 
the latter did not press its proposal. . . . . 

While agreeing to the limitation of budgetary ~x~end1~ure, sever_al delegat10~s, mcludmg the 
Roumanian delegation, declared that it was essential m th1~ conn~c!Ion to take mto _account the 
conditions peculiar to each country-that is to say, economic cond~t10ns, ~he pur~hasm&" :power_ of 
each currency, the industrial development of each country, and, m parti~ular, Its position w1th 
regard to war material at the time of the signature of the future Convention. If, at that date,. a 
country had not yet been able to carry out its minimum defensive progr~mme in regard to cert~m 
categories of armaments, . and if it possessed only obsolete, worn or mcomplete war matenal, 
obviously such a State would be in an inferior position in relation to other signatory States more 
fortunately situated in this respect. , . . 

These are the factors which will have to be taken into· account when the budgetary limit 
imposed upon the contracting States comes to be l~id down. . . . . 

The American delegation made a general reservation on the subJect of budgetary lrm1tation 
and drew attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930. 1 

The German delegation made a general reservation regarding this chapter pending the 
Committee of Budgetary Expert's report. 

PART IV. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

Part IV of the draft Convention contains seven articles, providing for the drawing up of 
twelve tables with a number of columns. 

Article 29. 

Article 29 provides for the exchange of information each year in regard to the average daily 
number of effectives reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and 
formations organised on a military basis of each of the contracting parties. It also specifies the 
conditions under which the information, details of which appear in the tables, is to be supplied. 
The tables are largely similar to those of Chapter I (Limitation of Effectives), but are more detailed. 

It is to be noted that the Commission, which did not see its way to propose limitation by 
territories of the armed forces and formations organised on a military basis stationed in the various 
overseas territories, nevertheless accepted the principle of publicity with regard to their distri
bution (by five votes to four with a certain number of abstentions). As the Annex to Tables II 
and V shows, this publicity is limited to land forces. 

The Commission recognised that the method of calculating on the basis of the average daily 
effectives does not give adequate information in all cases. ·In the case of certain forms of military 
organisations, the real effectives may be considerably higher than the average effectives. The 
~xplanatory no~e, for w?~ch prov~sion ~ made in the seco~d s~I!-tence of the second paragraph, 
IS mtended to giVe pubhc1ty to th1s special feature of certam military systems. It is understood 
that the words in parentheses, " rec:uits, militiamen, r~e~ists, territorials, etc. ", are only given 
by way of example. Each State will have to arrange m 1ts own way the enumeration of the 
categories of effectives to which Article 29 relates. · 

The following reservations were made in connection with Article 29: 

(a) Th~ German ~elegation made a reservation to the article on the ground that the 
tables mentiOned thereiJ! do not provide for publicity regarding trained reserves and the 
figure of the annual contmgent. The general reservation of the German delegation in regard 
to Chapter I, Table lj applies to the following tables of Part IV: Table II, Table V and 
the Annex to Tables II and V, Table IX and Table XII. The German reservation in 
regard to Tables VI and VII annexed to Chapter A of Part I applies to Tables VI and 
VII of Part IV. 

(b) The G~rman dele~ation also made a reservation in regard to the option allowed to 
States to show, 1f they desire, for purposes of information, in a special column of the tables 
anl!-exe~ to Chapter IV (Table Ve), the number of recruits not trained as defined in the national 
legiSlation. 

' Minutes of the Sixth Session, Second Part (Fifth Meeting). 
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The. Genna~ delegation· considers that this option should not be allowed, unless the 
c~>n~rac!mg part~es ar~ under obligation to publish at the same time and in the same tables 
s~milar mformation With z:egard to. the number of their trained reserves. Failing such publi
city, the German delegation considers it impossible to judge of the real military situation 
of the States. 

(c) . The Turkish ~el~gation repeated in regard to the tables annexed to Article 29 the 
reservations made by it m regard t.o the tables in Chapter I. 
• (d) Th~ French delega~ion does not accept publicity for the effectives stationed in each 

ov~rseas temtory, as not bemg called for to any greater extent in the case of overseas terri
tones t~an in th': case of the various districts of the home country. The French delegation 
also ~esires to po~t ?ut that detailed publicity in the case of each overseas territory, with a 
multitude of dist~ctions between the different categories of soldiers according to their rank 
and length of service, i~ even less acceptable, being materially impossible owing to the constant 
transfers from one terntory to the other and the special conditions of the territories in question. 
An army of accountants would be required for the purpose. The inclusion in the Convention 
of such minute rules is calculated to multiply involuntary errors in the information supplied 
by the. contracting parties, and further threatens to lead to unnecessary and provocative 
d~scussion, which no one can desire, and which carmot be the object the Commission has in 
VieW. 

The British delegation concurred in this reservation. 
(e) The Japanese delegation also made a reservation as to the desirability of separate 

publication of the average daily effectives in each overseas territory. 

Article JO. 
In adopting ArtiCle 30, the Commission considered it important to know the number of 

youths compulsorily receiving preparatory military training. No provision is made for information 
on this point in Article 29, since Article 29 does not cover training which precedes active service. 

On these grounds the Commission considered it desirable that the contracting parties, who 
have systems of compulsory pre-regimental military training, should state the number of youths 
who have received such training. The Commission held that the Governments were not in 
a position to supply statistical information in regard to . voluntary pre-regimental military 
training. 

The German and Italian delegations consider that particulars should be given, not only 
of the youths who have been subjected to compulsory preparatory military training, but of all 
who }).ave received preparatory military training, whether voluntary or otherwise. 

Article JI. 
Article. 31 imposes on the contracting parties the obligation to inform the Secretary-General 

of the League of Nations each year of the total number of days comprised in the first period 
of service, and the total duration in days of the ensuing periods; this provision applies only 
to the effectives recruited by conscription. 

The limitation of the period of service laid down in Articles 5 to 8 (former Articles I 
and XB) did not provide for a precise limitation of the total number of days of service, on the 
one hand, and the total duration of the periods of training not included in the period of service, 
on the other. 

. The Commission considered, however, that, in order to give a clearer idea of the military 
· organisation of the various countries, tables should be drawn up for purposes of publicity, giving 
these figures separately. 

Article 32. 
The Commission accepted (by nine votes to seven) the principle of publicity in respect of 

material by means of the budget. The methods of application of this principle will be determined 
on the basis of the report requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

The Netherlands delegation, supported by several other delegations, had proposed that 
each of the contracting parties should, each year, prepare a statement giving the numbers 
(and for certain categories and for ammunition also the weight) of material in service and reserve 
of the land, sea and air forces under twelve specific headings. The Committee of Military Experts, 
which the Preparatory Commission had requested to study the method of application of this 
principle, prepared a simplified table applicable to land armaments. Some delegations which 
were ready to accept publicity on the basis of this table in respect of material in service did not 
see their way to accepting it in respect· of material in reserve. In these circumstances, other 
delegations which advocated direct publicitydid not feel that they could press this point. 

* * * 

Page 15. 
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The German delegation made a general reservation in regard to Article 32. It considered ~ere IS. 
that, in order to be effective, publicity should be given to the total of the land and air material 
and of non-floating material of the navies, and that this information should be published by 
categories and numbers. 

As regards publicity in respect of expenditure, it reserved its opinion until it had had an 
opportunity to study the Committee of Budgetary Experts' report. 
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Article 33· 

Article 33 specifies the information to be furnished by each co~tr:'lc~ing_ p~rt.y ~egarding 
every vessel of war laid down or completed by or for such party, or w1thm 1ts JU~Is~hct!on, after 
the coming into force of the Convention, except such vessels as are exempt from limitatiOn under 
the terms of Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

Article 34· 

Article 34lays down that the name and to~nage of any vessel whose decks have been stiffened 
as authorised in Article r8 shall be commumcated to the Secretary-General of the Leagll:e of 
Nations; it should be pointed out, ho~eve_r, that this article w~s.approved only by seven delegations, • 
three delegations having voted agamst 1t, the others abstammg. 

Article 35· 

Article 35 provides for publicity corresponding to the limitation of air material in service 
stipulated in Articles 24 and 25. 

* * * 
The German delegation made a reservation· concerning this article. It considers that 

publicity should apply to the total air material, including material in reserve.1 . 

The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables annexed to Article 35, the reservations 
it had made concerning the tables in Chapter I. 

Article 36. 

A large majority of the Preparatory Commission recognised the importance, from the point 
of view of armaments, which the development .of the civil aviation of a country might assume. 
It also considered that the regular and official publication of information regarding civil aviation 
in the various countries would be extremely useful. 

While accepting this principle, and approving the text of Article 36 as it st~nds at present, 
certain delegations were doubtful whether the provision contained in this article would not be 
more suitably included in an international convention other than the Disarmament Convention. 

The Commission decided to draw the Conference's attention to this point. 
Upon the British Delegation's proposal, the Commission adopted at second reading an addition 

to Part IV providing that the contracting parties shall be bound to furnish information regarding 
expenditure incurred on civil aviation by the Governments and local authorities. The delegation 
of the United States pointed out that it was doubtful whether its Government would be in a 
position to furnish data on the expenditure incurred for this purpose by local authorities. 

On the proposal of the Polish delegation, the Commission adopted an amendment providing 
that the returns furnished by the Governments should show, not only the number, but also 
the total horse-power of registered aircraft and dirigibles. The American delegation stated 
that its Government would probably not be in a position to furnish information of this kind. 

The Getman delegation made a reservation in regard to Article 36. It considered that 
rules concerning publicity in regard to peace-time means of communication would not properly 
be included in a purely military convention, and that for this reason they should be dealt with 
in a special convention. 

Article 37· 

In adop~ing Article 37, the Commission approved the principles of publicity in regard to the 
total expenditure on the land, sea and air forces. Each of the contracting parties will undertake 
to furniSh annually a statement of its expenditure in accordance with a standard model 
Similarly, it ~ill state the amount actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and manufactur~ 
of war matenal. 

!Jle standard model in question will be drawn up by the Conference on the basis of the· 
studies made or to be m!lde of this s~bjec~ ~y the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

!Jle German delegation reseryed 1ts opm10n on the publication of expenditure until it had 
studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts; it considered, however, that the 
standard model should not be used for purposes of comparison and limitation . 

• 

1 
See also, in regard t_o Tables I (<), II (<), III (<) IV(<), the German delegation's general reservation concerning 

the tables aruteXed to Section C of Chapter II. 
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ANNEX 18. 

C.P.D.2g4.(d) 

Geneva, December 8th, I930. 

DRAFT REPORT (FIFTH PART).1 

M. BoURQUIN and M. CoBIAN (Rapporteurs). 

Part V. - Chemical Arms. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Part VI. -Miscellaneous Provisions: 
Chapter A. -_ Permanent Disarmament Commission . 
Chapter B. - Derogations. . . . . . . . . . 
Chapter C. - Procedure regarding Complaints 
Chapter D. -Final Provisions . . . . . . . 

PART V. -CHEMICAL ARMS. 

Article 38. 

. . . . . . . . . . . 
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This part consists of only one article-Article 38-by which the contracting parties undertake, 
subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases 
and of all analogous liquids, substances or processes, and undertake unreservedly to abstain from 
tl,J.e use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

The insertion in the draft Convention of provisions concerning chemical warfare was proposed 
by the delegates of Belgium, Poland, Yugoslavia, Roumania and Czechoslovakia. 

There was a certain amount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were in their 
right place in a Disarmament Convention which aimed, not at codifying the rules applicable in 
war-time or prohibiting the use of certain arms, but rather at regulating armaments in peace-time, 
or whether it would not be preferable to insert these provisions in some other document. 

The Commission's attention was also drawn to the existence of other international undertakings 
on the same question-in particular, the Protocol prepared by the I925 Conference on the Trade 
in Arms. As was pointed out, however, the Governments which had acceded to the Protocol 
and those which would accede to the Convention might not in every case be the same, and thus the 
Convention would not produce its full effect. 

Finally, the Commission adopted this article in the above-mentioned form, by a majority vote. 
Nevertheless, several delegations expressed the desire to reserve their right to submit to the 
Conference proposals concerning the chemical and bacteriological weapons, with a view to 
supplementing the provisions of the I925 Protocol and amplifying their scope. 

The Commission noted that certain Governments had signed and ratified the I925 Protocol 
with reservations concerning, in Pl!-rticular, reciprocity. Though recognising that the undertaking 
to abstain from the use of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases (paragraph I of the draft 
article) could normally be observed only subject to reciprocity, the Commission thought that the 
undertaking to abstain from the use of bacteriological methods should be absolute. The use 
of such methods would in any case constitute a crime against international law, in that this arm 
necessarily strikes the whole population, and no civilised Government could possibly wish to be 
guilty of such a crime even against the armies of a criminal Government which had itself resorted 
to such methods. 

The Soviet delegation drew the attention of the Commission to the following article of the 
draft Convention submitted by it: 

" All methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxiating gases used for 
warlike purposes, as well as all appliances for their discharge, such as gas-projectors, pulverisers, 
balloons, flame-throwers and other devices) and bacteriological warfare, either available for 
the use of troops or in reserve or in process of manufacture, shall be destroyed within three 
months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention. " 

1 N olll by the SeCI'elarial. - The page numbers in the margin show the pages in the roneoed document to which 
reference is made in the Minutes. 
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The Polish delegation, though in no way opposed to this proposa.I, expr~sed the op!nion that 
the limitation or even destruction of any given appliance used for chemtca!- aggression would 
merely create an illusion of action without in fact solving the problem of ch~mtcal warfare. 

In the second part of the sixth session, the ~ritish delegation s~bmrtted a memorandum 
concerning the interpretation of certain terms used m the chapter, particularly V:h.ether the use of 
tear-gas was to be regarded as contrary to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the provrsrons of Chapter 
IV of the draft Convention or not. . . 

The French delegation submitted certain observations on this memorandum. !he Commrssron 
felt itself unable to express a definite opinion on this question of ~nterpretat~on. Very ma~y 
delegations, however, stated that they were prepared to approve the mterpretahon suggested m 
the British Government's memorandum. 

The Preparatory Commission thinks that it would be very useful if all the Governments which 
intend to send representativ~ to the Disarma~ent Confere~ce. were to d_evote very careful study 
to this question-the extreme rmportance of whrch the Commrss10n recognises-so that the problem 
may be settled in all its aspects by the Conference. 

The Polish delegation made the following declaration: 

" Though recognising the moral value of international instruments forbidding the use 
,of chemical and bacteriological methods in war, we nevertheless feel that it is necessary to -
make provision, in addition to these instruments, for practical preventive and executory 
measures. These measures should be such as to render chemical or bacteriological attack, if 
not impossible, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and efficacy of 
such attack. They should also constitute a fresh- guarantee that no violation of the 
undertakings solemnly signed ·.could be committed without involving very unpleasant 
consequences 'for the guilty State. 

" In this connection, therefore, it would be desirable to consider the possibility of 
concluding a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to any 
country chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a 
humanitarian nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approval. 

"The problem might be studied in due course by the League of Nations. :· 

With regard to Article 38, the German delegation is of opinion that the effect of prohibiting 
the use of chemical weapons would be incomplete unless it referred also to preparations for the 
use of those weapons (instruction of troops, etc.). 

The same delegation stated that a scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments 
should, in the first place, prohibit weapons of an essentially offensive character, the destructive 
effects of which menaced not bnly armies but also the civilian population-----i.e., bombs from the air, . 
heavy-calibre guns and tanks of every kind. 

PART VI.- MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. - PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

Artide 39· 
,. T~is article, t_oge~her with the other provisio!ls of Part VI of the draft, underwent a thorough 

preummary exammation at the last sessron, havmg been entrusted to a Sub-Committee presided 
_oyer by ~is Excellency ~- Politis. The Sub-Committee's conclusions, having been stated and 
discussed m plenary meetmg, were approved by the Preparatory Commission. The latter unani
mously recognised the necessity of setting up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent 
Disarmament Commission to supervise the execution of the Convention. 

The object of Article 39 is both to provide for the creation of this organ and to determine its 
composition. 

~_regards the latter, several systems were suggested in the course of the debates. Differences 
of opu;tro_n were expressed with regard t? t~e nu!fiber of members composing the Permanent 
Commtsswn, and wtth regard to the capactty m whrch these members should sit and the conditions 
in which they would perform their duties. 

The text adopted lays down ~hat t~e members of the Permanent Commission will be appointed 
by the. Governments. But .V:htch will ?e ~he Governments 'that will appoint them? Some 
delega!to!ls expressed the opt~ton_ that thts nght should be given to all contracting parties. The 
Com~tssron did n~t accept thts vt~w. It thought that an institution of this kind could not satis
factoril~ perf?rm rts _task UJ?-less rt was of comparatively small size. The rule of universalit 
thus bemg reJected, It remamed to decide how many States should have the right to appoiJ 
members and how those States should be selected . 

. After c~re~ul consid_eration, .t~e ~omm~sion came to the conclusion that any decision on this 
~UbJ~t. whtch ts a defirute~y pohtlcal q'!estron, should be left to the Conference itself. It thought 
It <I.e:trable, however, to b~~g to the no!tce of th~ l~tte: the three systems which had been proposed 
~o It. (r) that of the Bntts~ delegatiOn, conststing m reserving the right of appointment to the 

tates Members of the Council of the League of Nations and to two or three States n t b 
of the League; (z) that of the French delegation, consisting in conferring thi~ right 0~ t~e~a~~: 
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Members of the Council, on certain States not members of the League of Nations to be designated 
by the Conference, and, further, on certain States Members of the League of Nations but not 
represented o~ the Council, which would also be determined by the C.onference; (3) lastly, 
that of the Chinese delegation 1, which recommended that the Conference should elect all the coun
tries v:ho should be entitled to nomfuate members, it being understood, however, that those 
countnes should fulfil certain special conditions to be determined. 

The Turkish delegation, while recognising that the great Powers, whether Members of the 
League. or not, ~ho_uld necessarily possess the right of nomination, considered that, as regards the 
confernng of th1s nght on other States, account should be taken of the defensive military interests 
of groups of countries which, owing to their contiguity, were directly concerned in maintaining 
the balan~e between their armed forces. . The Turkish delegation recommended rotation on an 
equal footmg between the countries constituting these groups of defensive interests, a list of which 
might be submitted to the Conference by a committee of experts. 

In any case, whatever ·system the Conference may agree upon, the selected Governments Page 8. 
will only be required to appoint one member each to the Permanent Commission .. 

The second question on which the Preparatory Commission was called upon to decide was 
that of the conditions under which members of the Permanent Commission will serve. It 
pronounced in favour of the solution formulated in the second paragraph of Article 39, which lays 
down the following principles: (a) Members of the Permanent Commission will not represent 
the Governments which appointed them; (b) they will hold office for a fixed period to be 
determined by the Conference, but will be re-eligible; (c) during their term.of office, they may be 
replaced only on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness.· 

lfhe third paragraph provides that members of the Commission may be " assisted by technical 
experts". The French delegation was in favour of a clause providing that members of the 
Commission must themselves be technical experts, giving purely technical opinions and not 
prejudging any political conclusions that the Governments might draw from those opinions. The 
French delegation stated that it still preferred this system, although the majority of the Commission 
did not accept it. 

The question of payment for members of the Permanent Commission was also raised. It was 
thought better to come to no decision for the time being, especially as the question will readliy 
settle itself in due course. · 

Article 40. 
Article 40 and those which follow lay down rules for the procedure of the Permanent 

Commission. 
The first paragraph of Article 40 calls for no comment. Page 9· 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 provide that the Permanent Commission shall meet annually in ordinary 

session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure, and that, in addition to this compulsory session, 
extraordinary sessions may be .convened by its President (r) in the cases provided for in the 
Convention and (2) whenever an application to th.at effect is made by a contracting party. 

Article 4I· 
This is an important article, for it leaves the Permanent Commission full power to lay down, 

and consequently to revise, its own Rules of Procedure. The only ~estriction placed on its power 
of decision is that it must be guided by the provisions of the Convention; this restriction is so 
logical that there is no need to lay stress upon it. · 

In leaving the Permanent Commission such wide latitude in regard to its Rules of Procedure, 
the Preparatory Commission intended to enable it to change its ·methods of work and its various 
forms of action in a~cordance with the lessons taught by its own experience. Had definite rules 
on this point been embodied in the Convention, there might have peen some danger of the 
establishment of a rigid theoretical system, to which it might have been difficult to 
accommodate practical needs. 

Articles 42, 43 and 44· 
These three articles form a single system. They specify certain conditions which the 

Permanent Commission must observe in the conduct of its business. 

· (r) Two-thirds of the members must be present before the ·commission can transact 
business (Article 42). 

(2) In order to be adopted, a decision must be passed by a majority of the votes of Page ro. 
the members present at the meeting_ (~ide 44, paragraph 2). . 

(3) Each member of the Coirumss10n shall have on!y ~:me vote. (Art1cle 44, paragraph_r). 
(4). When a question br?ught ~efo~e the Comm1ss1o_n _specially affects a contra<;tmg 

party not having a member of 1ts nationality on th~ Comm1ss1on, t?a~ party shall ~e entitled 
to send a member appointed for that purpose to. s1t on t_he Comm1ss1on, and he ~vill accord
ingly be regarded, so far as concerns the matter m question, as on ~e same footing as other 
members of the Commission, and may vote equally with them (Art1cle-43). 

(5) In two specified cases, however-those provided for in Article 49 (on " derogations ") 
and in Article 5I (on "complaints ")-t?e votes o_f r_nembers al?po_inted bJ: the parties concerned 
in the discussion shall not be counted m determmmg the maJonty (Art1cle 44. paragraph 3). 

• It should be noted that the Chinese delegation had primarily supported the system of universality. 



Page II. 

Page 12. 

Page 13. 

Page 13. 

-556-

This rule applies, of course, not merely to .m~mbers specially appointed under Article 43, but 
also to ordinary members of the Commission. . . . 

(6) Lastly, tl).e final paragraph of Article 44 provides that the mmonty may state Its 
views in a report. · . . 

Article 45· 

The Permanent Commission will obtain such iriformation as it requir~s under ~he con~itions · 
laid down .in Article 48. Apart, however, from these regular source~ of I,?formation,,Arhcl~ 45 
entitles any member of the Commission to _have a!ly :pers~n " hear~ or consulted . ~ho Is m 
a position to tl!row any light on any question which IS bemg exa~med by the CommissiOn .. _At 
the same time, in establishing this right, the text carefully e~phas1ses t~at any me~be~ availmg 
himself of it does so "on his own responsibility". •Indeed, m such delicate qu~stiOJ?-S as th?se 
witl! which the Commission will have to deal, great circumspection must be exercised m selectmg 
sources of information. 

Articles 46, 47 and 48. 

These articles have this common feature-that they specify the conditi<;ms under which the 
Permanent Commission is to draw up, communicate and publish its reports. . . . 

Article 46 deals with a special point, but one which could not be neglected. It entitles ~very 
member of tl!e Commission to require that, in the Commission's reports, account shall be tal(en of 
the opinions or suggestions put forward by him personally-if necessary, in the for~ of a_sep_arate 
report. This provision is analogous to that in the last paragraph of Article 44· Its mtentwn Is the 
same--to ensure that all shades of opinion may be made public. 

Article 47 provides that all reports by the Commission shall be communicated (a) to the 
contracting parties and (b) to the Council of the League. It also requires that they shall be published. 
The conditions for this communication and publication will be laid down in the Commission's 
Rules of Pro!:edure, so far as they are not already fixed in the Convention itself. 

Article 48 deals with the reports to be drawn up by the Permanent Commission on the 
information it receives witl! regard to the application of the Convention. 

To examine and judge this information is looked upon as the Permanent Commission's normal 
function. It is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential factor in the 
system of tl!e Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly reporting on the 
situation, noting the increase of mutual confidence among the contracting parties, and calling 
attention, where necessary, to any errors and omissions which experience may have revealed in the 
text in force. 

In investing the Commission witl! this £miction, Article 48 lays down certain rules which it 
may not be out of place to discuss more fully. . 

(1) In principle, the information in the Permanent Commission's possession will be sent 
to it through the Secretary-General of the League by the contracting parties in pursuance of 
tl!eir international obligations. It was thought advisable, however, that the Commission should 
be able to supplement these statements by information drawn from other sources. Here, 
however, a difficulty arose. It would be unwise to .make this power so elastic as to be indefinite. 
There must be a certain weeding-out of the reports that might come before the Commission. 
Who is to do it ? It was impossible to organise the matter in detail in the actual text of the 
Convention, which accordingly leaves the application of the principle to the Commission's 
own judgment and merely emphasises the fact that this power of discrimination should be 
exercised with caution. That is the effect of Article 48, which lays down that the " other 
information " in question is that which " may reach it from an authorised source " and which 
:·it may ~onsider worthy of attention". It will also be remembered that Article 45, which 
IS dealt With above, entitles every member of the Commission, on his own responsibility, to 
have any person " heard or consulted " who is in a position to enlighten the Commission. 

(2) The report to be drawn up by the Commission under Article 48 must be produced 
at least once a year. It is to be communicated to the contracting parties and to the Council 
of the League " forthwith ". Its publication will take place on a date to be fixed by the 
Commission's Rules of Procedure. 

Article 49· 
CHAPTER B. - DEROGATIONS. 

pespite the Prepara~?ry ~ommissi~n's desire to give the provisions of the Convention the 
maximum degree of st!lbilit~, It felt obliged. to provide for the possibility of certain derogations. 
In a m~tter s?ch as thiS: W~Ich affects the VItal interests of national defence, grave circumstances 
may anse wh_Ich would p~stlfy t~e application of exceptional measures. 

But while recogniSing thiS truth and taking it duly into account, the Commission 
ha;; endeav?ured to find every precaution to avoid the abuses to which a system of derogations · 
might possibly open the door. 
. The drafts submitted in 1927 J;>Y the Fr~nch and British delegations contained certain provisions 
m the matter-but the system la1d down m both of them gave rise to criticisms, the foundation 
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for w~ich their autho;s were the first to recognise. Finally a simpler ~nd more elastic proposal 
s~bmitted by the Umted States delegation, which was the subject of certain amendments, met 
With the approval first of the Sub-Committee and then of the Preparatory Commission and 
resulted in the text of Article 49· . ' 
_ P?der the terms of ~is !1-rticle, any contracting Power will have the right to suspend any 
provision of the Convention if a change of circumstances constitutes a menace to its national 
security. 

An analysis of the text reveals the following features: 

(r) .. The hypotheses in which the right of suspension shall apply are not enumerated, Page r
4

. 
as so ngid a me.thod was not to be recommended. Although, however, Article 49 does not 
e!lumerate the crrcumstan~es which would justify any suspension, it does lay down that these 
crrcul?stances mus~ co~shtute a menac~ to the national security of the State in question, so 
that Its fi~ld of action Is considerably restricted thereby. It is only in quite exceptional and 
really senous cases that any suspension will be possible, cases so serious and so exceptional 
that one may hope that they will not occur. 

(2) The suspension may effect certain articles of the Convention or all its provisions as a 
~hole, with the exception, however, of those designed to apply in the event of war. 

(3) The suspension will in any case be purely temporary, and when the reasons for it 
have ceased to exist the armaments which have been temporarily increased must be reduced 
to the level agreed upon in the Convention. 

(4) It seemed impossible to make the entry into force of measures implying suspension 
conditional on previous authorisation, as the menace which justifies it may be so urgent 
as to call for immediate precautions. The Commission noted this· fact with regret, but was 
obliged to acknowledge the impossibility. Each of the contracting parties may therefore take 
officially such measures as are necessitated by the circumstances in which it is placed, and will 
have the_right for such purposes to appreciate the gravity of those circumstances. That is 
what is meant in the text by thewords, " a change of circumstances constitutes, in the opinion 
of any High Contracting Party . . . " 

(5) Article 49, however, after recognising this right, subje.cts its exercise to a series of Pagers. 
precautions which constitute a powerful check against any attempted abuse. · 

It provides, first, that any contracting party which suspends any provision of the 
Convention shall immediately notify such suspension and the extent thereof not only to 
the other contracting parties but also, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
to the Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

Further, it makes it incumbent upon the_ said contracting party to accompany the 
notification by " a full explanation of the change of circumstances " determining its action. 

It provides, lastly, that the other contracting parties shall promptly advise as to the 
situation thus presented. 

In addition to these guarantees· there is the guarantee under Article 53, the effect of which, 
as will be noted later, is to establish the principle of compulsory arbitration for all disputes 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention. 

In this way there is built up a system of precautions to obviate all risk of abuse. 
In providing for this system the Commission, it need hardly be said, had no intention of 

restricting in any way the rights and obligations of States Members of the League of Nations under 
the provisions of the Covenant. Those provisions naturally retain their full force, and will help in 
their particular sphere of application to reinforce the guarantees laid down in the Convention. 

CHAPTER C. - PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

Articles 50 and sz. 
Article so· embodies an important principle, in that if lays down that any violation of the 

Convention is a matter of concern to all the· contracting parties. Should such a violation occur, 
any one of them, therefore, would have the right to act and set in motion the procedure in the 
matter of complaints provided for in Article 5I. - . 

This article provides that a complaint may be lodged, not only when one of the contracting 
States violates the Convention (for example-this is the most typical case, though there may be 
others-by maintaining armaments. in excess of the figures agreed upon), but also when it 
endeavours to violate it. 

The complaint must be brought, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, 
before the Permanent Commission, which, after hearing the contracting party whose action is 
questioned and any other party which may be specially concerned and which asks to be heard, 
will draw up a report. This report, like all others framed by the Permanent Commission, must be 
presented to the contracting parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and published, 
together with any proceedings. 

The Permanent Commission, being only a consultative body, cannot itself decide on the action 
to be taken on its report. That duty will devolve upon (r) the contracting parties, who shall 
advise on the subject, and (2) the Council of the League of Nations, within the limit of its powers 
under the Covenant. It is understood, moreover, in this connection, that the various pacific 
procedures provided for by the existing international agreements would, if necessary, be employed. 
The procedure laid down in Article 53 of the draft Convention is naturally included among the 
various solutions that might be employed. 

Page r6. 

P.age I7. 
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When Article 51 was ~scussed, the United States delegation exp:essed certain doubts as ~o t~e 
e.xpediency of the provisions which it contains, and reserved the nght to study the question m 
greater detail. 

CHAPTER D. - FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Certain formal provisions (such, for instance, as those-relating to the signature of the Conven
tion) do not figure in the present draft. It seemed preferable to leave it to the Conference to add 

them. · · · ultil t al Further the text makes no mention of a clause which generally figures m m . a er 
conventions 'and which provides for the possible accession .of t_hll;d Powers. The reason IS that 
the present situation .is somewhat peculiar. ~he .c~mventlon IS m.tended ~o! only to lay down 
rules for collective application but is to em~ody. mdividual f\g1;1res fixmg the limit of the ~rman:ents 
for each State. Naturally, if a Power which IS not an ongmal part~ to the Conventi~n Wished 
subsequently to accede to it, it would have to submit concrete and de!~iled proposals, which 'Yo~d 
form the subject of difficult and complicated negotiations. Such bemg the case, the.CommiSSion 
decided that it was preferable not to establish formal rules of procedure for this somewhat 
theoretical hypothesis. 

Article 52. 

The first paragraph of this article is based on a proposal by the British delegation. The second 
is the outcome of an amendment submitted by the French delegation. 

The article first of all embodies the principle that the present Convention does not affect the 
provisions of previous treaties under which certain of the contracting parties have agreed to 
limit their land, sea or air armaments. 

It also contains a provision enabling the contracting .parties which so desire to declare, when 
signing the Convention, that the limits fixed under the latter for their armaments are accepted by 
them in relation to the provisions referred to in the preceding paragraph and that the maintenance 
of such provisions constitutes for them an essential condition for the observance of the present 
Convention. 

Article 52 is designed in the interests of greater clearness. It seemed necessary to a large 
number of delegations, in view of disputes that might arise concerning the interpretation of the 
Convention, disputes which, under the terms of Article 53, would come within the competence of 
the Permanent Court of International JustiCe, that there should be no possible doubt as to the 
conditions under which the Convention had been concluded. 

Moreover, in the matter of disarmament, every attempt should be made to avoid anything 
in the nature of a retrograde measure; accordingly, the provisions of the Convention inust not 
restrict the scope of previous treaties on the same subject. 

Further, certain Governments will estimate the position of their armaments according to the 
situation resulting from such treaties. The maintenance in force of these treaties is thus an 
essential condition for the Governments for their contractual undertaking under the Convention. 
It will be for the Conference, if necessary, to define this principle in order to prevent any abusive 
interpretation in the event of a failure to comply with the provisions of the said treaties or any 
temporary and unimportant suspension of the provisions. · 

At the third session, the German delegation made the following reservation concerning 
Article 52 (described at the time by the letters EA). 

" The German delegation makes a general reservation with regard to Article EA, in 
view of the fact that the draft Convention does not yet show whether certain fundamental 
conditions will be fulfilled; these conditions were formulated during the proceedings at the 
third session of the Preparatory Commission and, without them, Germany could not regard 
the Convention as a first step towards general disarmament. In addition, guarantees should 
be given that this first step will be followed, at suitable intervals, by other steps towards the 
progressive reduction of armaments. " 

The German representative confirmed this reservation at the last session and referred in this 
C?nnection to the new: reservation of a general character which he formulated in 1929 concerning 
hiS Go~ernment's attitude towards the work of the Preparatory Commission (vide supra). 

Article 53· 

This articl~, w~ich owes ~ts origin to t~e Belg~an delegation, lays down the principle of 
compulsory arbitratiOn .for all diSputes c~ncernmg the mterpretation or application of the provisions 
of the present Conventloi_I, when such diSputes have not been settled by direct negotiations or by 
some _other method of fnendly settlement. It provides that, in such cases, the dispute shall be 
subTI_IItted to the_ Permanent Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by the 
parties to the diSpute. 
. The pr~ciple und~rlying Article 53 met at once with the unanimous approval of the Commis

siOn. Certam delegations had, however, wondered on first examination whether the proposed 
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text ~ight not lead _to a ~onftict of powers between the Permanent Disarmament Commission and 
the tnbu~als to whtch disputes co!lce~ing the application of the Convention might be referred. 
It was ~omted out to them that th1s nsk need not be considered, as the Permanent Commission is 
not a tnbunal co!llpetent. t? settle disputes,_ ~ut an exaTI?-ining body responsible simply for drawing 
up.re~o.rts and gtvmg op1mons. -The prov1s1ons of Article 53, which was finally adopted without 
opposition, thus leave the powers conferred on the Permanent Commission intact. 

Article 54~ 

The first paragraph of this article concerns the ratification of the Convention and does not call 
for any comment. -

P~ragrap~s 2 and .3 co~cern the entry into force of the Treaty. The Conference will have to 
establish ~he list of ratifi~atu~ns required to ensure its entry into force. If, however, by a date to 
be fixed m the Convention 1tseH, the necessary instruments have not been deposited with the 
Secreta~y-General o~ t~e Lea~e of Nations, the latter would invite the signatory Powers to meet 
and dectde whether 1t 1s posst_ble,_ notwithstanding, to put the Convention into force. This special 
proced~re, the purpose of whtch 1s so clear as to require no emphasis, was suggested by the British 
delegation. It 1s based on the resolution concerning ratifications adopted by the eleventh Assembly 
of the League of Nations. 
. ':fhe last se~tence of Art~cle 54 provides that the contracting parties undertake to participate 
m th1s co!lsul~ation, whtch will take place within a period to be fixed by the Conference. Such an 
undertakmg 1s so natural that it might quite well not have been formulated. The Commission 
deeided, however, that it would be preferable to mention it, leaving it to the Conference to decide 
whether it might not be better to insert it in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

In the text adopted at the first reading, Article 54 (former EB) was followed by an Article 
EC as follows: · 

" The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made by 
Estonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland, and Roumania at the moment of their signature of the 
.present Convention, and which shall suspend, in respect of these States, the application of 
Articles ... of the present Convention until the accession of Russia to the present Convention 
under the same conditions as the above-named Powers. " 

It should be noted that the Swedish delegation had reserved the full right to give its opinion 
on this article at the second reading. 

The Commission, while noting the importance which certain delegations attached to this 
provision, decided to hold it over for examination by the Conference. This decision was dictated 
by two reasons.. The first was that the text raises an essentially political question, and the second 
that it brings up a very complex problem-the effect of the reservations which the contracting 
Powers will be allowed to formulate at fhe time of signature. What will be the conditions for such 
reservations ? How can they be reconciled with the reservations of the other contracting parties ? 
etc. This implies a mass of legal and technical difficulties which the Commission did not feel 
able to settle for the time being. 

Article 55. 

Page 21. 

Page 22. 

• 

This article could, if necessary, have been omitted from the draft. Naturally, directly the 
Convention comes into force each of the contracting parties must, in so far as concerns itseH, Page 2 3· 
take the measures necessary to ensure its execution. The insertion of an express provision to 
this effect is designed simply to direct the special attention of the contracting parties to their duty 
of exhibiting the greatest diligence in the performance of their obligations. It will be for the 
Conference to decide whether this text is to be kept in the body of the Convention or whether _it 
should be placed either in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. · 

Article 56. 

Article 56 provides for the period of validity of the Convention. The Commission could not 
itself suggest how long it should remain in force, as this will depend on the circumstances at the 
time of the conclusion of the Convention, and the Conference alone can judge of such circumstances, 
It is important, however, to note that, as regards the States Members of the League of Nations, 
Article 8 of the Covenant provides for a maximum limit, in that it lays down that the " plans " 

· for the reduction of armaments " shall be subject to reconsideration and revision at least every 
ten years". The period laid down in Article 56 cannot, therefore, exceed ten years. It might be 
less, but the general feeling of the Commission is that it should not be too short. 

· The British delegation directed attention to the desirability of establishing some agreement 
between the period of validity of the Convention and that of other agreements concerning the 
limitation of armaments, such as the Washington Convention. 

Moreover, even when fixed, the period of validity of the Convention will not be at all rigid. 
Two categories of provisions will have the effect of rendering it more elastic-namely, Articles 
56 and 57, which will be examined below, and the effect of which may be to shorten it; and, 
further,. the rule laid down in the last sentence of Article 53, the effect of which may be to extend 
it: In virtue of this rule, the Convention will not be extinguished by the expiry of the period laid 
down. It will remain in force except in so far as it may be amended, suspended or denounced. 

The Commission's purpose in instituting this system was to prevent the work ·of the future 
Disarmament Conference, which will constitute a first stage, from coming suddenly to an end 

Page23 
bis. 



Page 25. 

Page 26. 

-560-

without there being anything else ready to replace it. In a~ undertaking such as this, continuity 
is essential if the results already achieved are to be consohdated. 

Article 57· 
This article provides that the contracting parties shall re-examine the Convention before th:e 

expiration of the period fixed in Article 56. The Conf~rence must, h:owever, s:e.that such exami
nation is not premature, and the text accordingly pr?vi_des for the fi~m? of a mmimU:m date. T~e 
re-examination of the Convention must take place withm thes; two hmits. There will be a certam 
elasticity which will make it possible to se~ect t~e most smta~le moment. In ord~r t? ensu!e 
successful results, the new Conference, which will be responsible for the re-exammation, will 
have to be convened at the moment when the circumstances are most favourable to the accom
plishment of its work. To fix the ·date of the meeting in adv~nce would be imprudent. The 
Commission thought it preferable to leave the proper organs.to decide on ~h~ most smtable moment, 
while restricting their freedom of choice by means of maximum and mimmum dates. 

Who are these proper organs? The Council of the League of Nati<;ms, which will have been 
responsible for convening the first Disarman;ent Conferenc:, seems e~mently fitted to convene 
the others. Accordingly, the draft Convention en~rusts this duty to It, addmg, hO\yever, that, 
before passing the necessary resol_ution, t~e Council shall consult the Permanen_t Disarmament 
Commission and also the contractmg parties non-Members of the League of Nations. 

This Conference will examine the position and will, if it thinks fit, revise the Convention 
wholly or in part. Should its proceed~gs lead to the ;stablishmen,t .of a .new C:onvention, it w~ 
itself fix the duration of that ConventiOn and determme the conditions m which the latter will 
again be examined and possibly revised. 

Article 58. 

· The procedure instituted by the previous article cannot, therefore, in principle, be set in 
motion before a certain date. Article 58, however, makes an exception to the principle. 

It covers the case in which the conditions under which the engagements stipulated in the 
Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations or special 
circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination, and possibly the revision of such engage
ments. It may be that, before the date fixed by Article 57 as the starting-point of the period 
during which the Convention normally must be re-examined, the conditions under which it was 

·drawn up may undergo such radical changes that it would be difficult, Gr even impossible, to await 
the prescribed date before reconsidering the situation and making any alterations it may entail. 
In such a case-but in such a case only-it is allowable under Article 58 for the procedure to be set 
in motion before the normal date. Here again, however, the Conference will have to fix a new 
linrit. The Commission felt that it was inadvisable to authorise the immediate re-examination 
of the Convention, and that, after its entry into force, a certain period ought to elapse during 
which the option provided for in Article 58 could not· be made use of. · 

Thus three periods are contemplated by Articles 56, 57 and 58 of the draft. The first (x years) 
de~ermines the duration of the Convention; the second (y years) is the period during which, in 
prmciple, the Conference to re-examine the Convention cannot be called; and the third (z years) 
is that during which the Convention can in no case be examined, even in the exceptional circum
stances contemplated in Article 58. 
· These circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil aviation. 
In?eed, the British, French, Japanese and Polish delegations definitely stated that they had 
thiS case, in particular, in mind. · · 

. The text of the draft adopted at first reading included, in Section III of Chapter II (Material, 
Arr Armaments), an Article AD, which read as follows: 

" The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light 
of the present development of civil aviation in other countries. " 

In view of Article 58, and subject to the statements which they made, the above-mentioned 
delegations agreed that the old Article AD should be omitted from the draft, but pointed out that 
its omission did not imply any change in their attitude; and that, when they submitted to the 
Conference figures for the limitation of military aviation, they would take into consideration the 
development of civil aviation in other countries up to that time. 

On the other hand, the German delegation submitted the following re~ervation: 

" ~e ~erman d<:legation is of opinion that the development of a peaceful means of 
commumcation must m no ~ase be made a .~asis for armaments, especially as no account 
has. been taken of the essential ai?-d purely military factors of material in reserve or in stock, 
tramed reserves, etc., and other Important means of communication such as the merchant 
marine, on which, indeed, preliminary warlike fittings have been auth~rised. " 

The excepti~nal procedur~ provided for. in Article 58 may be followed, says the text, " at the 
request of a High Contractmg Party, with the approval of the Permanent Disarmament 
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Commission "· In ot~e~ words, the initiative will come from a contracting Government, but will 
have no effe~t unless 1t 1s favou_rably received by the Permanent Commission. 

~e pmted Stat~ delegation, while entirely approving the intention of Article 58, thinks 
that 1t might be possible to secure the aim in view by a better method, and calls the attention 
of Governments to the desirability of investigating this question before the Conference. 

Article 59· 

Th~ ~al article of ~he draft deals with the right of denunciation. 
This IS alway~ a d~hcate question in multilateral treaties; and it is particularly delicate here, 

where the system rmplies a balance of mutual engagements which is in danger of being disturbed 
if one of the parties withdraws. 

The Commission :r;evertheless considered it impossible to refuse the parties the right to 
deno'!l:r;ce the _Convention. · It was careful, however, to make this right dependent on various 
conditions which, to some extent, correct its disadvantages. 

In this connection, Article 59 provides, in the first place, that the right of denunciation can Page 28. 
only be exercised in the course of one of the Conferences held in virtue of the preceding articles 
to re-examine, and p~ssibly revise, the Agreement. It further lays down that denunciation, 
when thus notified, shall not take effect until two years after its date, and in no case before the 
expiration of the normal period of duration of the Convention, as to be fixed by Article 56. 

If any State avails itself of this right, awkward questions will arise. At the present juncture, 
they can only be settled by formulre which would be both highly complicated and highly theoretical. 
It seems better not to settle them at all, but to defer consideration to the problematical day when 
an actual case arises. 

* * * 
The Preparatory Commission could only establish a draft Convention, or it would perhaps Page 29. 

be more accurate to say a collection of rules, to form the framework of the future Convention. 
In the reservations which have been reproduced in this report, certain delegates expressed the 

view that, even within those limits, the results were disappointing. The great majority of the 
Commission, however, so far from sharing this attitude, regards what has been done as marking 
an important advance on the path of disarmament. 

Be that as it may, it will be for the Conference not only to decide as to the final adoption 
of the draft that will be laid before it, but also to define its practical scope by fixing in figures the 
extent of the undertakings it involves. 

This delicate and complicated task can only be successfully discharged on certain conditions, 
first and foremost among which we must place the thorough and systematic preparation of the 
Conference itself. The German delegation proposed that the Preparatory Commission should 
ask the various Governments, with this object in view, to furnish detailed particulars of the present 
position of their armaments. The Commission welcomed the spirit in which this suggestion was 
made, but felt that certain correctives must be supplied. In the first place, it held that, as the Page 30. 
preparation of the Conference was a matter for the Council of the League, it was for the Council 
to take the necessary steps to that end. It also regarded the German proposal as too restricted. 
Indeed, the preliminary work of study and investigation which will have to be done cannot be 
limited to scheduling existing armaments. It will have to cover every factor, technical or other-
wise, which may help to inform the Conference, and to justify such concrete proposals as the 
Governments may lay before it. · 

The Commission further decided to ask the Council of the League to fix the date of the Con
ference at its next session. The German delegation had proposed that a definite date (Thursday, 
November 5th) should be recommended. The Commission felt that it would be exceeding its 
sphere by doing this. It is, of course, anxious that the utmost despatch compatible with practical 
necessities should be employed; but it took the view that the Council, with which it rests to fix 
the date, was the only authority qualified to weigh the various factors that must be taken into 
consideration. 

While the final result depends in part on the preparatory work that has still to be done, it 
also depends in large measure on the atmosphere that will prevail during the subsequent 
proceedings. In such a matter, mutual confidence among peoples is an essential condition of 
progress. It is orir hope that that mutual confidence will be strengthened, and will enable the 
aim to which our efforts have been directed to be completely attained. 
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C.69o.M.28g.1930.lX. 

[C.P.D.295(1).) 

Geneva, December 9th, 1930. 
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I. HISTORICAL. 

· 1. The origin of the draft Convention is found in the following resolution adopted on 
September 25th, 1925, by the Sixth Assembly of the League of Nations: · 

" The Assembly, 
" Taking note of the declarations submitted to the Council and the Assembly of the 

League of Nations in respect of the Protocol for the Pacific Settlement of International 
Disputes and of the fact that the said Protocol has not, up to the present, received 
the ratifications necessary for putting it into operation immediately; · 

" Convinced. that the most urgent need of the present time is the re-establishment of 
mutual confidence between nations; 

" Declaring afresh that a war of aggression should be regarded as an international 
crime: · 

" Regards favourably the effort made by certain nations to attain those objects by 
concluding arbitration conventions and treaties of mutual security conceived in the spirit 
of the Covenant of the League of Nations and in harmony with the principles of the Protocol 
(Arbitration, Security, Disarmament); , 

" Records the fact that such agreements need not be restricted to a limited area but 
may be applied to the whole world; · 

"Recommends that, after these conventions and treaties have been deposited with the 
League of Nations, the Council should examine them in order to report to the Seventh 
~bly on the progr~ in general security brought about by such agreements; · 

Undertakes agam to work for the establishment of peace by the sure method of 
arbitration, security and disarmament; 

" And, in conformity with .the sp~rit of Article 8 of the Covenant, requests the Council 
to make a preparatory study wxth a VIew to a Conference for the Reduction and Limitation 
of Armaments, in order that, as soon as satisfactory conditions have been assured from the. 
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point ?f view of general security as provided for in Resolution XIV of the Third Assembly, 
the sa.J.d Conference may be convened and a general reduction and limitation of armaments 
may be realised," 

. 2. In pursuance of this decision, the Council requested a Committee of Enquiry, under the 
chairmanship of M. Paul-Boncour, to submit to it proposals for setting up an organ entrusted 
to prepare for a conference for the reduction and limitation of armaments. This Committee's 
co~clusions were adol?ted almost in their entirety by the Council on the report made 
to It by M. Benes. ThiS was the origin of the " Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament 
Conference ". 

3. T?e Council naturally felt called upon, not only to draw up regulations for the composition 
and working of this new organ, but also to determine to some extent the direction of its work. 
For this purpose, the Council submitted to it the questionnaire-see below-which was based upon 
suggestions made to the Committee of Enquiry by the representatives of Great Britain, France 
and Spain. · · 

4. This questionnaire was as follows: 

Question I. 
What is to be understood by the expression " armaments " ? 

(a) Definition of the various factors-nrilitary, economic, geographical, etc.-upon which the 
power of a country in time of war depends. 

(b) Definition and special characteristics of the various factors which constitute the 
armaments of a country in time of peace; the different categories of armaments 
-military, naval and air-the methods of recruiting, training, organisations capab1e 
of immediate military employment, etc. 

Qu~stion II (a). 

Is it practicable to limit the ultimate war strength of a country, or must any measures of 
disarmament be confined to the peace strength ? 

Question I I (b). 
What is to be understood by the expression "reduction and limitation of armaments " ? 

The various forms which reduction or limitation may take in the case of land, sea and air 
. forces; the relative advantages or disadvantages of each of the different forms or methods 
-for example, the reduction of the larger peace-time unit~ or of their establishment 
and their equipment, or of any immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction of the 
length of active service, the reduction of the quantity of military equipment, the 
reduction of expenditure on natio1_1al defence, etc. 

Question III. 
By what standards is it possible to measure the armaments of one country against the 

armaments of another--e.g., numbers, period of service, equipment, expenditure, etc. ? 

Question IV. 
Can there be said to be " offensive " and " defensive " armaments ? 

Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain force is organised for purely defensive 
purposes (no matter what use may be made of it in time of war), or whether, on the 
contrary, it is established in a spirit of aggression ? 

Question V (a). 
On what principle will it be possible to CI:aw up a scale of armaments permissible to the various 

countries, taking into account particularly: 

1. Population; 
2. Resources; 
3· Geographical situation; 
4· Length and p.ature of maritime ~ommunications; 
5· Density and character of ~e rrulways; . . 
6, Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the rmportant VItal centres near the 

frontiers; . 
7· TP.e time required, varying with different States, to transform peace armaments 

into war armaments ? 

Question VI. 
(a) Is there any· device by which civil and military aircraft can be distinguished for purposes 

of disarmament ? 

If this is not practicable, how can the value of ci vii aircraft be computed in 
esqmating the air strength of any country? . 



(b) 

(c) 

Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions arrived at in (a) above to parts of 
aircraft and aircraft engines ? . . . . 

Is it possible to attach military value to commercial fleets m estlmatmg the naval 
armaments of a country ? 

Question VII. 

Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to what extent is regional _disarm~ment 
possible in return for regional security ? Or is any scheme of disarmament Impracticable 
unless it is general ? If regional disarmament is practicable, would it promote or lead up 
to general disarmament ? · 

5. According to the Council resolution, the Preparatory Commission was to consist 
of delegates of all States Members of the Council of the League, and invitatio~s to send 
representatives were also to be. add_ressed to the Governments of Germany~ the Umted Sta_tes 
of America, the U.S.S.R., Bulgana, Finland, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumama, and Yugoslav1a.1 

Final)y, the Secretary-General of the League of Nations was requested to bring to the notice of 
all other Powers, together with the questionnaire which was to be placed before the Preparatory 
Commission, the means placed at their disposal for stating their points of view. . 

6. The Preparatory Commission met for the first time on May 13th, 1926, and elected as 
President His Excellency Jonkheer Loudon (Netherlands), and as Vice-Presidents M. Cobian (Spain) 
and M. Buero (Uruguay). In consequence of resignations, certain changes had subsequently to 
be made in the composition of the Bureau.2 During the sixth and last session, the. places of the 
two Vice-Presidents were filled respectively by M. Politis (Greece) and M. Cobian (Spain). 

* * * 
7. To provide for the preliminary study of the questions on which it had to give its opinion, 

the Preparatory Commission decided to appoint two Sub-Commissions, each under the 
chairmanship of one of its Vice-Presidents. . 

8. The first-Imown as Sub-Commission A-was entrusted with the technical examination 
of military, naval and air questions, and for this purpose split up into sub-committees. It was 
composed of experts appointed by all the States then represented on the Preparatory Commission; 
it met three times in 1926, under the chairmanship, first of M. Cobian, and then of M. Buero, 
M. de Brouckere, and General de Ceuninck. The voluminous report it subsequently submitted 
to the Commission contained extremely valuable technical observations and detailed replies to 
the questions referred to it. · . 

9. The second Sub-Commission-known as Sub-Commission B-under the chairmanship 
of M. Buero, and subsequently of M. Veverka, and with the assistance of the Joint Commission set 
up by the Council 3 for this purpose, studied the other aspects of this problem. 

10. This Commission's deliberations, as did those of Sub-Commission A, furnished valuable 
material for the Preparatory Commission's work. 

* * * 
11. The Preparatory Commission held six sessions-two in 1926 two in 1927 one in 1928; 

the sixth, which began on April 15th, 1929, was suspended on May 6th, 1929, w~s resumed on 
November 6th, 1930, and lasted until December 9th. The report of the Commission on the work 
of its first session is annexed to this document. 

12. At the opening of its third session the Commission had before it the technical reports 
referred to above. The time had come for the Commission to discuss as a whole the problem 
referred to it. A general discussion gave the several Governments an opportunity of explaining their 
points of view in regard to this matter. Two preliminary draft Conventions were submitted to the 
~mmission by the French and British delegations respectively. The Commission examined these 
sunultaneously and finally adopted at first reading a text which, though it was accompanied by 
numerous and important reservations, nevertheless remained the basis of its subsequent work 
and of the draft Convention which we have the honour to lay before you to~day. 

13. At its fourth ses.si~n, the Union of ~oviet Soc~alist Republics, which was represented 
at the Preparatory Commission for the first tune, submitted a proposal which differed radically 

1 _The c:omposition ~f the Commission was subsequently extended to enable Members retiring from the Council 
to retain ~11' membership ?f the Commission. The Argentine Republic and Chile were invited to join the Commission 
by a resoluti~ of the Council dated ~ch 18th, 1926. Greece and Turkey were also invited, in 1927 and 1928 respectively, 
to take part m the work of the Commtssion. 

: M. de ;sroucker~ ~lgium) and M. Veverka (Czechoslovakia) acted temporarily as Vice-Presidents. 
The !omt Co~ton set up under the Council resolution of December 7th, 1926, was composed of representatives 

of the technical orga~ations of the League of Nations and of the Employers' Group and Workers' Group of the Governing 
Body of the International Labour Office, to whom were added subsequently experts in industrial questions transport 
and the chemical industry. ' 
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~om t~e draft adopted at nrst reading and aimed at complete and universal disarmainent in the 
unmediate future. 

14. This draft~ referred to the fifth session, was rejected. A further Soviet proposal was, 
however, then subrmtted ~o the Commission providing for partial disarmament on the basis of a 
fixed per~entage ?f red~chon. It was decided to postpone the consideration of this proposal to the 
next sesswn. This sessron opened in Geneva on April rsth, rgzg. 

. .15: ~he Co~ssion decided to ·Continue its work on the basis of the rg27 draft, while 
srgnifymg rts readiness, should the Soviet delegation so desire to annex to the final report the draft 
Convention submitted by the latter. ' 

16. T~s decision having been adopted, the Preparatory Commission began to consider at 
seco;nd reading the text fr~med as a result of the preceding discussions. It had to interrupt this 
sessron, however, ~ter ha~ng reached agreement on a certain riumber of points. At that time the 
naval proble.m still gave nse to considerable difficulties. Wholly divergent proposals had been 
put forwar~ m regard to. the methods of limitation. The statements of certain Powers more directly 
~oncerned m the q~eshofl:, however, g~ve reason to hope that negotiations would be entered 
mto very shortly wrth a .vrew to removmg these divergencies and to reaching an agreement upon 
a concerted formula. This hope proved to be justified. Negotiations took place and resulted in the 
convocation of the London Naval Conference on January 3rst, rg3o. 

17. In these circumstances, the Preparatory Commission considered it wiser to postpone to 
a later date the completion of its work. Before it adjourned, the German representative, considering 
the resolutions adopted during the first part of the sixth session, unsatisfactory and likely to impair 
the value of the draft, declared that he " found himself obliged to dissociate himself definitely 
from the programme which the majority of the Commission had drawn up and to leave to it 
henceforth-seeing how its course was being shaped at that moment-the sole responsibility for the 
preparation of the Conference ". · 

18. As soon as the London Conference had completed its work, it communicated the results 
to the Preparatory Commission through its President. Subject to a general reservation, an 
agreement had been reached between the Naval Powers which were the most immediately concerned 
on a method of limitation; the formula adopted established the principle of limitation by classes, 
but gave it greater elasticity by allowing, in certain cases, transfers from one class to another. 

19. The obstacle which had temporarily brought the work of the Preparatory Commission 
to.a standstill in rgzg having been removed, the President of the Preparatory Commission decided 
to resume the work of the sixth session. The Eleventh Assembly adopted, with regard to this 

. matter, the following resolution proposed by the Third Committee: 

" The Assembly, 

" Has noted with satisfaction the results obtained at the London Conference and 
communicated to it by a letter from the President of that Conference dated April zrst, rg3o. 

" It considers that these results are of a nature to facilitate a general agreement on the 
occasion of the next meeting of the Preparatory Commission regarding the methods to be 
applied in the matter of the reduction and limitation of naval armaments. 

" It ·trusts that negotiations, pursued in a spirit of conciliation and mutual confidence 
. and with the determination to arrive at practical solutions, will make it possible to complete 
and extend the work of the Naval Conference. 

"The Assembly accordingly expresses the conviction that, during its session next 
November, the Preparatory Commission will be able to finish the drawing up of a preliminary 
draft Convention and will thus enable the Council to convene, as soon as possible, a Conference 
on the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 
· " The Assembly decides that the proceedings and the report of the Assembly regarding 

disarmament shall be forwarded to the Preparatory Commission. " · -

20. The Preparatory Commission therefore met again on November 6th last and was able 
to conclude the task assigned to it with the co-operation of twenty-seven 1 countries, including 
Norway and the Irish Free State, who were represented for the first time. 

21. The present report. is intended to give a concise ~ux:vey of the re;;ults ~he Commission 
has achieved. Before analysmg them, however, the Comrmssron must outline bne.fiy the results 
obtained by the Committee on Arbitration and Security, whose terms of reference were merged 
in those of the Commission. 

22. As soon as it set to work, the Preparatory Commission was faced by the problem of 
international security. This was inevitable, for the connection between this problem and that 

1 Belgium, British Empire, Bulgaria, Canada, China, Cuba, Czechoslovakia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, 
Italy, Irish Free State, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Peru, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United 
States of America, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, Venezuela, Yugoslavia. 

The following countries were not represented at the second half of the sixth session of the Preparatory Commission 
for the Disarmament Conference: the Argentine, Chile, Colombia, Guatemala, Uruguay. 
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of disarmament is obvious. Traces of it are, moreover, to be found iJ?- Article 8 of the Covenant, 
and it became increasingly evident as the work of the League of Nations proceeded. 

23. There is no need to recall here the many resolutions in which the Assembly and !he 
Council have emphasised the inte:dependenc~ o_f t~ese two factors; It may, howe_ver, be a:pp:opnate 
to point out that at the very tnne when 1t mVlted the Council to set up th1s Commlssion, the 
Sixth Assembly a'ffirmed " the fidelity and unanimity with whi~h t~e Mem~ers of the League " 
remain attached to the triple object which had alwa~s mspmd the1r e~orts-namely, 
arbitration, security and disarmament. The attempts previously made to orgamse a complete 
system of mutual assistance had encountered insurmountable ob~tacles. It _was now proposed, 
not in any sense to abandon the undertaking, but !o prepare for 1ts ~ccomplishment o~ ano~her 
plane and • to indicate methods or measures by whi~h an approac~ m19ht_be made t?, this obJect,· 
pending the achievement of a general settlement wh1ch many consider md1spensable . 

24. Two years later, pursuing the same course, the Eighth Assembly_ requested the Co~ncil 
to give the Preparatory Commission the necessary instructions for th~ creation of the ·: Commi~tee 
on Arbitration and Security". This Committee, which was to consist of representatn:es of all 
the States which have seats on the Commission and are Members of the League of NatiOns, other 
States represented on the Commission being invited to sit on it if they S? desire ", " . . . : ~ould 
be placed at the Commission's disposal and its duty would be to consider, on the lm~s m_dicated 
by the Commission, the measures capable of giving all States the guarantees of arbit!atlOn and 
security necessary to enable them to fix the level of their armaments at the lowest possible figures 
in an international disarmament agreement ". 

25. The Eighth Assembly· further directed that these measures should be sought at 
the same time: 

" In action by the League of Nations with a view to promoting, generalising and. 
co-ordinating special or collective agreements on arbitration and security; 

" In the systematic preparation of the machinery to be employed by the organs of the 
League of Nations with a view to enabling the Members of the League to perform their 
obligations under the various articles of the Covenant; . 

" In agreements which the States Members of the League may conclude among themselves, 
irrespective of their obligations under the Covenant, with a view to making their commitments 
proportionate to the degree of solidarity of a geographical or other nature existing betweeri 
them and other States; 

" And, further, in art invitation from the Council to the several States to inform it of the 
measures which they would be prepared to take, irrespective of their obligations under the 
Covenant, to support the Council's decisions or recommendations in the ·event of a conflict 
breaking out in a given region, each State indicating that, in a particular case, either its 
whole forces, or a certain part of its military, naval or air forces, could forthwith intervene 
in the conflict to support the Council's decisions or recommendations. " 

26. Thus, from the outset, a vast programme of enquiry was outlined for the Committee 
on Arbitration and Security. 

27. The following year (1928), when the Committee had started its work, the Ninth Assembly 
adopted a new resolution. After recalling that " a close connection exists between international 
sec~ty and the reduction and limitation of armaments " and that " the present conditions of 
secunty set up by the Covenant of the League of Nations, by the Treaties of Peace, and in particular 
by the reductions in the armaments of certain countries under these Treaties, and also by the 
I:ocarno Agreements, would allow of the conclusion at the present time of a first General Conven
tions for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments ", it declared that the time had come to 
conclude a first General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments, which 
Conventi?n would, moreover, of itself tend to increase international security. It took that 
o:pportunity to declare that, after the conclusion of such a Convention, the work relating both to 
disarmament and to arbitration and security should be pursued " so that, by further steps, 
armaments may be progressively reduced as the increase of security allows ". 

28. The. Commi~tee on _Arbitration and Security, which was set up on November 3oth, 1927, 
under the chalrillanship of HIS Excellency M. Ed. Benes, Czechoslovak Minister for Foreign Affairs 
~ so far held f?ur sessions .. ~n th~ presen~ report, no attempt can be made to analyse, eve~ 
m summary fash10~, the enqumes thiS Committee has undertaken or the practical effect given to 
them by the Cou~cil, the Assembly, ~nd by States Members of the League. A simple reference 
to the results achieved-to be appreciated by the Conference-is all that can be undertaken here. 

29. These results are, first, _in the ~eld of the pacific settleme!lt of international disputes, 
the th~ee ~ode! gen~~al conve~t10ns wh1ch the 1928 Assembly decided to combine in a single 
Act, ~Is bemg the ongm of th~ General Act for the Pacific Settlement of International Disputes", 
to wh1ch, up to the present, e~ght States have acceded, thus ensuring its entry into force. 

30. In the same connection, come the three model· bilateral conventions which the 
Assembl~ proposed for the considerati?n of States, and which have already served as a basis for 
the draftmg of a large number of treaties. 



3~. Next, there are the "Collective Treaty of Mutual Assistance" and the coilectlve treaty 
and bilateral treaty of "non-aggression", the models for which were recommended by the same 
Assembly. · 

32. There is the resolution of September 26th, I928, in which the Assembly recommends 
that States should accede to t~e Optional Clause of Article 36, paragraph 2, of the Statute of the 
Permanent Court of_ ~1?-ter:natlonal Justice, and draws their attention to the elasticity of that 
clause ~d to th;, fac~1txes 1t offers them. There is the model treaty • to strengthen the means for 
preventmg war . wh1~ the Assembly, in a resolution adopted on September 20th, I928, recom
mended for cons1derahon by States and the "preliminary draft General Convention " of which 
the Eleventh Assembly decided to continue the study. 

33. There are the studies on Articles Io, II and I6 of the Covenant which on the recommenda
!io~ of_ the Assembly, th_e -~~unci! adopted as "a useful piece of work,' providing valuable 
mdicabons as to the poss1bilihes offered, in time of emergency, by the different articles of the 
Covenant. 

. 34. The~e are the resolutions ·adopted by the Assembly on September 30th, I930, with a 
v1ew to ensurmg, also at times of emergency, the normal working of the communications of the 
League of Nations. 

35. Finally, there is the Convention. on Financial Assistance, which was approved by the 
same Assembly, and has already been signed by twenty-eight States, its entry mto force being 
dependent on that of the Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

II. COMMENTARY ON THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

36. The draft Convention adopted by the Commission preserves the structure of the French 
and British proposals considered at the third session. It is in six parts, some of which are 
subdivided into chapters. The numbering of the articles is, however, continuous. 

Article I. 

37. A first Article. of a general character governs the whole Convention and defines its 
scope: · 

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to limit and, so far as possible, to reduce 
their respective armaments as provided in the present Convention." 

38. The form of this article is due to a suggestion of the Drafting Committee, made after 
the discussion by the Commission of the various sections of the Convention, particularly that 
relating .to naval material. 

39. The Commission has therefore recognised the principle laid down by Article 8 of the 
Covenant, which provides for the reduction of armaments to the lowest point consistent with 
national safety, and the enforcement of international obligations. 

40. The representatives of a number of Governments, while accepting the prl.nciple of 
limitation and reduction in the spirit of this article of the Covenant, desired to state that the 
reduction of all or some of the categories of armaments was not possible for them, their present 
armaments being far from sufficient to guarantee national safety. This reservation was made 
in precise form, particularly in relation to naval and air armaments, the latter being scarcely 

. developed in the majority of States. 

41. The Turkish delegation reserved its Government's right to submit to the future 
Disarmement Conference the proposal it made with regard to standards for the reduction and 
limitation of armaments, and to require any modification of the text which might be rendered 
necessary in the event of the adoption of this proposal. 1 

42. The German delegation reserved its Government's right to submit to the future 
Disarmament Conference any proposals regarding the standards of reduction and limitation 
of armaments which it might consider likely to promote these ainls. 1 

43. Norway not having taken part in the earlier work of the Commission, in particular 
the first part of the secon~ reading o~ the cJ:aft Convention, !he Norwegian delegate made a 
general reservation concemmg the atbtude his Government nught adopt at the Conference. 

The delegate of the Irish Free State made a sinillar statement. 

• See Minutes of the Sixth Session (first part), pages 2o6-2o8. 
1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (first part), pages 203-206 • . 
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Part I. - Personnel. 

CHAPTER A. - EFFECTIVES. 

A rlicles 2 and 3· 

44. Chapter A of Part I of the draft deals with etfectives, which it defines in the following · 
manner in Article .2: 

"The average daily eflectives in the land, sea and ai! armed. forces and formatio~s 
organised on a military basis of each of the High Contractmg Parties. shall not exceed, m 
each of the categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to this Chapter, the figure 
laid down for such Party in the corresponding column of the said tables." 

45. This definition of peace-time effectives did not give rise to length:y discus~ion, and 
the interpretation it should receive is made the clearer by the fact that the articles which follow 
define the scope of the two conceptions which might be open to question. 

46. Article 3 lays down that "the average daily effectives are recko~ed by divi~ng t~e 
total number of days' duty performed in each year by the number of days m such year . ~t IS 
thus laid down, clearly and beyond question, that the limitation and reduction of_ effectryes 
applies only to effe~tives in service. ~he Mi~utes of t~e meetings contain a_nu~ber of mterestmg 
observations on this fundamental pomt, wh1ch was discussed at each sessiOn m greaterorlesser 
detail. 

47. At the third session, after simultaneous consideration of the initial proposals ofthe 
French and British delegations, the Commission adopted, by a majority, the solution which 
appears in the text of the draft. The representative of the British Empire, however, reserved 
his Government's opinion as to the limitation of trained reserves, while the representative of 
the United States formulated a general reservation in regard to the inclusion of formations 
organised on a military basis and the exclusion of trained reserves. The German representative 
made a general reservation with regard to the whole of the chapter;, as making no provision for 
limitation of trained reserves, registered and compelled by law to render military service in case 
of war, although such trained reserves in countries with the system of conscription represent (in 
his view) the main body of the personnel in time of war. 

48. Some delegations on the other hand, maintained at the first reading that, in view of 
the great military value attaching to trained reserves, a disarmament convention without 
limitation or reduction of these reserves would present a serious defect: 

49. On the second reading (during the first part of the sixth session) the representatives 
of Great Britain and the United States withdrew their opposition on the subject of trained 
reserves for reasons which were expressed then and on subsequent occasions. 

50. As regards the effectives of armed forces or formations organised on a military basis 
at sea, the representatives of the British Empire and the United States stated at the first 
reading that they only accepted limitation of naval eflectives on the conditions of general 
adoption of this limitation and of a satisfactory agreement being reached in regard to the 
limitation of vessels of war; these reservations, however, were not maintained at the second 
reading. 

51. It is understood that the armed forces, in the sense of Article 2, include all effectives 
~eceiving military training (other than preliminary training) wherever and however given. It 
IS also understood that the effectives in reserve undergoing a period of training are to be included 
in the calculation of the effectives in service during. this period. 

52. The Polish delegation expressed some doubt as to the practical results of this method 
of calculation, but agreed to it on the understanding that there would be an opportunity at the 
Confere_nce of comparing the various systems of military organisation and arriving at practical 
conclusions. 

Article 4· 

53. Article 4 contains the following definitions: 

. "By formati~ms organised on. a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
km<J:;, g~ndarmene, Customs officials,. forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, 
are •. m trme of peace, by. reason of their staf:£ _of officers, establishment, training, armament, 
eqmpment, capable of bemg employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation 
as well as any other organisation complying with the above condition." ' 

54. " By mobilisation, within the m~a~ing of the present article, shall be understood all 
the me~ure~ for the purpose of proVIding the whole or part of the various corps, services 
and um~ With ~he personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing t 
a war-time footmg." 0 
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. 55: The above text takes into account the different views expressed in the course of the 
discussion. 

56 •.. It is understood t_hat the Conference itself will be called upon to decide the condition 
or conditions to ,?e take~ mto acc<?unt in determining whether a particular case comes under 
the category of formations orgamsed on a military basis". 

57. _The definition of mobilisation is so clear and precise that it gave rise to no discussion 
and reqmres no comment. . 

58. The Co~mission had ad?pted a text, provisionally designated as Article H, with all 
th~ necess<l:ry paX::Iculars for drawmg up the tables provided for in Article 2. The Drafting Com
mittee, while ta}cm~ account of. the z:u!es laid down in Article H for the preparation of these 
tables,_ t~ou?ht It ~Impler ~<? omit Article Has such. This change of form in no way affects the 
Comrmss10n s preVIous decisions, and the table should be interpreted in the light of these decisions. · 

59 ... The Co~ssion considered that, in order to prevent the number of officers exceeding 
the_leg_Itimate re_qurrements of the several armies, it would be desirable to lay down a special 
limita~IO!l f<?r this ca!egory of. effectives. There were differences of opinion as to the form of 
such limitation, certrun delegations proposing to lay down a fixed proportion between the number 
of officers and the total effectives, while others proposed to specify the absolute maximum figures 
of the aver~ge daily effectives for these categories. The Commission adopted the latter standpoint. 
It also decided, on the proposal of the Italian delegation, that it was desirable to limit the number 
of professional soldiers of other ranks. 

60. When the question arose of practical measures for the application of these principles, 
certain diffi,culties became apparent, as a result partly of the differences between the system 
of voluntary armies and conscript armies, and partly of the differences between the periods of 
service in the conscript armies. 

61. The compromise solution, which the Commission accepted, provides in the case of land 
· forces for the limitation (a) of officers and (b) of other effectives whose effective service exceeds 
the longest legal period of service in force in the conscript army of any contracting Power at 
the time of the signature of the Convention. A system of tables of publicity has been drawn up 
in the case of conscript armies to show the number of men whose service exceeds the legal period 
fixed in their respective countries, while remaining lower than the maxima period specified 
under (b). . 

62. The German delegation proposed that the standard of limitation should be the period 
of service fixed by the prevailing legislation in each country. 

63. As regards naval armaments, limitation will apply to the aggregate figure of effectives 
(officers, petty officers and men), while the publicity tables will show separately the number of 

. officers and men who have completed more than y months of effective active service. 

64. As regards air forces, it was not thought possible or desirable to make a distinction 
between the .officers and men, the functions of the two not being as clearly distinguished in air 
forces as in land and sea forces. 

65. The French delegation stated that it could not accept specific limitation of professional 
soldiers in land or air forces unless provision was made for similar limitation in the case of sea 
forces. 

* * * 
66. The Commission, after a discussion, in the course of which divergent views were expressed 

as to the necessity of limiting separately the forces stationed in the home country and the forces· 
stationed overseas, adopted a compromise under which the contracting parties are to limit, in 
the case of their land forces, the maximum armed forces stationed in the home country and the 
maximum total of their armed forces. The table showing the maximum of armed forces stationed 
overseas is to be optional. Similarly, in the case of air armaments, the table showing the 
maximum of armed forces stationed in the home country is to be optional. 

* * * 
67. In the light of the above explanations, the effect of the tables attached to Chapter A 

of Part I appears readily comprehensible. 1 .i~: · 

. 68. Table I is to fix the maximum total daily effectives in peace-time service in the lantr 
armed forces stationed in the home country in the case of each contracting party. This table 
will also show separately the officers and other effectives who have completed a number of 
months of service to be determined by the Conference, on the basis of the longest period of 
service in force in the conscript army of any contracting party at the time of the signature of the 

1 The question was considered whether it would not be well to add to the expression " service •• some qualifying 
adjective such as "active ", " actual " or "with the colours ". But as the rules of limitation were based on the idea 
of average daily effectives. which in its tum was based on the idea of the number of actual " days' duty ~ on military 
service, it was finally decided that such a qualifying adjective was unnecessary. 
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Convention. Table II, which is " optional ", gives the same particul~rs in the case of the 
mrudmum land armed forces stationed overseas. Table III, on the same lines as Tables I and II, 
will fix the total maximum land armed forces. 

69. Tables IV and V are to give in the same way particulars. of formations organised on a 
military basis stationed respectively in the home country and overseas. 

70. In the case of sea forces, the Commission proposes two tables, number~d VI and yii, 
which are to fix in the case of each contracting party the figures of the total maximum effectives 
of the sea armed forces (Table VI) and the total effectives of the sea formations organised on a 
military basis (Table VII). These figures are to include officers, petty officers and men. 

71. Tables VIII to XII inclusive are concerned with the limitation of the effectives of air 
forces. Tables VIII and IX are optional: they are to contain,. Table VIII, the fi~res of the air 
armed forces stationed in the home country, and Table IX the arr armed forces stationed overseas. 
Table X, which is obligatory, is to fix, like the two preceding_ tables, first the total effectives of 
the air forces of each contracting party, and, secondly, the effectlVes who have completed more than 
z months of service. Tables XI and XII are to fix similar figures for formations organised on a 
military basis. The arrangement of these tables is similar at all points to that of Tables VIII, 
IX and X. 

* * * 
72. A number of reservations were made in regard to the tables attached to Part I, Chapter A . 

. . 
73. In regard to Tables I, II and III, the German and Italian delegations made the following 

statement: · 

· " In connection with the distinction between the effectives and armaments of the home 
country and those stationed overseas, the German and Italian delegations formulated a 
general reservation to the effect that, for the purposes of the reduction and limitation of 
armaments, the importance of the forces and materials which one contracting party assigns 
to its oversea territories may vary, in relation to another contracting party, by reason of the 
geographical situation of its territory in relation to the home territories of the two contracting 
parties. . Consequently, one contracting party will have every reason to regard the oversea 
forces of another contracting party as forming part of the latter's home forces, if the proximity 
of the oversea territories in relation to the home territories of the two parties justifies such an 
·assumption. " 

74. The German delegation again draws attention to this reservation in connection with 
Tables V, IX and XII. 

75. As regards Tables I, II and III, the Italian delegation considers that there should be 
added to the three columns (b), the words "or officials assimilated to officers", and to the three 
columns (c), after the words "other soldiers" the words: "or officials, employees or agents 
assimilated to soldiers ". 

76. As regards Tables VIII, IX and X, the Italian delegation is of opinion that no distinction 
should be made between armed air forces stationed in the home country and armed air forces 
stationed overseas. 

77. The Turkish delegation has made reservations regarding the tables annexed to Chapter A 
of Part I, both as regards the optional indication of land and air forces stationed overseas (Tables II 
and IX) and as regards the non-indication of the maximum forces stationed in each of the overseas 
territories (Tables II, V and IX). 

_78 •. As reg~rds this last point, the majority of the Commission was of opinion that it was not . 
possible m practice to prescribe a separate limitation of this kind in an international convention. 

* * * 
~- 79. The German delegation has made the following general reservation on the whole of Part I 
tnd the annexed table: · .. 

" The s_tipulations do not provide-either directly or by a reduction in the number of the 
ann!la! co~tmgent, <;>r by a strict determination of the period of active service-for a reduction. 
or ~itat10n of tramed reserves who, after having completed their service with the colours 
contmue to be registered and liable by law for military service, notwithstanding the fact 
that these ~eserves, tho~gh they do not exist in professional armies in the strict sense of the 
term, constitute the mam body of the personnel in countries possessing conscript armies 

"_Moreov~r, the .stipul.ations do not provide for any method whereby the effecti~es of 
co;'l;;cnPt arm1~s servmg Wlth the colours and in reserve, and professional effectives, whose 
military v~ue 1S naturally not capable of comparison, could be reduced to comparable units 
of calculation. " 
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CHAPTER B. - PERIOD OF SERVICE. 1 

80. C_hapter. B of Part I r~ates ~o the limitation of the period of service. Its provisions 
apply-_ as lS specifically stated m Article 5--{)nly to effectives recruited by conscription. 2 

81. Two different sys_tems were proposed for this purpose: under one of them each contracting 
J?~Y would accep~ a. special figure_; ~der the other the Conference would fix a single maximum 
limit. The C:ommiSSion was of _opmion that the first system should be taken as a basis, whilst, 
at.the same trme •. a general maxrmum should be prescribed. Several delegations pointed out that 
thi~ general maxrmum would not be satisfactory unless it were fixed at a very moderate figure. 
I.t ~ 111?-derstood ~at the c~m~a~ting parties will have the option to accept, in respect of special 
lirmtahons affectm!? them mdiVJdually, different figures, not only for land, sea and air effectives. 
but also. for th~ differ~·"ll!l}:yices (infantry, artillery, etc.) of their armed forces. Since the 
contra~tmg parties un<fei:tJtke~Iiot to exceed the figures accepted by each of them, they will always 
l:>e at liberty to reduce tli~~od, which must be regarded as a maximum. 

82:. Thes~ principles are set forth in Articles 6 and 7; but, on the proposal of the Belgian 
dele~ahon, an. rmportant exception was provided for in Article 8. This exception is intended to 
obVIate the disadvantage that would ensure, in the case of certain countries which have the 
conscript system, from a falling-off in the number of births as a consequence of the last war. This 
exception, which was unanimously agreed to, will allow the limits for the period of service under 
Article 6 to be exceeded " in so far as, owing to a falling-off in the number of births, such an 
increase may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of effectives fixed by the tables 
annexed to Chapter A of this Part " to be reached. Any contracting parties availing themselves 
of this option should immediately notify the measures they feel bound to take, together with 
reasons in support thereof, to the other contracting parties, and to the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission, to be set up under Chapter VI of the Convention. . 

83. Article 9 provides that " in any case the total period of service shall not exceed • • • 
months". 3 As regards this limitation, which is applicable to all contracting parties and represents 
a maximum that may not be exceeded, the Spanish delegation pointed out (and this view was 
accepted by the Commission) that the maximum fixed in accordance with this article cannot in any 
way effect, even indirectly, the figures given in the table provided {or in Article 2, which are 
allowed to each contracting party without any restriction or reservation whatever. · 

* * * 
84. During the discussion of the period of service, 4 the German delegation submitted a 

proposal to the effect that the annual contingent should be limited, as well as the period of service. 
The Commission rejected this amendment by twelve votes to six with certain abstentions. 

Part II.- Material. 

85. On this point, as already mentioned, the Commission encountered difficulties which 
it was unable to surmount either at its third session or even after the second reading of the 
preliminary draft Convention during the first part of the sixth and last session. 

CHAPTER A. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 

Article IO. 

86. As regards land armaments, the original position was as follows: 
A proposal was made by the German delegation for the limitation of material in service and 

in reserve, in accordance with a table fixing under separate headings the maximum number 
of arms and the quantity of ammunition for the various arms. The French preliminary draft 
provided only for the limitation of the total expenditure on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture 
of war material in the strict sense of the term, with the option of carrying forward sums not expended 
during one year. 

87. The Japanese and Italian representatives formally opposed the first method, while 
the United States delegation made a· general reservation on account of the omission of any 
provisions regarding the limitation l?f materi~ of the l~d and air forces, whether ~ servi~e_ or 
in reserve. Despite the fact that this reservation was Withdrawn at the second reading, opm10n 
was divided as to the method of limiting material for land forces. 

1 As regards this chapter, see the German delegation's general reservation concerning Part I. 
1 The Chinese delegation has, on many occasions, proposed the abolition of the conscription system. It has resen-00 

the right to raise this question again at the Conference. . 
' In order to take into account the frequent cases in which " service " is performed in several separate periods 

often of short duration, the word " months " was substituted for the word " years " of service. 
• See reservation by the German delegation. paragraph 79· 
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88. The following methods were considered: 

(r) App~ca!ion of the fu_llest possible J?U~licity to expenditure on land material; 
(2) Liinitahon of expenditure on matenal,. 
(3) Direct limitation of material by categones; . . . . 
(4) Simultaneous application of the two last-named liinitahons, either separately or 

in combination; · f h c t t" · rt" 
(5) Application of any one of these methods at the chmce o t e on rae mg pa 1es. 

89. The Commission unanimously approved the principle that there s~ould be the fullest 
possible interchange of information respecting armaments between the parties to !h~ proposed . 
Convention. It also recorded the unanimous desire of the member~ of. the Comss~on to find 
some method which would provide for the limitation of war matenal m a more preCise manner 
than can be achieved by publicity alone. ,,._ .,,.1,"•·-~·... · 

90. The result of the vote taken on the principle of direet.·Ii~i~f.n6ndas proposbedt byt· the 
German delegation was as follows: nine votes for, nine votes a.g8,JjUS , an seven a s en Ions. · 

91. On a vote being taken on the principle of the simultaneous empl<;>YI_I~ent of the 
two methods proposed by the Italian delegation, nine members of the Co~ss10n declared 
themselves in favour of the system, eleven against, and five apstained from votmg. 

92. The principle of indirect limitation as set forth in Article ro was adopted by sixteen 
votes to three, with six abstentions. 

93. As regards the application of this principle the Commission passed the following resolution! 
. . 
" I. With a view to limiting land material by limiting expenditure on its pur~hase, 

manufacture. and upkeep, the Preparatory C~mmission r~qu~sts its President to _instruct 
the Committee of Experts on Budgetary questions to enqmre mto the means by which such 
limitation could be carried out, paying special attention to: · 

" (a) The necessity of limiting all the expenditure in question; 
"(b) The variety of ways in which budgets are presented and discussed in different 

countries; 
" (c) The adjustment of the proposed method of limitati<;>n to possible fluctuations 

in the purchasing power of different currencies, especially With regard to the cost of 
war material. 

" (d) The conditions in which credits for one financial year might be· carried 
over to the following year or years. 

" II. In order that the Governments may be able, before the Conference meets, to 
come to a decision on this point, the experts' report should be transmitted to them in good 
time by the Secretary-General of the League of Nations." 

94. The American delegation stated that, whereas they w~re unable to accept budgetary 
limitation in any form as far as the United States was concerned (see American reservations, 
paragraphs Nos. I7I and r8r), they did not wish their attitude to constitute an obstacle to 
agreement on the part of other Powers. They therefore stated that they were prepared to apply, 
as far as they were themselves concerned, direct limitation instead of indirect limitation, provided 
that some practical budgetary method were generally agreed upon, which would be sufficiently 
detailed and precise to constitute an effective means of limitation. 

95. The Spanish delegation associated itself with this point of view, but observed that the 
direct limitation would have to be· confined to material hi service. 

96, The Japanese delegation, while supporting the method of indirect limitation, nevertheless 
«:x~r~ed ~he view that the adoption of this method did not necessarily exclude recourse to direct 
limitation m the case of a certain number of countries which cannot accept indirect limitation, 
But the number of such countries in this case should be strictly limited. 

97. Several delegations s~ated that, in the application of the system of indirect limitation, 
account must be taken of the circumstances peculiar to each State. They urged that preferential 
treatment should be granted to non-industrial countries or countries whose budgets were below 
a figure to be fixed by the Conference. 

98. The first of these arguments was put with particular clearness by the Greek delegate 
who spoke as follows: · ' 

. " It seems essentia;I, in or~er to determine the budgetary limit for each country. to take 
~nto account t~e. particular Circumstances of each country, its economic circumstances, 
1ts stan~rd of liym~, the cost of labour there, and, above all, its position as regards material 
at th~ time of sigrung the_ Convention: Obviously, if the material a country possessed at 
that time were ~om out or mc?mplete; If, consequently, it were in a clear position of inferiority 
as comp~red ~1th the other signatory States, that would constitute a factor to be taken into 
account m fixmg the budgetary limit binding upon that country." 
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.99. Apart from the reservation in the footnote to the article, the Turkish delegation made 
its acceptance o! any ~udgetary limitation of material and armaments expressly conditional 
upon account bemg taken-as also with any other method of limitation-of the special position 
of countries in which industry is not adequately developed. 

100. The Norwegian delegation observed that the possibility of some combination of direct 
and indirect methods by budgetary means had not been precluded. 

101. The B~tish delegation were ready to admit that direct limitation may, in theory, 
~e the ~ost effective an~ the most obvious system, but feared that this method of limitation would, 
~n practice, ~rove u~satisf<~;ctory. Even if adeq~ate definitions and categories.could·be established, 
1t would be 1mposs1ble to 1mpose on all countnes such a system of verification and control as to 
give the assurance that the limitation would be properly observed. The British delegation had 
hoped that it might be possible to limit directly the larger weapons such as big guns and tanks, 
but here again similar difficulties would be encountered. They would be prepared to accept any 
practical scheme for direct limitation of the more important weapons that would offer any prospect 
of general acceptance and reasonable effectiveness. It may be that the Governments at the 
Disarmament Conference will be able to find such a scheme. In the circumstances; the British 
delegate advocated the adoption of the indirect method of budgetary limitation. The British 
delegation recognise that such a method is not so complete; but, so far as it goes, it is,.they feel, 
more effective and more reliable. Budgetary expenditure, in all the mor~ important countries, 
is subject to a number of. checks and controls, and cannot to any serious extent be evaded. 
Moreover, it has the additional advantage that it may serve to arrest competition in the develop
ment and perfection of weapons." 

* * * 
102. The German delegation has made a general reservation in regard to Article IO since, 

notwithstanding its extraordinary importance, the material in service and in reserve of land 
armed forces and of land formations organised on a military basis is only covered-contrary 
to the method applied to air armaments and to naval floating material-by limitation of expenditure, 
and not by a reduction and limitation of specific articles and of numbers. 

103. As regards the limitation of expenditure, the German delegation reserves the right 
to take a decision after considering the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

CHAPTER B. -NAVAL ARMAMENTS. 

104. At the third session of the Preparatory Commission, two opposite schemes for the 
limitation of naval armaments were submitted: the British draft provided for the limitation of the 
tonnage, and of the number of vessels to be allowed to each of the High Contracting Parties; 
in each of the categories to be specified; the Italian delegation could only agree to the limitation 
of total (global) tonnage which each High Contracting Party would undertake not to exceed and 
which it might allocate and arrange in the way best suited to its national interests, provided it 
communicated to the Secretariat of the League of Nations, at least six months before the laying 
down of the keel, the characteristics of each warship it intended to construct. 

105. The French delegation, whose .views were much nearer to those of the Italian delegation 
than to those of the British delegation after having first submitted a two-column table indicating 
in Column I the tonnage required for the security and defence of its national interests, and in column 
II the tonnage which should be reached before the expiration of the Convention, later, in an 
attempt at conciliation, proposed a three-column table, the figures in the columns indicating 
for each High Contracting Party : (a) the total (global) tonnage it considered indispen
sable for its security and the defence of its national interests; (b) the total (global) tonnage it 
considered itself obliged to attain before the expiration of the Convention; (c) the manner in 
which it proposed to distribute, in total (global) tonnages for each category, the whole total (global) 
tonnage indicated by it in the previous column. 

106. Four categories were provided: capital ships, aircraft-carriers, surface vessels of less than 
ro,ooo tons, and submarines, with the power of transfer between categories when the High Contract
ing Party concerned considered this to be indispensable, provided that High Contracting Party 
informed the Secretariat of the League of Nations of the changes made in its allocation of its total 
{global) tonnage one year at least before laying down the keels of the tonnage to be transferred. 

107. In spite of a reassuring statement made by the United States representative to the 
Preparatory Commission at the beginning of its sixth session in April I929, the discussion of the 
naval problem was deferred. In view of the agreement reached at the London Naval Conference, 
the discussion was resumed in the second part of the same session, on the basis of a proposal 
submitted by the delegations of seven countries (United States, Great Britain, Canada, France, 
Irish Free State, Japan and Italy} which submitted a new text for almost all the articles in this 



-574-

section. By adopting this text in its main outline, the Commission was able .to. overcome the 
difficulties which had previously arisen, owing chiefly to the pr~se~ce of two con~Ictmg systems of 
limitation-i.e., limitation of total (global) tonnage and lirmtatlon by categones. 

108. The Italian delegation made a general reservation to the effect that the Italian Govern
ment could not finally agree to any specific method before all the Powers had agreed on the 
proportions and the levels of maximum tonnage. 

109. The Gennan delegation made a reservation in view of the great value of ~on-floating 
material, on the ground that the latter-unlike floating material-would not be s-.:bJ~ct to any 
direct limitation by specific articles and by numbers, and would only b~ affected m~rrectly .by 
limitation by expenditure. With regard to tJ;e latter, the Gennan delegation reserved Its opmion 
until it had studied the report of the Comrmttee of Budgetary Experts. · 

110 In confonnity with the general principles it has followed, the Coinniission has not 
proposed to the Conference any figures .for tonnage, e~c., in the articles and ~nnexes. of :he Draft 
Convention. The figures set out therem· have been mserted ~erely as an Illustration, they are 
similar to those given in the Washington and London Treaties. I~ s~ould be observed J;ere 
that, in several cases, delegations proposed other figures to the Comrmssion or reserved the nght 
to do so when the Conference meets. 

Articles II, 12 and 13. 

111. These three articles must be regarded as a single whole, embodying the following 
system of limitation: 

(r) Limitation of the total (global) tonnage of each High Con~racting Party (Article II), 
with the exception of the tonnage of certain vessel.s referred to m Annexes I and II. 

(2) Distribution of total (global) tonnage (Article 12); .. 
(3) Power of transferring tonnage from one category to another {Article 13). 

112. The Italian delegation proposed that Articles II and 12 should be replaced by a single 
Article worded as follows: · 

"The limitation of naval armaments, accepted by each of the High Contracting Parties, 
is indicated in the following table . . . " · 

in the fonn of Table II of the text, Table I being omitted. 

Article II. 

113. The Chinese, Spanish, Persian, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations observed that 
it should be understood that the particulars of total (global) tonnage inserted by the High 
Contracting Parties in Table I would not be in any way binding on their countries even as a 
precedent after th~ expiration of the Convention. · 

114. The possibility was considered of providing two tables in the Convention, one to 
indicate the total (global) tonnage which each High Contracting Party regarded as indispensable 
for guaranteeing its safety and national interests, the other to show the figures of the total (global) 
tonnage to be completed before the expiration of the Convention. In order to give prominence 
to this idea, the Commission agreed, at the request of the Spanish delegate, to alter the wording 
of the first article proposed by the Powers signatory to the London Naval Treaty. This explains 
the meaning of the sentence: "Throughout the duration of the present Convention . . . " 

115. Similarly, the Spanish delegation opposed a Soviet proposal to the effect that the 
limitation of naval forces should involve a reduction for all countries. The Commission finally 
adopted the principle of such a reduction, but with the addition of the words "so far as possible". 
Since the same idea had been accepted in respect of the other armaments, it was thought preferable 
to embody it in a single clause which should govern the whole Convention. This-as has been 
pointed out-is the object of the first article of the present Draft Convention. 

116. The Yug~slav delef?ate em~h~ised the difference between recently created countries 
at pr.esent engaged I~ prepa_nng a mmimum naval programme compatible with their national 
secunty, and countnes havrng a maritime history and tradition and possessing a complete 
fleet. .The figure of the total (global) tonnage to be inserted in Table I would, 'for the former 
countnes, represent only the first stage in the execution of their minimum programme, 
whereas ~or the l~tter, the ~gure will r~ally indi~ate their maximum naval forces in the present 
state of mter_natronal relations. In VIew of this essential difference, the Yugoslav delegation 
r~ryed the n~ht to req~est at the Conference that recently created countries, which are obliged to 
drst_nbute ther! expendrture for the construction of a minimum tonnage compatible with their 
national secun_ty over a n~mber of years exceeding the duration of the Convention, should be 
accorded ~he nght ~o mention separat~ly, within the limits of the agreed total {global) tonnage, 
w~~ portu;m of therr pr?gramme they mtended to carry out during the period of the Convention. 
SJinilar!y, if, under Artrcle 57 of the draft Convention, the Convention remained in force for a 
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further per_iod, such prolongation should not debar the above-mentioned countries from continuing 
the execub_on _of their naval programme within the limits of the agreed tonnage. 

The Fmrush delegate associated himseH with this reservation. 

· Articles 12 and 13. 

117. The. Preparatory Commission's discussions on these articles were directed mainly 
to~ards _rend~nng the prop~se~ system. of limitatio~ applicable to navies of a small tonnage. 
With this obJect the Commission unanrmously adopted the rules below which appear as the 
introduction to Table III: ' 

(r) Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 
of ships involved in the transfer. 

(2) Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed :roo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom 
of transfer as regards surface ships. 
· (3) As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio 

to the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

This Table will be prepared or filled in at the Conference; but the Commission desires to state 
that it regards the application of the rules proposed as an integral part of -the system on which 
Articles II-I3 are based. 

On this subject the following statements should be noted: 

118. The representative of the British Empire stated: 

" I am glad to be able to inform the Commission that I am now authorised to accept the 
three proposed rules in Table III of the Naval Clauses. In doing so, I should like to make it 
clear that I regard the first rule as governing the other two-I understand that was why it 
was put first-that is to say, that though rules 2 and 3 establish certain important principles, 
yet their application must in the last report depend to some extent upon the considerations 
set out in Rule I. It is, of course, understood that in saying this I am dealing solely with the 
question of transfer and not suggesting that any limit can be put on the right of any Power 
to ask the Disarmament Conference for any class .of ship as part of its navy. " 

1i9. The Swedish delegate spoke in the following terms: 

" The. Swedish delegation is glad to learn from Viscount Cecil's statement that the British 
Government approves the text of Table III. . · 

" I wish to take this opportunity of saying that the Swedish delegation cannot accept 
any interpretation which might weaken the guarantees obtained by the Powers possessing 
fleets of small tonnage through the inclusion of the three principles in Table III as compensa
tion for their acceptance of a large number of rules derived from the Treaties of Washington 
and London. " 

. 120. The representatives of Yugoslavia, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Poland gave this 
statement their unqualified approval. . . 

. 121. The Norwegian representative spoke to the same effect, adding that his country would 
certainly claim the utmost freedom of transfer at the Conference. The Chinese representative 
agreed with this view. 

122. The Finnish delegate stated that he would like the three rules to be interpreted on a 
footing of equality; none of them should be regarded as taking precedence over the others. 

. 123. The United States representative explained that, in accepting the three rules, which 
were drawn up as a compromise text, his delegation assumed that the application of Rule 3, 
Table III, was not intended to apply to Powers which are signatories of the Washington and London 
Treaties. 

124. The Italian delegate spoke as follows. 

· " Like the British delegation, we consider that the basic criterion for the application 
of transfers should be that which was enunciated in principle No. I. When this principle 
has to be applied in practice, we should make no difficulty in according complete liberty of 
transfer from the class of submarines to that of light surface vessels-e.g. destroyers and small 
cruisers. 

" 0D. the other hand, I desire to state now that we should oppose transfers in the opposite 
direction-that is to say, from the class of light surface vessels to that of submarines. " 

125. This statement was formally opposed by the Spanish delegate, who pointed out that 
the text in question represented a compromise and had been adopted without any reservation other 
than that of the British delegation. 

126. The Netherlands delegate also pointed out that, if they made the second rule adopted 
subordinate to the first, they would modify the scope of the system and in that connection he made 
a formal reservation. 

' This figure is given as an illustration. 
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Arlicl8 I4· 
127. The Soviet delegation proposed tha.t t!te tonnage lil_llit for capi~al ships should be fixed 

at ro,ooo tons (ro,r6o metric tons), and the lumt for gun calibres at I2 mches (304.8 mrn.). 

128. Several delegations recommended that the Confere~ce should ei!her abolish capital 
ships altogether or should reduce the maximum tonnage of their standard diSplacement. 

129. The Commission confined itself, however, to inserting-but by way ?f illustration 
only-the figures given in the ~ext p~oposed by the signatory Powe~s of the Washmg:to~ Treaty, 
fixing the tonnage limit for capital sh1ps at 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) and the hrmt for the 
calibre of their guns at r6 inches (406 mm.). 

130. The other articles of the draft submitted by the Powers whic~ t?ok p_art in th~ Lon~on 
Naval Conference practically were adopted by the Preparatory CommiSSion Without discussiOn, 
it being understo~d that the figures contained in these articles were only given by way of 
illustration, and that the adoption of these articles in no :way involved the adoption of the numerical 
data, which might be replaced by other figures. 

Article r5. 
131. The Spanish d~legation, ho~eyer •. made a rese~ation regarding. the sec<?nd paragr~ph 

of Article rs which proVIdes for the hm1tat10n of the calibre of guns earned by aircraft-earners 
whose tonnage does not exceed ro,ooo tons. The Spanish delegation considered that certain 
navies which, for reasons of economy, were compelled to build ships not corresponding exactly 
to any of the classes specified in Annex III Definitions to Chapter B, Part II, could hardly be 
expected not to arm aircraft-carriers of a lower tonnage with guns of the calibre authorised for 
aircraft-carriers of the heavier tonnage mentioned in the first paragraph of Article rs. 

Articles r6 ana IJ. 

132. Articles r6 and r7lay down that the standard displacement and the guns of submarines 
shall be limited and that no vessel of war exceeding the limits as to displacement or armament 
prescribed by the Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for, or within the juris
diction of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article r8. 

133. Article r8 contains a reference to Annex IV of Chapter B, Part II, regarding the rules 
with which the High Contracting Parties must comply in the matter of the replacement of vessels 
of war. Annexes IV (Rules for Replacement) and V (Rules for Disposal), mentioned in Article 
22, reproduce the corresponding provisions of the London Naval Treaty. · 

Article I9 . 

. 134. Article I9 gave rise to a short discussion. This Article, which provides that no prepa
ration shall be made in merchant ships for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose 
of con':'erting such ships into vessels of war, nevertheless authorises the stiffening of decks for the 
mountmg of guns not exceeding 6.r inches (I55 millimetres) in calibre. This exception to the 
JU!.e as stated was finally adopted. The Japanese delegation, however, reserved the right to 
raiSe the question of the limitation of aircraft equipment on merchant vessels, possibly at the 
Conferen~e itseH. The Soviet delegation emphasised the importance of laying down that no 
preparations shall be made in merchant ships with a view to converting such ships in wartime 
into fighting units. 

135. The following Articles of the draft were adopted without discussion: 

(r) Article 20, prohibiting any High Contracting Party engaged in war from using 
as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction 
for any other Power or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another 
Power and not delivered. 

_(2) Article 2r, prohibiting any High Contracting Party from disposing of any vessel of 
warm such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war in the navy of any foreign 
Power. 

(3) Article _22, disposal of vessels of war surplus to the tonnage figures allowed by the 
present Convention. 

(4) Article 23, authorising the retention of existing ships used as stationary training 
establiShments or hulks. 

Article 24. 

~3.6. On the. p~o~sal of the British delegation, the Commission adopted Article 24, 
pro~ding_fo! the limitation of the annual expenditure on the war material of naval armaments 
on lines siJn!.Iar. t~ th~ limitation of ma~erial for land armaments prescribed in Article ro. The 
forms of this limitatiOn are to be studied by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 
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· 137. Certain delegations objected to the introduction of indirect limitation of naval material 
in addition to its direct limitation as provided for in the other articles of this Chapter. 

. . 13~. The American delegation repeated its general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitat10n. 

13?. The French delegation does not see its way to accept the special limitation of 
expenditure on. upke_ep, Pll!Ch~e and manufacture of war material for naval armaments. Apart 
from the techmcal difficulties, 1t observes that the limitation of naval material under satisfactory 
c.on~iti~ms is assured by the direct limitation of floating material, as well as indirectly by the 
limitation of the aggregate expenditure on armaments. 

140. The Japanese delegation also made a reservation in the same sense. 

141. The German delegation reserves its opinion until it has studied the report of the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

. 142. The Britis?- and Italian delegations explained that their acceptance of this article 
depended on the· attitude finally adopted by other maritime Powers. 

143. A note inserted in the Draft Convention (after Article 24) quotes two Articles of the 
London Naval Treaty as examples of supplementary restrictions which certain High Contracting 
Parties might be prepared to accept. It is understood that these articles, which are binding 
sol~ly upon the signatories of Part III of the London Treaty, are only quoted by way of example, 
the Commission not having expressed any view in regard to them. The representatives of Greece 
and Spain, however, have made a formal reservation in regard to the possibility of these 
supplementary restrictions being applied. 

144. The "commission attached several Tables to Chapter B. Table I will have the figures 
of global tonnage allocated to each High Contracting Party. Table II will serve to show the 
distribution of such tonnage between the categories defined in Annex III in accordance with 
the scheme fixed in London. A special subdivision has, however, been admitted in the class 
of capital ships for those High Contracting Parties which have no capital ship of a standard 
displacement exceeding 8,ooo tons.1 Table III, regarding transfers, is also to be filled up by 
the Conference, account being taken of the three principals therein specified. 

CHAPTER C. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

145. The text adopted in the first part of the sixth session provided in a single article 
for the limitation of air material in service by means of two tables, one for armed forces 
and the other for formations organised on a military basis, the limitation being applicable to 
aeroplanes and dirigibles capable of use in war employed in commission in the land, sea and 
air forces, or in the formations organised on a military basis. All these provisions have been 
re~grouped by the Drafting Committee. They are the subject of Articles 25 and 26, which 
the Commission has adopted. 

Articles ·25 and 26. 

146. The method of limitation fixed in these articles represents a compromise formula 
taking account of. the principal standards of limitation proposed to the Commission. The 
standard of limitation in the case of aeroplanes is first the number, and secondly the total 
horse-power. !n the case of dirigibles it is the number, total horse-power and total volume. 

147. The Commission accepted at the second reading, by 9 votes to 8 with some 
abstentions, a British proposal to limit, not only machines in service, but also complete 
machines in immediate reserve belonging to the State. 

148. The German delegation made a reservation in regard to these articles, on the ground 
that reduction and limitation do not apply to the aggregate of war material, including material 
in reserve, and that in its view the countries are left free to increase their stocks of aircraft 
not yet put together, and to arrange their air armaments as they please, without· exceeding 
the limits fixed by the Convention. 

149. The Turkish delegation reserved its opinion on the extension of the direct limitation 
provided for in Articles 25 and 26 to armaments in reserve. 

150. The tables referred to in these two articles will contain the figures allocated to 
each contracting party. As regards the aeroplanes of the armed forces (Table I) and 
those of the formations organised on a military basis (Table II) and dirigibles (Table III
Dirigibles of the armed forces, and Table IV-Dirigibles of the formations organised on a 
military basis}, there are certain differences in the make-up of the tables. The two tables 

t As regards Table II, it should be noted that the High Contracting Parties non-signatories of Part Ill of ~ 
Treaty of London have the· option of including cruisers of subdivision (ii) and destroyers in a single category. 
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relating to the armed forces (Tables I and III) contain a~ obligatory column for the total of 
the aeroplanes and dirigibles respectively, and three opbo?al ~olumns fo~ the aeroplanes or 
dirigibles stationed in the home country, overseas or m aircraft-earners. In the case 
of aeroplanes, the figures will ~how firs! .the number and .secondly the total horse-power. 
In the case of dirigibles, there will be additional figures showmg the total volume. The tables 
with regard to the formations organised on a military basis (Table II-Aeroplanes, .and Table 
IV-Dirigibles) have the same columns and the same particulars as the others •. without 
column (d) (Tables I and III), which is irrelevant in the case of formations orgamsed on a 
military basis. 

Article 27. 
151. It should be noted in the·case of this article that the British and Canadian delegations 

consider that it is impracticable to find any standard of horse-power measurement that would 
afford a satisfactory basis of limitation. 

152. The French delegation had proposed at the first reading to measure horse-power 
according to the rules laid down by the International Air Navigation Commission. These 
rules are as follows : 

" The power of an engine is the average power that the engine generates during two 
trials of one hour each during which it runs without stopping at a pressure of 760 milli
metres of mercury in dry air and at a temperature of I5°C. The engine power will be 
measured in horse-power of 75 kilogramme-metres a second and will be expressed to fhe 
nearest lower horse-power for engines not exceeding 50 horse-power within 5 horse
power for engines between 50 and 200 horse-power and within IO horse-power for engines 
exceeding 200 horse-power." 

153. The delegation of the United States expressed the view that, in the case of a subject 
on which technical methods change with great rapidity, it was not desirable to adopt a method 
at the present time which might not be acceptable by the time the Conference meets. 

154. The Commission accepted this standpoint, and decided not to propose particular 
rules. The Commission is, however, of opinion that it is desirable for the Council to entrust 
to experts the preparatory studies required for the laying down of such rules, and that such 
rules should be communicated to the Governments, which might be invited to accept them as 
a preliminary basis for calculating the figures to be inserted in the table. 

155. The German delegation makes a reservation of a general character in regard to 
Tables Ic, He, IIIc, IV c, attached to Chapter C of Part II. This reservation is to the follow
ing effect : for the purposes of reduction of armaments, the material which a contracting 
party may assign to its oversea territories may be of varying importance in relation to another 
contracting party by reason of the geographical situation of its territories in relation to the 
home country territories of the two contracting parties. One contracting party will therefore 
have every reason to regard the oversea material of another contracting party as forming 
part of the home country material of the latter, when such an assumption is justified by the 
pro:lQmity of the oversea territories in relation to the home territories of the two parties.t 

156. The Turkish delegation repeated in regard to the tables attached to Chapter C 
the reservation it had made before (see paragraph 77 above) in regard to the tables in Part I 
(Chapter A). 

Article 28. 

157. Article 28 deals with the interesting problem of the relation between civil and 
military aviation. • It makes provision for prohibitions and obligations to be imposed on the 
contracting parties, with a view to avoiding the danger involved in prescribing the 
embodiment of military features in the construction of civil aeroplanes, and with a view 
to encouraging the independent development of purely civil aviation. It is not superfluous 
to reproduce the somewhat complicated text of Article 28 : 

" I. The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment 
of military features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material 
may be constructed for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing 
the greatest po.ssib!e.me.asure o.f se~urity and the most ~conomic return. No preparations 
shall be made m civil aircraft m t1me of peace for the mstallation of warlike armaments 
for the purpose of converting such aircraft into military aircraft. · 

1 
The Italian delegation called attention to the reservation presented by it with reference to the tables 

annexed to Part I, Chapter A (see paragraph 73 above). 
• The Commission, in the course of its proceedings, examined on several occasions ·the problem· 

of the relations between civil and military aviation. 
The draft Convention submitted on first reading contained the following article: 

"The limitations lai_d . dow_n >;Lre !1-ccepted by each High Contracting Party in the light of the 
present development of ctvtl avtabon m other countries." 

. ~n t~e second reading, the Co~m!ss~on was of opinion that as this article simply noted a de facto 
sttuabo'!' 1t ~as not necessary to r~tam 1t m t~e draft Convention, and decided that it would be sufficient 
to .m<;nbon m the report that vanous delegat10ns reserved the right to bring the whole question of civil 
avtatlon before the Conference. 
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" 2. · The High Cont!acting ~arties un~~rtake not to require civil aviation enterprises 
to employ perso_n!lel spec1ally tramed for mihtary purposes. They undertake to authorise 
only as a prov1s10.n.al and ~e~porary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the 
employment o~ .m1htary a':1at10n. mat~rial in, .civil aviation undertakings. Any such 
personnel or m~tary matenal wh1ch may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever 
nature ~hal:~ be mcluded in the li~itation applicable to the High Contracting Party con
cerned m Vlrtue of Part I, or Arbcles 25 and 26 of the present Convention, as th.e case 
may be. 

. :· 3· ~he ;High Contra~ting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, 
arr hne~ pnnc1p~y e~tabhshed. for military purposes instead of being established for 
econom1c, admm1strabve or soc1al purposes. 

" 4;· The High ~ontracting Parties undertake to encourage as far as possible the 
conclu~10n of econom1c agreements between civil aviation undertakings in the different 
count~1es and to confer together to this end." 

.. 158: !his article was drafted after the work of the Special Committee of Experts on 
C1vll Av~atlon. The Preparatory Commission agreed with the Committee of Experts that the 
Co!lv~ntlon sho~ld avo1d any provision. capable of obstructing the development of civil 
av1at10n; but 1t wa_s of opinion that all efforts. should be directed towards differentiating 
more and more defi~1tely between civil and military aviation, and that Governments should 
be prevented from mterfering in civil aviation undertakings in order to divert them from 
purely civil objects. 

159.. The Soviet delegation submitted the following amendment in the course of the 
discussion : 

" Any adaptation of civil aviation material to the establishment of armaments ~r 
to military uses is prohibited." 

Under the terms of this amendment, the Governments would be bound to take steps to 
prevent the construction for military purposes, or the adaptation to military purposes, of 
aircraft, whether constructed by, or belonging to, private companies or private persons. 

160. It should be noted that the text of the article approved by the Commission does 
not bind the Governments to impose restrictions on the private manufacture or adaptation 
of civil aircraft to purposes of war, but only prohibits them from encouraging such adaptation. 

161. AI} amendment was submitted to the Commission by the Canadian delegation 
to delete paragraph 2 of Article 28 and to substitute the following : 

" Personnel seconded to, and military materi3.1 employed in, civil aviation, whether 
Government or commercial, shall be counted in the agreed quota." 

The effects of this amendment would have been to set out clearly that all seconded 
personnel and machines would be counted in the quota allotted to each State, and also to 
eliminate the temporary and provisional character of seconding. 

162. The Commission, while appreciating the special circumstances of Canada, was not 
prepared to recede from the general rule to which it had given its approval-namely, that 
seconding should be only of a provisional and temporary character. It was thought that a 
solution of the difficulty might be found in the establishment of an exceptional arrangement, 
the form of which would have to be settled by the Conference. The Commission, while 
disallowing the deletion of the second sentence of paragraph 2 of Article 28, accepted 
unanimously. the insertion of the Canadian amendment by which all seconded personnel and 
material should be included in the quota allotted to each State. 

163. The Canadian delegation subsequently submitted a reservation in regard to the 
" temporary and provisional " character of the seconding of personnel to, and the employment 
of military aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Canada, because of its special 
needs and problems, requires, for the reasons given in the Minutes of December 2nd 1930, 
the unrestricted right of seconding, in order to develop its country of vast distances and to 
protect its citizens and natural resources. 

164. In the course of the discussion on paragraph 3 the British delegation stated that 
it must be clearly understood that the proposal did not imply that the Governments 
committed themselves to complete internationalisation of aviation, and that on this point 
the British Government reserved its entire freedom of action. 

* * * 
165. The British delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows : 

" Each of the High Contracting Parties agrees to limit its annual expenditure on the 
maintenance, purchase and manufacture of war material, for air armaments, to the fiooures 
and ·under the conditions defined in the Annex to the present Convention." 
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The voting on this article was as follows : 
5 for ; 6 against ; 13 abstentions. 

166. The British delegation expressed particular regret at the failure of the Co~mission 
to adopt a system of budgetary limitation of air material. They felt t~at t~e se1ence of 
aeronautics is still in so early a stage that very great developments m stze, c?st. and 
destructiveness of military machines are to be apprehended: These developm~nts. will m. no 
way be affected by the limitation of the total numbe! of machm~s, and they fe~r 1t 1s tmposstble 
to rely on the limitation of horse-power as a practically effective check. Wtthout bud~etary 
limitation, therefore, they believe that the air arm, potentially the most destructive to 
civilisation, will be the most free for competitive international development. 

* * * 
167. During the first part of the sixth session the German _delegation su~mitted a 

proposal to prohibit the launching of weapons of off~nce of any km~ from th~ a1r, as a_lso 
the employment of unpiloted aircraft controlled by w1reless or otherwtse, carrymg explostve 
or incendiary gaseous substances. 

168. After a very interesting discussion,' this proposal was rejected, five delegations 
voting in its favour. In the discussion, the German delegate explained that he regarded these 
methods as essentially offensive, their destructive effects threatening the civilian population. 
The delegations which did not accept the German proposal stated that they did not thereby 
imply the authorisation of bombardment from the. air of civil populations .. 

Part Ill. - Budgetary Expenditure. 
Article 29. 

169. Upon the proposal of the French delegation the Commission considered at its third 
session the limitation of the total annual expenditure by budgetary years for the forces 
stationed in the home country, and the formations organised on a military basis in the home 
country, as well as the overseas forces, their reinforcements and overseas formations organised 
on a. military basis. 

170. On this occasion the delegations of the British Empire, Italy and Japan stated that 
in their opinion budgetary limitation should be effected solely by means of publicity. 

171. The delegations of the United States and Germany made a general reservation 
regarding the inclusion in the draft Convention of stipulations concerning the limitation of 
budgetary expenditure. 

172. At the sixth session the Commission accepted the principle of the limitation of the 
total expenditure on land, sea and air forces. In adopting this principle the Commission desired 
to emphasise that such limitation should be used for checking the growth of the armaments 
of each country, and not as a method of comparison between one country and another, since 
the cost and conditions of manufacture vary very much in different countries. 

The Preparatory Commission, however, is not submitting any final proposal to the 
Conference regarding the method of such limitation. 

173. Valuable studies have already been made in this field, in particular by the Committee 
of Budgetary Experts set up by the Preparatory Commission ; this Committee held several 
meetings in 1927. The results of its work-to the value of which the Preparatory Commission 
desires to pay tribute-are embodied in documents C.P.D. 40 (Provisional Report) and 
C.P.D. go. Some delegations thought that it would be desirable to convene this Committee 
once more so as to enable it to complete its report in the light of the experience acquired during 
recent years, and taking into account, in particular, the observations made on this subject 
during the second part of the sixth session of the Preparatory Commission. · 

174. For this purpose the Commission requested its President to reconstitute the 
Committee of Budgetary Experts, and to convene it in good time to ensure that its report 
should reach the Governments as soon as possible so as to enable the latter to take it into 
consideration when preparing for the Conference. The next session of the Committee of Experts 
will open on December nth, 1930. 

. 175. The Commission requested the Committee to study, in particular, the following 
pomts: 

(a) The nece.ssity of limiting t~e to~al expenditure in question ; 
(b) To take mto account the diverstty of methods of presentation and discussion of 

the budgets customary in the various countries ; · 
(c) To ~dapt the method of limitation contemplated to the possible differences in 

the purchasmg power of the various currencies, with particular reference to the cost of 
war material ; 

(d) To determine the conditions under which the carrying forward of credits from 
one budgetary year to the next year or following years might be effected. 

1 See Minutes of the Sixth Session (First Part), pages 85-93. 
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176. The Co~mit~e~ of .Experts will have to bear these points in mind when it studies 
the methods of speciallinntahon of land and naval material (Articles ro and 24). 

177: They w~ ~so, in accordance. w~th .the resolution adopted on December 6th, have 
to examme the possibility of a separate limitation of expenditure on land, naval and air forces. 

178. The Soviet delegation proposed the insertion of a new article worded as follows : 
" Se.cret funds intended .in a disg'!ised form for extraordinary expenditure on special 

preparations for war or an mcrease m armaments shall be excluded from the national 
budgets. 

" In conformity with the above provision, all expenditure for the upkeep of the armed 
force.s .of each State shall be shown in a single chapter of the national budget ; their full 
pubhcity shall be ensured." · 

179: Since the Commission agreed as to the desirability of asking the Budgetary Experts 
to examme the whole problem of the methods of limitation, including that raised by the Soviet 
delegation, the latter did not press its proposal. 

180. While agreeing to the limitation of budgetary expenditure, several delegations, 
including the Roumanian delegation, declared that it was essential in this connection to take 
into account the con~tions peculiar to each country-that is to say, economic conditions, the 
purchasing power of each currency, the industrial development of each country, and in particular 
its position with regard to war material at the time of the signature of the future Convention. 
If at that date a country had not yet been able to carry out its minimum defensive programme 
in regard to certain categories of armaments, and if it possessed only obsolete, worn or incom
plete war material, obviously such a State would be· in an inferior position in relation to other 
signatory States more fortunately situated in this respect. These are the factors which will 
have to be taken into account when the budgetary limit imposed upon the contracting States 
comes to be laid down. 

181. The American delegation made a general reservation on the subject of budgetary 
limitation and drew attention to its declaration of November nth, 1930.• 

182. The German delegation made a general reservation regarding this chapter pending 
the Committee of Budgetary Experts' report. 

Part IV. Exchange of Information. 

183. Part IV of the draft Convention contains nine articles, providing for the drawing 
up of sixteen tables with a number of columns. 

Article 30. 

184. Article 30 provides for the exchange of information each year in regard to the 
average daily number of effectives reached during the preceding year in the land, sea and 
air armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of each of the contracting 
parties. It-also specifies the conditions under which the information, details of which appear 
in the tables, is to be supplied. The tables are largely similar to those of Chapter I (limitation 

· of effectives), but are more detailed. 

185. It is to be noted that the Commission, which did not see its way to propose limi
tation by territories of the armed forces and formations organised on a military basis stationed 
in the various overseas territories, nevertheless accepted the principle of publicity with regard 
to their distribution (by 5 votes to 4 with a certain number of abstentions). As Tables II 
and V show, this publicity is limited to land forces. 

186. The Commission recognised that the method of calculating on the basis of the 
average daily effectives. do~s not give adequa~e information in.all cases .. In the case of certain 
forms of military orgamsahons the real effechves may be considerably higher than the average 
effectives. The explanatory note, f~r which .P~ovision i~ mad~ in the second sent~nce ?~ the 
second paragraph, is intended to gtve p~blicity to t~s spe~ial f~3;t'!re of cert~ military 
·systems. It is understood that the words m brackets recrUits, militiamen, reservtsts, tern
torials. etc.," are only given by y;ay of exa!fiple. ~ach State will hav~ to arrange the. enume~a
tion of the categories of effechves to which Article 30 relates, havmg ragard to its special 
methods of organisation. 

187. The following reservations were made in connection with Article 30: 
(a) The German d~legation made .a reservatio!l. to the ar!icle o~ the ground that the 

tables mentioned therem do not provide for pubhcity regarding tramed reserves and the 
figure of the annual contingent. 

The general reservation of the German delegation in regard to Chapter A, Part I (Table!'), 
applies to the following Tables of Part IV-Table II, Table V and the Annex to Tables II 
and V, Table IX and Table XII. · 

1 Minutes of the Sixth Session, Second Part (Fifth Meeting). 
• See paragraph 73 above. 
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(b) The German delegation also made a .reservat~on i!l regard: to the option allowed 
to States to show, if they desire, for purposes of mformati~n, m a spec~al column of the !abies 
annexed to Part IV (Table Ve) the number of recrmts not tramed as defined m the 
national legislation. . . . 

The German delegation con~ide~s that th1~ option should ';lot be. a!J.owed, unless the 
Contracting Parties are under obligation to pubhsh. at t~e same time and. 1.n the same t~J;!les 
similar information with regard to the number of th~1r tramed reserves .. ~ailing .such_Publictty, 
the German delegation considers it impossible to JUdge of the real military sttuation of the 
States. 

188. (c) The Turkish delegation repeated in re~ard to the Tables an~exed to Article 29 
the reservations made by it in regard to the Tables m Chapter A. Part I . . 

189. (d) The French delegation does not accept publicity for t~e effectives stationed 
in each overseas territory, as not being called for to any greater extent m the case of overseas 
territories than in the case of the various districts of the home country. The French delegation 
also desires to point out that detailed pub~city in the cas~ of each <?Verseas ter:zitory, wit? 
a multitude of distinctions between the different categones of soldiers according to thetr 
rank and length of service, is even less acceptable, being. materially impossible owing to the 
constant transfers from one territory to the other and the special conditions of the territories 
in question. An army of. accountan~s would be required. for ~he purpose. The .inclusi?n in 
the Convention of such mmute rules 1s calculated to multiply mvoluntary errors m the mfor
mation supplied by the Contracting Parties, and further threatens to lead to unnecessary and 
provocative discussion, which no one can desire, and which cannot be the object the Commis
sion has in view. 

190. The British delegation concurred in the substance of this reservation. 

191. (e) The Japanese delegation also made a reservation as to the desirability of sepa-
rate publication of the average daily effectives in each oversea territory. · 

Article 3I. 
192. In adopting Article 3I the Commission considered it important to know the number 

of youths compulsorily receiving preparatory military training. No provision is made for 
information on this point in Article 30, since Article 30 does not cover training which precedes 
active service. · 

193. On these grounds the Commission considered it desirable that the Contracting 
Parties, who have systems of compulsory pre-regimental military training, should state the 
number of youths who have received such training. The Commission held that the Govern
ments were not in a position to supply statistical information in regard to voluntary pre-
regimental military training. · 

194. The German and Italian delegations. consider that particulars should be given, 
not only of the youths who have been subjected to compulsory preparatory military training, 
but of all who have received preparatory military training, whether voluntary or otherwise. 

Article 32. 
195. Article 32 imposes on the Contracting Parties the obligation to inform the 

Secretary-General of the League of N atio.ns each year· of the total number of days comprised 
in the first period of service, and the total duration in days of the ensuing periods : this pro
vision applies only to the effectives recruited by conscription. 

196. The limitation of the period of service laid down in Articles 6 to 9 (former Articles I 
and XB) did not provide for a separate limitation of the total number of days of the first period 
of service on the one hand, and the total duration of the periods of training not included in the 
first period of service, on the other. · 

197. The Commission considered, however, that, in order to give a clearer idea of the 
military organisation of the various countries, tables should be drawn up for purposes of 
publicity, giving these figures separately. 

Article 33· 
198. ~e Commission accepted (by 9 votes to 7) the principle of publicity in respect of 

land matenal by means of the budget. . The Contracting Parties will state the amount 
actually expended for the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of land and naval war material. 
The methods of application of this principle will be determined on the basis of the report 
requested from the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

199. The Netherlands. delegati?n, supported by several other delegations, had proposed 
that each of the Con!ractmg ~arhes should, each year, prepare a statement giving the 
numbers (and for certam categones and for ammunition also the weight) of material in service 
and reserve of the land, sea and air forces under twelve specific headings. 

' See paragraph 77 above. 



200. A Committee of ~ilit~ry Expe_rts, ~hi_ch th~ Preparatory Commission had requested 
to ~tud~ the method of_apphcatton of th1s pnnctple, 1f agreed to, adopted by a majority vote 
a stm~hfi_ed t~ble apphcable to land armaments. But the Commission, without discussing 
the pnnctple tnvolved on !he table in question, adopted the French proposal and as a conse
que_nce the. text of ~he article. Some delegations w~ch were ready to accept publicity on the 
basts of this tab~e l_Il respect of material in service, did not see their way to accepting it in 
respect of matenal m reserve. 

201. The German delegation made a general reservation in regard to Article 33· It 
considere<;I that, in order to be effective, publicity should be given to the total of the land and 
air matenal and of non-floating material of the navies, and that this information should be 
published by categories and numbers. 

As regards publicity in respect of expenditure, it reserved its opinion until it had had 
an opportunity to study the Committee of Budgetary Experts' report. -

Article 34· 

202. Article 34 specifies the information to be furnished by each Contracting 
Party regarding every vessel of war laid down or completed by or for such Party, or within 
its jurisdiction, after the coming into force of the Convention, except such vessels as are 
exempt from limitation under the terms of Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 

Article 35. 

203. Article 35 lays down that the name and tonnage of any vessel whose decks have 
. been stiffened as authorised in Article 19 shall be communicated to the Secretary-General of 
the League of Na~ions. 

204. The Delegation of the United States pointed out that the obligation of this Article 
might be difficult to carry out in practice, and suggested that the Governments study the question 
between now and the General Conference in order to be in a position to devise a workable text. 

Article 36. 

205. Article 36 provides for publicity corresponding to the limitation of air material 
in service stipulated in Articles 25 and 26. 

* * * 
206. The German delegation made a reservation concerning this article. It considers 

that publicity should apply to the total Air material, including material in reserve.' 

207. The Turkish delegation repeated, in regard to the tables annexed to Article 36, the 
reservations it had made concerning the tables in Chapter A, Part I •. 

Article 37· 

208. Certain members of the Preparatory Commission urged the importance, from the 
point of view of armaments, which the development of the civil aviation of a country might 
assume. The Commission considered that the regular and official publication of information 
regarding civil aviation in the various countries would be extremely useful. 

209. While accepting this principle, and approving the text of Article 5 as it stands at 
present, certain delegations were doubtful whether the provision contained in this Article 
would not be more suitably included in an international convention other than the 
Disarmament Convention. · 

A desire was expressed during the discussion that attention should be drawn to this point. 

210. Upon the British delegation's proposal, the Commission adopted at second reading 
an addition to Part IV providing that the Contracting Parties shall be bound to furnish 
information regarding .expenditure incurred on civil aviation by the Governments and local 
authorities. The delegation of the United States points out that it was doubtful whether its 
Gov~rnment would be in a position to furnish data on the expenditure incurred for this 
purpose by local authorities. 

211. On the proposal of the Polish delegation the Commission adopted an amendment 
providing that the returns furnished by the Governments should show not only the number 
but also the total horse-power of registered aircraft and dirigibles. The American delegation 
stated that its Government would probably not be in a position to furnish information of this 
kind. 

. *. 
' See also, in regard to Tables Ic, lie, IIIc, IV c, the German delegation's general reservation concerning 

the tables annexed to Chapter C of Part II (Paragraph 155 above). • 
• See paragraph 77 above. 



212. The German delegation made a reservation in regard to Article ~7· .It considered 
that rules concerning publicity in regard to peace-time means of c~mmumcatwn could not 
properly be included in a purely military convention, and that for this reason they should be 
dealt with in a special convention. 

Article 38. 
213. In adopting Article 38, the Commission approved the .principles of publicity_ in 

regard to the total expenditure on the land, sea and ai~ forces. _Each. of the Contra~tmg 
Parties will undertake to furnish annually a statement of 1ts expend1ture m accordance Wlth a 
standard model. 

214. The standard model in question will be drawn up by the Conference on the basis of 
the studies made or to be made of this subject by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. 

215. The German delegation reserved its opinion on the publ~cation. of expenditure until 
it had studied the report of the Committee of Budgetary Experts; 1t considered, however, that 
the standard model should not be used for purposes of comparison and limitation. 

Part V. - Chemical Arms. 
Article 39· 

216, This part consists of only one article-Article 39-by which the contracting parties 
undertake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or 
similar gases and of all analogous liquids, substances or processes and undertake unreservedly 
to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. · 

217. The insertion in the draft Convention of provisions concerning chemical warfare was 
proposed by the delegates of Belgium, Poland, Yugoslavia, Roumania and Czechoslovakia. 

218. There was a certain amount of discussion as to whether provisions of this nature were 
in their right place in a Disarmament Convention which aimed, not at codifying the rules applicable 
in wartime or at prohibiting the use of certain arms, but rather at regulating armaments in peace 
time, and whether it would not be preferable to insert these provisions in some other document. 

219. The Commission's attention was also drawn to the existence of other international 
undertakings on the same question-in particular, the Protocol prepared by the 1925 Conference 
on the Trade in Arms. As was pointed out, however, the Governments which had acceded to 
the Protocol and those which would accede to the Convention might not in every case be the same, 
and thus the Convention would not produce its full effect. 

220. Finally, the Commission adopted this article in the above-mentioned form, by a 
majority vote. Nevertheless, several delegations expressed the desire to reserve their right to 
submit to the Conference proposals concerning the chemical and bacteriological weapons, with 
a view to supplementing the provisions of the 1925 Protocol and amplifying their scope. 

221. The Commission noted that certain Governments had signed and ratified the 1925 
Protocol with reservations concerning, in particular, reciprocity. Though recognising that the 
undertaking to abstain from the use of asphyxiating, poisonous or similar gases (paragraph r 
of the draft article) could normally be observed only subject to reciprocity, the Commission 
thought that the undertaking to abstain from the use of bacteriological methods should be absolute. 
The use of such methods would, in any case, constitute a crime against international law, in that 
this arm necessarily strikes the whole population, and no civilised Government could p9ssibly 
wish to be guilty of such a crime even against the armies of a criminal Government which had 
itself resorted to such methods. 

222. The Soviet delegation drew the attention of the Commission to the following article 
of the draft Convention submitted by it: 

" ~ methods of and appliances for chemical aggression (all asphyxiating gases used 
for wa_rlike purposes, as well as all appliances for their discharge; such as gas-projectors, 
pul~ensers, balloons, flame-throw:ers and othe: devices) and bacteriological warfare, either 
a~a~ble for the use of troops or m reserve or m process of ma:imfacture, shall be destroyed 
Within three months of the date of the entry into force of the present Convention." 

. ?23. The ~oll?h ~elegation, though _in no way opposed to this proposal, expressed the 
opm10n that the limitati?n o~ even de~truct~on of '!-ny given appliance used for chemical aggression 
would merely create an illusiOn of action Without m fact solVIng the problem of chemical warfare. 

22~. In t~e second P:'Lrt of the si?cth session, the British delegation submitted a memorandum 1 

concernmgthe mterpretation of certam terms used in the chapter, particularly whether the use of 
tear-gas was to be regarded as contrary to the 1925 Geneva Protocol and the provisions of Part V 
of the Draft Convention or not. 

1 See Annexes to the Minutes of the Sixth Session (Second Part). 



2~5.. The F~ench delegation submitted certain observations on this memorandum. 1 The 
Conumss10n felt lts.elf unable to express a definite opinion on this question of interpretation. 
Very man:y delegab.o~s. however, stated that they were prepared to approve the interpretation 
suggested m the Bnbsh Government's memorandum . 

. . 22_6. The Preparatory Commission thinks that it would be very useful if all the Governments 
which mten~ to sen~ representatives t? the Disarmament Conference were to devote very careful 
study to this quesbon-the extreme rmportance of which the Commission recognises-so that 
the problem may be settled in all its aspects by the Conference. 

227 • The Polish delegation made the following declaration: 

" Thou9h recognising. the moral value of international instruments forbidding the 
use of chermc~. and. bacte~I<;>logical methods in war, we nevertheless feel that it is nece5sary 
to make prov1s1on, m add1t10n to these instruments, for practical preventive and executory 
mea.:-ures. _These measures should be such as to render chemical or bacteriological attack, if 
not rmposs1ble, at any rate difficult, and should limit the chances of success and efficacy of 
~uch attack. T~ey should also constitute a fresh guarantee that no violation of the undertak
mgs solemnly signed could be committed without involving very unpleasant consequences 
for the guilty State . 

. "In this con~ection, therefore, it would be desirable to consider the possibility of con
cludmg a Convention for affording international aid on as liberal a scale as possible to any 
country chemically or bacteriologically attacked. As such aid would be essentially of a 
humanitarian nature (sanitary, scientific, etc.), it should meet with general approval. 

"This problem might be studied in due course by the League of Nations." 

228. The delegations of Finland, Roumania, Yugoslavia, associated themselves with this 
statement. 

229. With regard to Article 39, the German delegation is of opinion that the effect of 
prohibiting the use of chemical weapons would be incomplete unless it referred also to preparations 
for the use of those weapons (instruction of troops, etc.). 

230. The same delegation stated that a scheme for the reduction and limitation of armaments 
should, in the first place, prohibit weapons of an essentially offensive character, the destructive 
efforts of which menaced not only armies but also the civilian population-i.e., bombs from· the 
air, large calibre guns and tanks of every kind. 

231, · The German delegation's proposals regarding the prohibition of bombing from the 
air (see paragraph 230 above), the suppression and destruction of all large guns and tanks, were 
rejected by the Commission. 

Part VI. - Miscellaneous Provisions. 

CHAPTER A. - PERMANENT DISARMAMENT COMMISSION. 

Article 40. 

232. This article, together with the other provisions of Part VI of the draft, underwent a 
thorough preliminary examination at the last session, having been entrusted to a Sub-Committee 
presided over by His Excellency M. Politis. The Sub-Committee's conclusions, having been 
stated and discussed in plenary meeting, were approved by_ the Preparatory Commission. The 
latter unanimously recognised the necessity of setting up at the seat of the League of Nations 
a Permanent Disarmament Commission to follow the execution of the Convention. 

233. The object of Article 40 is both to provide for the creation of this organ and to 
determine its composition. 

234. As regards the latter, several systems were suggested in the course of the debates. Differences 
of opinion were expressed with regard to the number of members composing the Permanent 
Commission, and with regard to the capacity in which these members should sit and the conditions 
in which they would perform their duties. 

235. The text adopted lays down that the members of the Permanent Commission will be. 
appointed by the Governments. But which will be the Governments that will appoint them ? 
Some delegations expressed the opinion that this right should be given to all the contracting 
parties. The Commission did not accept this view. It thought that an institution of this kind 
could not satisfactorily perform its task unless it were of comparatively small size. The rul_e of 
universality thus being rejected, it remained to decide how many States should have the nght 
to ·appoint members, and how these States should be selected. 

236. After careful consideration, the Commission came to the conclusion that any decision on 
this subject, which is a definitely political question, should be left to the Conference it~elf. It 
thought it desirable, however, to bring to the notice of the latter the three systems which had 

1 See Annexes to the Minutes of tl1e Sixtll Session (Second Part). 
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been proposed to it: (1) that of the British delegation, consisting in reserving the right of appoint
ment to the States Members of the Council of the League of Natio11:s :;nd .to two or: three. St:;tes 
not Members of the League; (2) that of the French delegation, consistmg m conferrmg this r~ght 
on the States Members of the Council on certain States not Members of the League of Nations 
to be designated by the Conference, and further on certain States Members of the League of Nat ions 
but not represented on the Council, which would also be determined by the Conference; (3) lastly 
that of the Chinese delegation, I which recommended that the Conference should elect all the 
countries which should be entitled to nominate members, it being understood, however, that those 
countries should fulfil certain special conditions to be determined. 

In any case, whatever system the Conference may agree upon, the sel~c~ed Governments will 
only be required to appoint one member each to the Permanent Commission . 

. 237. The second question on which the Preparatory Commission was c.all_ed up~m to decide 
was that of the conditions under which members of the Permanent Commission will serve. It 
pronounced in favour of the solution formulated in the second paragra:ph. of ~tide 40, which 
lays down the following principles: (a) Members of the Permanent Commission will not represent 
the Governments which appointed them; (b) they will hold office for a fixed period to be determined 
by the Conference, but will be re-eligible; (c) during their term of office they may be replaced only 

· on death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

238. The third paragraph provides that members of the Commission may be " assisted by 
technical experts". The French delegation was in favour of a clause providing that members 
of the Commission must themselves be technical experts, giving purely technical opinions and not 
prejudging any political conclusions that the Governments might draw from those opinions. The 
French delegation stated that it still preferred this system, although the majority of the Commis
sion did not accept it. 

239. The question of payment for members of the Permanent Commission was also raised· 
It was thought better to come to no decision for the time being, especially as the question will 
readily settle itself in due course. 

Article 41. 

240. Article 41 and those which follow lay down rules for the procedure of the Pennanent 
Commission. 

The first paragraph of Article 41 calls for no comment. 
Paragraphs 2 and 3 provide that the Permanent Commission shall meet annually in 

ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of Procedure, and that, in addition to this compulsory 
session, extraordinary sessions may be convened by its President (r) in the cases provided for 
in the Convention and (2) whenever an application to that effect is made by a contracting party. 

Article 42. 

241. This is an important article, for it leaves the Permanent Commission full power to 
lay .down, and consequently to revise, its own Rules of Procedure. The only restriction placed 
on It.s l?ow:r of de<:ision is that it. must be guided by the provisions of the Convention: this 
restnction IS so logrcal that there Is no need to lay stress upon it. 

242. In leaving the Permanent Commission such wide latitude in regard to its Rules of 
Proc~dure,. the Preparatory Commission intended to enable it to change its methods of work 
and I.ts vanous forms of action in accordance with the lessons taught by its own experience. Had 
defirute rules .on this point been embodied in the Convention, there might have been some danger 
of the establishment of a rigid theoretical system, to which it might have been difficult to 
accommodate practical needs. 

Articles 43, 44 and 45. 

243. These t.hr_ee articles must b~ read together. They specify certain conditions which the 
Permanent CommissiOn must observe m the conduct of its business . 

. (r) Tw~-thirds of the members must be present before the Commission can transact 
busmess (Article 43). · 

(2) In order to be adopted, a decision must be passed by a majority of the votes of the 
members present at the meeting (A;ti~le 45, paragraph 2). · 

(3) Each member ?f the CommiSSion shall have only one vote (Article 45, paragraph r). 
(4) Whe.n a question br?ught ~efo~e the Commission specially affects a contracting 

party not havmg a me~ber of Its nationality on the Commission, that party shall be entitled 
!o send a member appomted for that purpose to sit on the Commission, and he will accord
mgly be regarded, so fa_r ~ concerns the matter in question, as on the same footing as other 
members of the Co~mission, and may vote equally with them (Article 44). 

(5) III; two specifie~ cases, J:owe~er-those provided for in Article 50 (on " derogations") 
and m Art!cle 52 (on .complamts )-the votes of members appointed by the parties 
concerned m the discussion shall not be counted in determining the majority (Article 45, 

1 
It should be noted)hat the Cbinc•e delegation had primarily supported the system of universality. 
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paragraph_ 3). This rule applies, _of course, not merely to members specially appointed 
under Article 44. but also to ordinary members of the Commission. · 

. (6) Lastly, the final paragraph of Article 45 provides that the minority may state its 
views m a report. . 

Article 46. 

~~· T~e Peim~ent ~ommission will obtain such information as it requires under the 
con~tions late;! down m Article 49· Apart, however, from these regular sources of information, 
Arti~le. 46 enh_tl~s any member o! the Commission to have any person " heard " or " consulted " 
who ISm a posi~Ion t? throw a~y _light o_n a':lY question which is being examined by the Commission. 
At ~e s~e trme, .m establishmg this nght, the text carefully emphasises that any member 
availing hi~self ~f It does so ".OJ:?- his ?wn responsibility ". Indeed, in such delicate questions 
~ those. With which th~ CommiSSion will have to deal, great circumspection must be exercised 
m selectmg sources of mformation. 

Articles 47, 48 and 49· 

245. These articles have this common feature-that they specify the conditions under which 
the Permanent Commission is to draw up, communicate and publish its reports. 

246. Article 47 deals with a special point, but one which could not be neglected. It entitles 
every member of the Commission to require that, in the Commission's reports, account shall be 
taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him personally, if necessary in the form of 
~ separate report. This provision is analogous to that in the last paragraph of Article 45· Its 
mtention is the same-to ensure that all shades of opinion may be made public. 

247. Article 48 provides that all reports by the Commission shall be communicated (a) to 
the ~ontracting parties and (b) to the Council of the League. It also requires that they shall be 
publtshed. The conditions for this communication and publication will be laid down in the 
Commission's Rules of Procedure, so far as they are not already fixed in the Convention itself1 

248. Article 49 deals with the reports to be drawn up by the Permanent Commission on 
the information it receives with regard to the application of the Convention. 

249. To examineand judge this information is looked upon asthePermanentCommission's 
normal function. It is in fulfilling this function that the Commission will become an essential 
factor in the system of the Convention, being responsible for watching its application, regularly 
reporting on the situation, and calling attention, where necessary, to any errors and omissions 
which experience may have revealed in the text in force. . · 

250. In investing the Commission with this function, Article 49 lays down certain rules 
which it may not be out of place to consider more fully: 

{r) In principle t4e information in the Permanent Commission's possession will be sent to 
it through the Secretary-General of the League by the contracting parties in pursuance of their 
international obligations. It was thought advisable, however, that the Commission should be 
able to supplement these statements by information drawn from other sources. Here, however, 
a difliculty arose. It would be unwise to make this power so elastic as to be indefinite. There 
must be a certain weeding-out of the reports that might come before the Commission. Who is 
to do it ? It was impossible to settle the matter in detail in the actual text of the Convention, 
which accordingly leaves the application of the principle to the Commission's own judgment and 
merely emphasises the fact that this power of discrimination should be exercised with caution. 
That is the effect of Article 49, which lays down that the " other information " in question is 
that which "may reach it from a responsible source " and which " it may consider worthy of 
attention ". The Rules of Procedure will give a definition of what should be understood by 
such sources. It will also be remembered that Article 46, which is dealt with above, entitled every 
member of the Commission, on his own responsibility, to have any person "heard or consulted" 
who is in a position to enlighten the Commission. 

(2) The report to be drawn up b¥ the Commissi?n under Af!:icle 49 !Dust be produced ~t 
least once a year. It is to be communicated to the High Contractmg Parties and to the Council 
. of the League " forthwith .... Its publication will take place on a date to be fixed by the 
Commission's Rules of Procedure. 

CHAPTER B. - DEROGATIONS. 
Article 50. 

251. Despite the Preparatory Commi~ion's desir~ to give the ~r~'?sions of ~e Conve~tion 
the maximum degree of stability, it felt oblig~d t? proVIde for fu:e possibility of certam. derogations. 
In a matter such as this which affects the VItal mterests of national defence, grave crrcumstances 
may arise which would Justify the application of exceptional measures. 
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252. But while recognising this truth and taking it duly ~nto account, the Co~ission.has 
endeavoured to take every precaution to avoid the abuses to which a system of derogations might 
possibly open the door. . 

253. The drafts submitted in 1927 by the French and British delegatio!ls conta_i~e? certain 
provisions in the matter-but the system laid down in b?th of ~hem gav~ nse to cntic1sms, t~e 
foundation for which their authors were the first to recognise. Fmall:y:, a Simpler .~nd more elastic 
proposal submitted by the United States delegation, which was the subject of c~rtam a~en_dments, 
met with the approval first of the Sub-Committee and then of the Preparatory CommissiOn, and 
resulted in the text of Article 50. 

254. Under the terms of this article, any contracting Power will h~ve, on certain con?itions, 
the right to suspend any provision of the Convention if a change of circumstances constitutes a 
menace to its national security. 

255. An analysis of the text reveals the following features: 

(r) The hypotheses in which the right of suspension shall apply are not e~umerated, as 
so rigid a method was not to be !ecommen~ed.. . Although, ~owe:ver, Article 50 does 
not enumerate the circumstances which would JUstify any suspensiOn, 1t does lay down that 
these circumstances must constitute a menace to the national security of the State in question, 
so that its field of action is considerably restricted thereby. It is only in quite exceptional 
and really serious cases that any suspension will be 'possible, cases so serious and so exceptional 
that one may hope that they will not occur. 

(2) The suspension may effect certain articles of the Convention or all its provisions as 
a whole, with the exception, however, of those designed to apply in the event of war. 

(3) The suspension will in any case be purely temporary, and, when the reasons for it 
have ceased to exist, the armaments which have been temporarily increased must be reduced 
to the level agreed upon in the Convention. 

(4) It seemed impossible to make the entry into force of measures implying suspension 
conditional on previous authorisation, as the menace which justifies it may be so urgent 
as to call for immediate precautions. The Commission noted this fact with regret but was 
obliged to acknowledge the impossibility. Each of the contracting parties may therefore take 
officially such measures as are necessitated by the circumstances in which it is placed, and will 
have the right for such purposes to appreciate the gravity of those circumstances. That is 
what is meant in the text by the words: " a change of circumstances constitutes, in the opinion 
of any High Contracting Party . _ . " 

(5) Article 50, however, after recognising this right, subjects its exercise to a series of 
. precautions which constitute a powerful check against any attempted abuse. 

256. It provides first that any contracting party which suspends any provision of the 
Convention shall immediately notify such suspension and the extent thereof not only to the other 
contracting parties but also, through the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, to the 
Permanent Disarmament Commission. 

257. Further, it makes it incumbent upon the said contracting party to accompany the 
notification by " a full explanation of the change of circumstances " determining its action. 

. 2?8. It provides lastly that the other contracting parties shall promptly advise as to the 
Situation thus presented. · 

259. In addition to these guarantees there is the guarantee under Article 54, the effect of 
which, as will be noted later, is to establish the principle of compulsory arbitration for all disputes 
concerning the interpretation or application of the Convention. 

In this way there is built up a system of precautions to obviate all risk of abuse. 

260. In providing for this system the Commission, it need hardly be said, had no intention 
of restricting in any way the rights and obligations of States Members of the League of Nations 
under the provisions of the Covenant. Those provisions naturally retain their full force, and will 
help in their particular sphere of application to reinforce the guarantees laid down in the 
Convention. 

CHAPTER C. - COMPLAINTS. 
Articles 5I and 52. 

261. Arti~le ~I embodies an important principle in that it lays down that any violation 
of the Convention IS a matter of concern to all the contracting parties. Should such a violation 
c;x:cur, any one of them,_ therefor:, would _have the right to act and set in motion the procedure 
m the matter of complamts provided for m Article 52. · 

262.. This artic_Ie provides that a complaint may be lodged, not only when one of the 
contractmg States VIolates t~e ~OI;vention (for example-this is the most typical case, though 
thhere ~aydbe others-by ma~tammg armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon) but also 
w en It en eavours to VIolate It. ' 
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. 263. The complaint must be br~m~ht, th~ough the Secretary-General of the League of 
Na!wn.:;. befor~ the Permanent Comrrusswn •. which, after h~aring the contracting party whose 
actiOn IS _questioned, and any othe~ party wh_Ich may be specially concerned and which asks to be 
heard, Will draw up a report. Thi~ report, _hke all others framed by the Permanent Commission, 
mus~ be presented to. the contractmg parties and to the Council of the League of Nations and 
published, together With any proceedings. 

26~. The Perinanent C?rrunission, being only a consultative body, cannot itself decide on 
t~e a~t10n to be taken. on Its report. But the High Contracting Parties will advise on the 
situation, and the Council ?f the League of Nations will take action, within the limit of its powers 
under the Coven:'-nt. It IS understo~d •. mo~eover, ~ this connection, that the various pacific 
procedures proVIded for by_ the eXI~tmg mternational agreements would, if necessary, be 
employed. The procedure laid down m Article 54 of the draft Convention is naturally included 
among the various solutions that might be employed. 

CHAPTER D. - FINAL PROVISIONS. 

265.. Certain formal.J?rovisions (such, for instance, as those relating to the signatu.re of the 
ConventiOn) do not figure m the present draft. It seemed preferable to leave it to the Conference 
to add them. 

266. Further, the text makes no mention of a clause which generally figures in multilateral 
conventions and which provides for the possible accession of third Powers. The reason is that the 
present sit_uation is somewhat peculiar. The Convention is intended, not only to lay down rnles 
for collective application, but is to embody individual figures fixing the limit of the armaments 
for each State. Naturally, if a Power which is not an original Party to the Convention wished 
subsequently to accede to it, it would have to submit concrete and detailed proposals, which would 
form the subject of difficult and complicated negotiations. Such being the case, the Commission 
decided that it was preferable not to establish formal rules of procedure for this somewhat theore
tical hypothesis. 

Article 53· 

· 267. The first paragraph of this article is based on a proposal by the British delegation. 
The second is the outcome of an amendment submitted by the French delegation. 

268. The article first of all embodies the principle that the present Convention does not 
affect the provisions of previous treaties under which certain of the contracting parties have agreed 
to limit their land, sea, or air armaments. 

269. It also contains a provision enabling the contracting parties which so desire, to declare, 
when signing the Convention, that the limits fixed under the latter for their armaments are accept
ed by them in relation to the provisions referred to in the preceding paragraph and that the 
maintenance of such provisions constitutes for them an essential condition for the observance 
of the present Convention. 

270. Article 53 is designed in the interests of greater clearness. It seemed necessary to a 
large number of delegations, in view of disputes that might arise concerning the interpretation 
of the Convention-disputes which, under the terms of Article 54, would come within the compe
tence of the Permanent Court of International Justice-that there should be no possible doubt 
as to the conditions under which the Convention had been concluded. 

271. Moreover, in the matter of disarmament; every attempt should be made to avoid 
anything in the nature of a retrograde measure; accordingly, the provisions of the Convention 
must not restrict the scope of previous treaties on the same subject. 

272. Further, certain Governments will estimate the position of their armaments according 
to the situation resulting from such treaties. The maintenance in force of these treaties is thus 
an essential condition for the Governments for their contractual undertaking under the Convention. 
It will be for the Conference if necessary to define this principle in order to prevent any abusive 
interpretation, in the event of any temporary and unimportant breach or suspension of the 
provisioi).s of the said Treaties. . 
· 273. The German delegation stated, in connection with Article 53, that, in so far as it 
does not refer to the Washington and London Treaties, the German delegation would vote against 

· the draft Convention as a whole. The draft, as drawn up by the majority of the Preparatory 
Commission, excludes essential elements from the limitation and reduction of land armaments. 
Instead of leading to real disarmament, this draft would serve only to conceal the real state 
of world armaments or would even allow armaments to be increased. To accept it would at the 
same time be tantamount to a renewal of the Gern1an signature to the disarmament clauses of 
the Treaty of Versailles. 

Article 54· 
274. This article, which owes its origin to. the Belgian delegation, lays down the principle 

of compulsory arbitration for all disputes concerning the interpretation or application of the 
provisions of the present Convention, when such disputes have not been settled by direct 
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negotiations or by some other method of friendly settlement. It P.rovides th.at, in such cases,. the 
dispute shall be submitted. to the Pe~manent Court of International Justice or to an arbttral 
tribunal chosen by the parties to the dispute. 

275. The principle underlying Article 54 met at once with the unani~ous. approval of the 
Commission. Certain delegations had, however, wondered on first exammahon ~hether the 
proposed text might not lead to a conflict of powers b~tween the .Per.manent Dtsarmam~nt 
Commission and the tribunals to which disputes concernm% t~e apphcat10n of the C,onvenhon 
might be referred. It was pointed out to them that thts ns~ need not be cons.td.ered, as 
the Permanent Commission is not a tribunal competent to settle dtsputes, but an exammmg body 
responsible simply for drawing up reports and giving opinions. The provisions of Article 54, which 
was finally adopted without opposition, thus leave the powers conferred on the Permanent 
Commission intact. 

Article 55· 

276. The first paragraph of this article concerns the ratification of the Convention and does 
not call for any comment. 

277. Paragraphs 2 and 3 concern the entry into force of tlie Treaty. The Conference will 
have to establish the list of ratifications required to ensure its entry into for<;e. If, however, by 
a date to be fixed in the Convention itself, the necessary instruments have not been deposited 
with the Secretary-General of the League of Nations, the latter would invite the signatory Powers 
to meet and decide whether it is possible, notwithstanding, to put the Convention into force. 
This special procedure, the purpose of which is so clear as to require no emphasis, was suggested 
by the British delegation. It is based on the resolution concerning ratifications adopted by the 
eleventh Assembly of the League of Nations. 

278. The last sentence of Article 55 provides that the contracting parties undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which will take place within a period to be fixed 
by the Conference. The Commission decided that it would be better to leave it to the 
Conference to decide whether it might not be better to insert such an undertaking in the Final 
Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

279. The teXt adopted at the first reading contained an Article EC 1 by which Estonia, 
Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania set out certain conditions on which their acceptance 
of the Convention would depend. . · 

280. The Commission decided that the study of this question should be left for the Conference. 
This decision was dictated by two reasons. The first was that the text raised an essentially political 
question, and the second that it brings up a very complex problem: the effect of the reservations 
which the contracting powers will be allowed to formulate at the time of signature. 

Article 56. 

281. This article could, if necessary, have been omitted from the draft. Naturally, directly 
the Convention comes into force, each of the contracting parties must, in so far as concerns itself, 
take the measures necessary to ensure its execution. The insertion of an express provision to this 
effect is designed simply to direct the special attention of the contracting parties to their duty of 
exhibiting the greatest diligence in the performance of their obligations. It will be for the Conference 
to decide whether this text is to be kept in the body of the Convention or whether it should be 
placed either in the Final Act or in a Protocol to be annexed. 

Article 57· 

~82. Article 57 provides for the period of validity of the Convention. The Commission could 
not 1tsel! suggest how long it should remain in force, as this will depend qn the circumstances 
a~ the t1n1e of the conclusion of the Convention, and the Conference alone can judge of such 
crrcumstances.. It is i:J?portant, however, to note that, as regards the States Members of the 
League of Nations, Article 8 of the Covenant provides for a maximum limit, in that it lays down 
that the " plans " for the reduction of armaments " shall be subject to reconsideration and revision 
at le~t every ten years ". The period laid down in Article 57 cannot therefore exceed ten years. 
It mtght be less, but the general feeling of the Commission is that it should not be too short. 

283. The British de.legation _d~rected attention . to the desirability of establishing some 
agre~m~nt ~etween the penod of vahdtty of the Convention and that of other agreements concerning 
the llnlttahon of armaments, such as the Treaties of Washington and London. 

. . 284. Moreover, even when fixed, the period of validity of the Convention will not be at all 
ngt~. Two categories_ of p~ovisions w!ll have the effect· of rendering it more elastic-namely, 
Arttcles 57 and 58 wh1~h w1ll b~ exammed below and the effect of which may be to shorten it, 
and fu~her the _rule la1d <1:own m the last sen~ence ?f Article 57,_ the.effect of which may be to 
ext~nd ~t: In vtrtue of_thts rul~, ~he Convention .wtll not be extmgmshed by the expiry of the 
penod latd down. It wtll remam m force except m so far as it may be amended, suspended or 
denounced. 

1 
See Minutes of the Third Session, page 416. 
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_285. !he Commission's purpose !n in~titutin~ this system was to prevent the work of the 
comm~ DISarrnamen~ Confere~ce, which will conshtu~e a first stage, from coming suddenly to an 
~nd With?ut _there bemg anything else ready to replace 1t. In an undertaking such as this, continuity 
IS essential If the results already achieved are to be consolidated. 

Article 58. 

286. This . art~cle provides that the contracting parties shall re-examine the Convention 
before the _exp!fat~on of the period fixed in Article 57· The Conference must, however, see that 
such exarrunation IS _not premature and the text accordingly provides for the fixing of a minimum 
d~te. The re-~xamm~t~on of ~he Convention must take place within these two limits. There 
will be a certam elasticity which will make it possible to select the most suitable moment. In 
order t<? e~sure ~uccessful results, the new Conference, which will be responsible for the 
re-exarrunat10n, will have to beconvened at the moment when the circumstances are most favourable 
to the accOI_np_lishment of i~s work. To fix the date of the meeting in advance would be imprudent. 
The Comrrus~10n tho?g~t It pr_eferable to leave the proper organs to decide on the most suitable 
moment, while restnctmg therr freedom of choice by means of maximum and minimum dates. 

287. Who ar~ these proper organs ? The Council of the League of Nations, which will 
have been responsible for convening the first Disarmament Conference, seeniS eminently fitted 
to convene the o~hers. Accordingly, the draft Convention entrusts this duty to it, adding, however, 
that, before passmg the necessary resolution, the Council shall consult the Permanent Disarmament 
Commission and also the contracting parties, non-Members of the League of Nations. 

288. This Conference will examine the position and will, if it thinks fit, revise the Convention 
wholly or in part. Should its proceedings lead to the establishment of a new Convention, it will 
itself fix the duration of that Convention and determine the conditions in which the latter will 
again be examined and possibly revised. 

Article 59· 

289. The procedure instituted by the previous article cannot, therefore, in principle, be 
set in motion before a certain date. Article 59, however, makes an exception to the principle. 

290. It covers the case in which the conditions under which the engagements stipulated 
in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the result of technical transformations 
or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination and possibly the revision of 
sue}). engagements. It may be that, before the date fixed by Article 58 as the starting-point of 
the period during which the Convention normally must be re-examined, the conditions under which 
it was drawn up may undergo such radical changes that it would be difficult, or even impossible 
to await the prescribed date before reconsidering the situation and making any alterations it 
may entail. In such a case-but in such a case only-it is allowable under Article 59 for the 
procedure to be set in motion before the normal date. The Commission felt that it was 
inadvisable to authorise the immediate re-examination of the Convention, and that after its 
entry into force a certain period ought to elapse during which the option provided for in Article 59 
could not be made use of. 

291. Thus, three periods are contemplated by Articles 57, 58 and 59 of the draft. The first 
(x years) determines the normal duration of the Convention; the second (y years) is the period during 
which, in principle, the Conference to re-examine the Convention cannot be called; and the third 
(z years) is that during which the Convention can, in no case, be re-examined, even in the 
exceptional circumstances contemplated in Article 59· · 

292. These circumstances might include, for example, an unforeseen development of civil 
aviation. Indeed," the British, French, Japanese and Polish delegations definitely stated that they 
had this case, in particular, in mind. 

293. The text of the draft adopted at first reading included, in Section III of Chapter II 
(material, air armaments), an Article AD, which read as follows: 

" The limitations laid down are accepted by each High Contracting Party in the light of 
the present development of civil aviation in other countries." 

294. In view .of Article 59. and subject to the statements which they made, the above
mentioned delegations agreed that the old Article AD should be omitted from the draft, but pointed 
out that its omission did not imply any change in their attitude, and that when they submitted to 
the Conference figures for the limitation of military aviation they would take into consideration 
the development of civil aviation in other countries up to that time. 

295. On the other hand, the German delegation submitted the following reservation: 

" The German delegation is of opinion that the development of a peaceful means of 
communication must in no case be made a basis for armaments, especially as no acco\mt has 
been taken of the essential and purely military factors of material in reserve or in stock, 
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trained reserves, etc., and other important means .of communication, suc_h as ~he mercantile 
marine, on which, indeed, preliminary warlike fittmgs have been authonsed. 

296. The exceptional procedure provided for in Article 59 may be followed, sa.ys the text, 
"at the request of a High Contracting Party, with the concurrence of the. Permanent D1sarmame~t 
Commission ". In other words, the initiative will come from a contrach~g. Government, but wlll 
have no effect unless it is favourably received by the Permanent Comm1ss1on. . 

Article 6o. 

297. The final article of the draft deals with the right of denunciation. 
This is always a delicate question in multilateral treaties, and ~t is. p~rticularly delic~te 

here, where the system implies a balance of mutual engagements wh1ch 1s m danger of bemg 
disturbed if one of the parties withdraw. 

298. The Commission nevertheless considered it impossible to refuse the parties the right to 
denounce the Convention. It was careful, however, to make this right dependent on various 
conditions, which to some extent correct its disadvantages. 

299. In this connection, Article 6o provides, in the first place, that the right of denunciation 
can only be exercised in the cou~se of one of the Conferences held in virtue of the prece?i~g articles 
to re-examine, and possibly reVlse, th~ Agreement. It. further lays .down that denunc1ahon! w~en 
thus notified, shall not take effect until two years after 1ts date, and m no case before the exp1rahon 
of the normal period of duration of the Convention, as fixed under Article 57· 

* * * 
300. The Preparatory Commission could only establish a draft Convention, or it would 

perhaps be more accurate to say the framework of the future Convention. 

301~ In the reservations which have been reproduced in this report, certain delegates 
expressed the view that, even within those limits, the results were disappointing. The great 
majority of the Commission, however, so far from sharing this attitude, regards what has been 
done as marking an important advance on the path of disarmament. 

302. Be that as it may, it will be for the Conference not only to decide as to the fina 
adoption of the draft that will be laid before it, but also to define its practical scope by fixing 
in figures the extent of the undertakings it involves. 

303. This delicate and complicated task can only be successfully discharged on certain 
conditions, first and foremost among which we place the thorough and systematic preparation 
of the Conference itself. The German delegation proposed-and this proposal was seconded by 
the Ita:lian delegation-that the Preparatory Commission should ask the various Governments, 
with this object in view, to furnish detailed particulars ofthe present position oftheirarmaments. 
The Commission welcomed the spirit in which this suggestion was .made, but felt that c.ertain 
correctives must be supplied. In the first place, it held that, as the preparation oftheConference 
was a matter for the Council of the League, it was for the Council to take the necessary steps 
to that end. It also regarded the German proposal as too restricted. Indeed, the preliminary 
work of study and investigation which will have to be done cannot be limited to scheduling 
existing armaments. It will have to cover every factor, technical or otherwise, which may help 
to inform the Conference, and to justify such concrete proposals as the Governments may lay 
befor(.it. 

304. The Commission further decided to ask the Council of the League to fix the date of 
the Conference at its next session. The German delegation, with reference to the resolution 
adopted by the Council on December 8th, rgz6, had proposed that a definite date (Thursday, 
~ovember 5th, I9:;!I) sho.uld be ~ecommended. Th~ Commission felt that it would be exceeding 
1~ sphere. by dom& .this. It 15, of course, an~nous that !he utmost despatch compatible 
w1th practical necess1hes should be employed, but 1t took the v1ew that the Council, with which 
it rests to fix the date, was the only authority qualified to weigh the various factors that must 
be taken into consideration. 

3~5. While the ~nal result depends in part on the preparatory work that has still to be 
done, 1t .also depends, m large measure, on the atmosphere that will prevail during the subsequent 
proceedmgs. .In such a matter, mutual confidence among peoples is an essential condition of 
p~ogress. .It 1s our hope that that m.utual confidence will be strengthened, and will enable the 
a1m to wh1ch our efforts have been d1rected to be completely attained. 
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III. APPENDIX. 

REPORT TO THE COUNCIL ON THE WORK OF THE FIRST SESSION OF THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION 
FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE. 

Held at Geneva from May r8th to 26th, 1926. 

The Preparatory Commission convened by resolution of the Council dated March r8th, 1926, 
met at G~neva £:om May r8th-26th, 1926. It elected as Chairman H. E. Jonkheer J. LouDON 
and, as VIce-Chamnen, M. CoBIAN and M. BUERO, delegates of Spain and Uruguay respectively. 

:t:rom the. outset the Preparatory Commission realised that the study of. the questions 
submi~te~ to It by the Council would be facilitated by the constitution of two special Sub
Commissions compo~e~ of persons directly attached to the delegations forming part of the 
Preparatory Commission and consequently representing the opinion of their respective 
Governments. The Preparatory Commission intended to entrust one of these Sub-Commissions 
with the study of the military, naval and air aspects of the questions under consideration, while 
the other would devote its attention to the non-military aspect of these questions. 

Presided over by the two Vice-Chairmen of the Commission itself, these two Sub-Commissions, 
which would thus be in close touch with the Commission, would be in a position to observe 
faithfully the principles laid down for their guidance by the latter. 

The Sub-Commission entrusted with the study of non-military questions has been authorised· 
by the Preparatory Commission to ascertain the opinion of the organisations or persons it may 
judge advisable to consult on these questions, and particularly that of the Joint Commission 
set up by resolution of the Council. The Military, Naval and Air Sub-Commission has identically 
the same composition as the Permanent Advisory Commission as enlarged by the decision of the 
Council. The system thus set up by the Preparatory Commission therefore follows the main 
outlines of the organisation established by the Council. 

The Preparatory Commission does not doubt that the Council will see fit to endorse its 
decisions, in which it has been guided by its desire to do all in its power to ensure the success of 
the task entrusted to it. 

1. 

On the proposal of the French delegation, the Preparatory Commission considers that the 
task entrusted to it by the Council should be undertaken on the understanding that every 
Government should have in view for the proposed Conference for the preparation of a disarmament 
agreement, definite and quantitative proposals accompanied by reasons in support calculated 
with reference to the degree of security existing at the date when the Conference meets. 

2. 

A. The Commission refers to its Technical Sub-Commissions the points stated below in order 
that it may be informed on the technical aspe~t of the q~e~tions subm_itted to it by t~e C<;>uncil. 
The Commission is alone competent to deal wrth the political aspects of these questions m the 
same way that it has sole responsibility for the final answers to be given to the questions. 

The Chairman and the Vice-Chairmen may take the necessary steps to co-ordinate the work 
of the two Sub-Commissions and to enable each to consult the other on any particular point. 

Question I. 

What is to be understood by tbe expression " arma
ments u? 

(a) Definition of tbe various factors - military, 
economic, geographical, etc. - upon which the 
power of a country in time of war depends. 

(b) Definition and special characteristics of tbe va
rious factors which constitute tbe armaments of 
a country in time of peace; tbe different categories 
of armaments - military, naval and air - tbe 
methods of recruiting, training, organisations 
capable of immediate military employinent, etc. 

The Commission refers Question No. I to Sub-Commission A. 

QIUSiion II (a). 

Is it practicable to limit tbe ultimate war strength 
of a country, or must any measures of disarma
ment be confined to the peace strength 1 

With regard to Question II (a), the Commission is of opinion that it would not be p~cticable 
at-the present time to limit the ultimate war strength of a country. On the other hand, 1t affirms 
that it is possible to limit the land, sea and air forces permanently maintained in peace-time by 
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the various countries or capable of immediate use witho~~ preliminary_ ~ob~sation meas~res. 
This principle is in any case without preju~ice to the condthOD;S of such lumtahon as determmed 
by an e.xamination of the remaining questions, notably Questwn V. . . 

The Commission refers to Sub-Commission A the definition of the forces menboned m the 
preceding paragraph and the study of the possibility of a wider limitation than that referred 
to above. 

Questiott II (b). 

What is to be understood by the expression " reduc
tion and limitation of armaments " ? 

The various forms which reduction or limitation may 
take in the case of land, sea and air forces; the 
relative advantages or disadvantages of each of 
the different forms or methods : for example, the 
reduction of the larger peace-time units or of 
their establishment and their equipment, or of 
any immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction 
of the length of active service, the reduction of 
the quantity of military equipment, the reduction 
of expenditure on national defence, etc. 

Question III. 

By what standards is it possible to measure the 
armaments of one 9ountry against the armaments 
of another-e.g.. numbers, period of service, 
equipment, expenditure, etc. ? 

The Commission refers to Sub-Commission A the two following questions for its opinion: 
(a) What are the standards by which it is possible to measure the (a) military, (b) naval, 

(c) air armaments of one country against the corresponding armaments of another 
country? 

(b) What are the methods by which the reduction and limitation of (a) land, {b) naval, (c) air 
armaments can be effected, and what are the comparative advantages and disadvantages 
~~? - -

Note.- The following methods, amongst others, have been suggested: the reduction 
of the larger peace-time units or of their establishment and their equipment, or of any 
immediately mobilisable forces; the reduction of the length of active service; .the 
reduction of munitions of war. 

It has also been suggested that a limitation of armed forces might be effected by the 
reduction ()r limitation of expenditure on national defence. 

The Commission wishes "to have the opinion of the two Sub-Commissions on this last subject 
and on the conditions in which the above method might be applied, should they consider that it 
is practicable. 

Questiott IV. 

Can there be said to be "offenSive,. and " defensive " 
armaments ? _ 

Is there any method of ascertaining whether a certain 
force is organised for purely defensive purposes 
(no matter what use may be made of it in time 
of war), or whether, on the contrary, it is estab
li•hed for the purposes in a spirit of aggression ? 

The Commiss\on refers to Sub-Commission A the following questions: 
Are there any armaments (and, if so, what) which are only capable of being used for the 

defence of a State's territory ? -
Is. there any method of ascertaining whether a certain force is organised for purely 

defenstve purposes (no matter what use may be made of it in time of war), or whether on 
the contrary, it is established in a spirit of aggression ? ' 

Questiott V (a). 

On what principle will it be possible to draw up a 
scale of armaments permissible to the various 
countries, taking into account particularly: 

I. Population; 
z. Resources; 
3· Geographical situation; 
4· Length and nature of maritime communi

cations; 
S· Density and character of the railways; 
6. Vulnerability of the frontiers and of the 

important vital centres near the frontiers; 
1. The time required, varying with different 

States, to transform peace armaments into 
war armaments ? 
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As th~ arm~ents ~o be maintained in each country cannot be determined on the basis of 
mathemati:cal const~erahons alon~, the Co~ssi«:m. in order to allow of a profitable examination 
of the bast~ <?n whic~ the ~eduction and limitation of armaments is possible, requests the two 
Sub-Commisstons to mveshgate how far armaments in general are affected by factors I 2 3 4, 5 and 7 enumerated in Question V (a) and refers factor 6 to Sub-Commission A. ' ' ' 

Question VI. 

(a) Is there any device by which civil and military 
aircraft can be distinguished for purposes of 
disarmament 1 ·If this is not practicable, how can 
the value of civil aircraft be computed in estimat
ing the air strength of any country ? 

(b) Is it possible or desirable to apply the conclusions 
arrived at in (a) above to parts of aircraft and 
aircraft engines ? 

(c) Is it possible to attach military value to commer
cial fleets in estimating the naval armaments of 
a country 1 

The Commission refers Question VI to Sub-Commission A for its opinion. 

Question VII. 

Admitting that disarmament depends on security, to 
what extent is regional disarmament possible in 
return for regional security 1 Or is any scheme 
of disarmament impracticable.unless it is general 1 
If regional disarmament is practicable, would it 
promote or lead up to general disarmament 1 

The Commission asks Technical Sub-Commissions A and B to consider whether regional 
~litary, naval and air .disarmament can be regarded as an important step towards general 
disarmament, and should general disarmament not prove immediately practicable, what regions 
could be considered separately, from the point of view of the limitation of armaments. 

Sub-Commis.sions A and B are requested to consider what factors the term " region " should 
connote from the point of view of security and from the point of view of disarmament. 

B. The Commission has examined the attached proposal submitted by the Belgian delegate. 
Without expressing a definite opinion regarding the measures suggested in this proposal 

concerning which certain delegations have reserved their decision, the Commission has decided 
to refer this matter to the Technical Sub-Commissions, on the understanding that such reference 
does not prejudice the question in any way, either as regards the practicability of these measures 
or as regards any subsequent decision which the Preparatory Commission itself may take when 
it comes to examine the question from the general and political point of view. · 

The delegate of Italy·reiterated his opinion that supervision would be ineffective and was 
.. inadmissible, and asked to have his view placed on record. 

Proposal. 

" The last paragraph of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League stipulates that • the 
Members of the League undertake to interchange full and frank information as to the scale 
of their armaments, their military, naval and air programmes and the condition of such 
of their industries as are adaptable to warlike purposes '. 

" With a view to organising this exchange of information, Sub-Commission A has been 
·requested to consider the advantages and disadva?-tages _from the military point of view of 
the various methods which might be employed and m parttcular: 

"(a) 

.. (b) 

The organisation at Geneva of a permanent service for the collection of information 
received from the different Governments; · 
The conclusion of an international convention making it compulsory to publish 
all inventions which can be used in chemical or bacteriological warfare and in 
general all forms of warfare which are condemned by the opinion of the civilised 
world. 

" Sub-Commission A is requested _to investigate ~hat w~uld be ~e consequenc~ from 
the military point of view of inserting m the Convention rel~t~ve to.di~armament, or m ~hat 
regarding the prohibition of certain forms of warfare, of provtstons similar to those contamed 
in the statute of the International Labour Office (Articles 4II to 420 of the Treaty of 

Versailles). . f h · rt' f th " Sub-Commission B is requested to ascertam the consequences o sue mse ton rom e 
economic point of view. . . . 

. " Sub-Commission A is requested to co~stder to what e_x~e.nt the expen~c::e acqw~ed 
regarding the supervisioJ?- ~f disarmament pomts to the posstbility from the rmhtary pomt 
of view of general supervts10n. 
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" Sub-Commission B is requested to state if such supervision offers any difficulties from 
the economic point of view and, if so, what difficulties. " . . . 
C. On the proposal of the delegate of the British Empire, the CoJ:?-rmSs!On d~c1~ed to refer 

to the competent Sub-Commissions 'the question~ defined below Without preJudice to any 
Convention or Rule of International Law on the subJect: 

To Sub-Commissions A and B. 
I. (a) Can factories no!mally and legitimately employ~d for chemical purposes, including 

dyeworks, be qmckly adapted to manufacture p01son gases ? . . 
(b) If the answer to the above is in the affirmative, how long would It take to effect • 

the change ? . 
(c) Can any proposals be made to· prevent or hinder chemical factories from bemg used 

for the production of poisonous gases ? 

To Sub-Commission A. 
2. (a) What are the means which would probably be employed for spreading gas and what 

would be the apparatus required ? · . 
(b) How long would it take to manufacture this apparatus, and how long would It take 

to superimpose this apparatus on the normal equipment of an aeroplane ? . 
(c) Would the length of time referred to immediately above vary in the case of military 

or civilian aircraft ? 
3· (a) What is the information in existence as to the effect of the distribution of poisonous 

gas over closely populated districts ? 
(b) Have any experiments been carried out on this subject ? 
(c) Apart from the difficulty of equipping the entire population of a city with gas masks, 

are there any gases known against which a gas mask affords no protection ? 
Sub-Commission A is invited to consider what effective sanctions can be proposed for 

the enforcement of the international undertaking not to employ poison gas or bacteria in 
warfare. 

A. Questions V (a) and V (b). 

8. The degree of security which, in the event of 
aggression, a State could receive under the provi
sions of the Covenant or of separate engagements 
contracted towards that State ? 

(b) Can the reduction of armaments be promoted by 
examining possible means for ensuring that the 
mutual assistance, economic and military, con
templated in Article 16 of the Covenant shall be 
brought quickly into operation as soon as an 
act of aggression has been committed ? 

3. 

The following very important proposal has been laid before the Commission by the French 
delegation: 

Proposal. 

"With reference to Question V (a) 8 and V (b), the Commission considers that in order 
that a State should be able. to calculate to what extent it can consent to the reduction 
or limitation of its armaments, it is essential to determine what method and what machinery 
are best calculated to give help to that State when attacked. . 

"The Commission therefore proposes to suggest to the Council: · 
"I. That methods or regulations should be investigated which would: 

"(a) Facilitate the meeting of the Council at very brief notice in case of war or threat 
of war; 

" (b) Enable the Council to take such decisions as may be necessary to enforce the 
obligations of the Covenant as expeditiously as possible. 

" 2. That the Permanent Advisory Commission should be instructed: 
"(a) To define the measures necessary to comply with paragraph (a), No. 8; 
"(b) To investigate the procedure which would allow of the rapid drafting of 

recommendations regarding the military assistance provided for in the 
second paragraph of Article r6 of the Covenant, when the Council shalt 
have decided to make such recommendations; 

" (c) To investigate what measures should be taken in case of a conflict of which 
the Council shall have been notified, and when the latter shall have taken a 
decisio'!, in order to prevent the development or preparation of hostilities, 
according to the precedent of the Greco-Bulgarian dispute. 

"3· That the Joint Commission should be instructed: 
" (a) To inve~igate the gue~tion of the h~provement of the telegraphic and the 

telephomc commumcat10ns·of the different countries with the Secretariat 
of the League; 

"(b) To study what. measure~ would be .most appropriate, when the Council 
shalt have so dec1ded, to give most rapidly such economic and financial help 
as may be necessary to a State which has been attacked; 

" (c) To determ~e the composition !1-nd procedure of the Committees for the supply 
and allocation of resources which the League might set up for that purpose." 
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It h3;s b~en objected that ~~ aim of the proposal was to define and elaborate the machinery 
for ~arrymg mto effect the decisions taken by the Council of the League of Nations in virtue of 
Article r6 of the Covenant, and that constructive proposals of this nature belonged rather to the 
compet~nce of the organs of the League of Nations than to that of the present Commission. 

Without pron?unc~g any opinion on the validity of this objection, the Commission feels 
that there are obVIous mconveniences in asking a body comprising representatives of countries 
not members of the League of Nations to discuss new means of carrying out the provisions of an 
instrument which they have not signed. 

The ~o~sion has accor~gly decided to forward the French delegation's proposal to 
the Council With a request that It should be immediately taken into consideration . 

. B. The ~ommis~ion_ also decided to forward to the Council the following proposal of the 
Polish delegation, which IS closely related to that of the French delegation: 

Proposal. 
" The Commission suggests to the Council that it would be well to consider whether a 

special organisation of regional assistance within the scope of the Covenant of the League 
would be likely to give the organs of the League effective help in supplying the assistance 
required and would thereby render the execution of the relevant articles of the Covenant 
easier and more expeditious (study of the machinery, form and procedure of regional 
assistance). " · 

C. The Commission bas decided also to send to the Council the following proposal by the 
delegation. of Finland: · 

Proposal. 
· " The Commission proposes that the Council should undertake the examination of 

special arrangements whereby a reduction of armaments agreed to by States unfavourably 
placed, owing to geographical or other exceptional circumstances, might be compensated in 
order to meet their requirements for security. " . 

... ... ... 

The United States delegation stated that it was anxious to favour every effort made with 
a view to disarmament, and that it therefore had no objection to certain proposals being discussed 
in connection with the obligations entered into by the Members of the League of Nations; but it 
naturally could not be bound in any way by such discussions in which it could not properly take 
part. This observation refers, in particular, to certain phases of the proposals reproduced in 
Nos. I, 2 B and 3 above. 

... * * 
The German delegation stated that its exceptional position did not at present allow of its 

being heard before the Council, and therefore desired to be in a position to submit an opinion 
to the Council on the proposals which were referred to it in regard to Questions V (a) 8, V (b). 

The suggested examination of the methods likely to bring rapid assistance .t? a country 
attacked should not, in the opinion of the delegation, be based on the prese~t posi~IOn of arma
ments, which is only temporary .. This examination should have as a startmg-pomt a state of 
disarmament resulting from the Conference such that no country woul~ be powerful eno.ugh_ to be 
in a position to assert its strength again~ that ot ~he League ~f ~at10ns. The ex!imma~10n of 
Questions V (a) 8 and V (b) could only gtve proVIsional results i! It took as a st~rtmg-po~t the 
present position of armaments (see Minutes of the Seventh Meetmg of the Draftmg Committee). 

ANNEX 20. 

DRAFT CONVENTION 1• 

Article I. 

C.687.M.288.1930.IX. 
[C.P.D.292(2).] 

Geneva, December 9th, 1930. 

The High Contracting P~rties. agree to limit and, s? far as possible, to reduce their 
respective armaments as proVIded m the present Convention. 

1 See general reservtllions by the Turkish 
German 
Norwegian 
Irish Free State 

Delegation, paragraph 
u ,. 

,, ,. 
., ,. 

No. 4I ojlhe Report. 
No.4~ ., 
No. 43 .. 
No. 43 .. 
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PART I. - PERSONNEL.• 

CHAPTER A. - EFFECTIVES. 

Article 2. 

The average daily effectives in th~ land, sea a!ld air ar:med forces and form3:tions organised 
on a military basis of each of the H1gh Contractrng Partl~s shall not exceed, rn ~ach of the 
categories of effectives defined in the tables annexed to th1s Chapter, the figure laid down for 
such party in the corresponding colunrn of the said tables. 

Article 3· 

The average daily effectives are reckoned by dividing the total number of days' duty 
performed in each year by the number of days in such year. 

Article 4· 

By formations organised on a military basis shall be understood police forces of all 
kinds, gendarmerie, Customs officials. forest guards, which, whatever their legal purpose, are, 
in time of peace, by reason of their staff of officers, establishment, training, armament, equipment, 
capable of being employed for military purposes without measures of mobilisation, as well as 
any other organisation complying with the above condition. 

By mobilisation, within the meaning of the present article, shall be understood all the 
measures for the purpose of providing the whole or part of the various corps, services and units 
with the personnel and material required to pass from a peace-time footing to a war-time footing. 

Tables annexed to Chapter A of Part 1.2 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED 

IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES. 

Table I. - Maximirm Land Armed Table II (optional). - Table III. - Maximum of Forces stationed in the Home Maximum Land Armed Forces the total Land Armed Forces. Country. stationed Overseas. 

a b c a· b c 

"" Total Total Oth..-
" Other 
+l effectives, 

effectives elfectives, eflectives 
" ~] including 

who have including who have 

" .. the Officers completed the Officers completed 
0 "' u il< effectives 

at least eflectives at least .., specified specified x 3 months 
-~ "'months 
:I: in columns 

of service in columns of service 
band c b andc 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 
. . 

1 See 1'eservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. 79 of the Report. 

• On certain tables anne"ed to Chapter A of Part I, 

" b c 

Total Other 
effectives, effectives 
including who have 

the Officers completed 
effectives at least 
specified x 3 months 

in columns of service 
band c 

see >'eservations by the French Delegation, paragraph No. 65 of the Report. 
German , , No. 73, 74 , 
Italian , , No. 73, 75, 76 , 
Turkish ., , - No. 77 , 

• Note. -This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscnpt land army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE LAND 

FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Tabl~. IV. - ~axim~m Formations organised on a 
Military Basis statiOned in the Home Country. 

Table V.- Maximum formations organised 
on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

a b c a b c ., 
" ·.;:; 

Total effectives, Other Total effectives, <.> 

"' " including Other effectives ~ " Officers effectives including Officers ... 'f " the cffectives or officials or officials who the effectives or officials or officials who 
0 
~ u specified in ranking as have completed specified in ranking as have completed 

"" columns b officers at least x 1 columns b officers at least x 1 ., 
:I! and c months of service and c months of service 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE 
SEA ARMED FoRcEs. 

Table VI. - Maximum Sea Armed Forces. Table VII. - Maximum Sea Formations 
organised on a Military Basis. 

High 
Total effectives 

Total effectives 
Contracting (officers, petty officers and men and officials 

Parties (officers, petty officers and men) of every grade 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE 
AIR ARMED FORCES. 

Table VIII (Optional). -Maximum Table IX (optional).-Maxi- Table X. - Maximum of the Air Armed Forces stationed in the mum Air Armed Forces Total Air Armed Forces Home Country. stationed Overseas 

a b a b a b ., 
Elfectives who have Elfectives who have .s Effectives who have ... Total elfectives, completed Total elfeclives, completed <.> completed "' " including the at least z 2 months including the at least z 2 months Total effectives, 

~ " at least z » months ... ·- elfectives of service elfectives of service including the " ... 0 ... of service u~ specified (officers, specified (officers, effectives 
.c in column b non-commissioned in column b non-commissioned specified (officers, ., 

non-commissioned :E officers and men) officers and men) in column b 
officers and men) 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 

. 

1 Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
conscript land army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Conv~ntion: . . . 

2 Note. - This figure will be determined by the durat10n of the longest penod of serv1ce. which lS 1U force m the 
conscript air army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the SJgnature of the Convention, 
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TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY EFFECTIVES WHICH ARE NOT TO BE EXCEEDED IN THE AIR 

FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS •. 

Air Formations organised Table XII. Maximum Air Formations 
Maximum Table XI. - organised on a Military Basis 

on a Military Basis stationed in the Home Country. stationed Overseas. 

a b a b .., 
c .Efiectives or officials who :t: 

Total efiectives, Efiectives or officials who Total effectives, " fl " including the have completed at least z 1 
including the have completed at least z 1 

+> -~ months of service (officers, months of service (officers, c~ 
effectives effectives 0 ~ up; specified in non-commissioned officers, specified in non-commissioned office~, 

fo column b men and officials of every column b men and officials of every 

lil grade) grade) . 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . 
. 
. 

CHAPTER B. - PERIOD OF SERVICE. 

Article 5. 
The provisions of this Chapter apply only to effectives recruited by conscription. 

Article 6. 
For each of the High Contracting Parties concerned, the maximum total periods of service to 

which the effectives recruited by conscription are liable in the land, sea or air armed forces or 
formations organised on a military basis respectively, shall not exceed the figures laid down for 
such party in the table annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 7· 
For each man, the total period of service is the total number of days comprised in the different 

periods of service which he is liable under the national law to perform. 

Article 8. 
As an exception, each of the High Contracting Parties concerned may exceed the limits 

which he has accepted by the table annexed to this Chapter in so far as, owing to a falling-off in 
the number of births, such an increas~ may be necessary to enable the maximum total number of 
effectives fixed in his case by the tables annexed to Chapter A of this part to be attained. 

It is understood that any High Contracting Party which avails itself of this option will 
immediately notify the measures taken and the reasons justifying them to the other High 
Contracting Parties and to th.e Permanent Disarmament Commission referred to in Part VI 
of the present Convention. 

Article g. 
In any case, the total period of service shall not exceed . . . months. 

Table annexed to Chapter B of Part I. 

Maximum total period of service to which the effectives recruited by conscription 
High Contracting are liable in the arm¢ forces or formations organised on a military basis 

Parties 

Land I Sea I Air 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D . . . 
. 
. 

'.Not~. -This figure ~iii be deter?Jined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the 
C<JDSCnpt au army of any H1gh Contractmg Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
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PART II. - MATERIAL. 

CHAPTER A. - LAND ARMAMENTS. 1 

Article 10. a 
(Provisional text subject to tbe drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expendit!ll'e of each High Contracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and 
manufactur~ of war matena! for land armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and m accordance wrth the conditions prescribed, in the annex .... to this Article. 

CHAPTER B. - NAVAL ARMAMENTS. a' 

Article II. 6 6 

Throughout ~he duration of the present Convention, the global tonnage of the vessels of war 
of each of the. Htgh Contracting Parties, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under 
Annex I to this Chapter and the special vessels enumerated in Annex II, shall not exceed the 
figure laid down for such Party in Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 12.6 

. Table II 3:nnexed to this Chapter shows, by tonnage per category, the way in which each 
Hrgh Contracting Party intends to distribute during the period of application of the present 
Convention the global tonnage which is limited in the case of such Party to the figure laid down 
in Table I. 

Article 13. 
Within the limits of the global tonnage fixed for such Party in Table I, and failing any stricter 

conditions resulting from special conventions to which it is or may become a party, each of the 
High Contracting Parties may modify the distribution shown for it in Table II, subject to the 
following conditions : 

(x) . The tonnages by category shown for each High Contracting Party in Table II shall 
in no case be the object of increase beyond the figures shown for it in Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

(2) Before the laying-down of the ship or ships for the construction of which 
the transferred tonnage has been assigned, due notice must be given to all the other High 
Contracting Parties and the Secretary-General and the Permanent Disarmament Commission, 
of the amount of tonnage transferred, the length of such notice being that laid down for 
each of the High Contracting Parties in Table III. 

- . 

Article 14. 
No capital ship shall exceed 35,000 tons (35,560 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding 16 inches (406 mm.) in calibre. 

Article 15. 
No aircraft carrier shall exceed 27,000 tons (27,432 metric tons) standard displacement or 

carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 mm.). 
No aircraft carrier of xo,ooo tons (Io,I6o metric tons) or less standard displacement shall 

carry a gun exceeding 6.1 inches (155 mm.) in calibre. 

• See reservation by the American Delegation, paragraph No. 94 of the Reporl. 
German , , No. zoa and I03 , 
Turkish , ,. No. 99 , 

• Note. - In- pronouncing on this Article, tbe Governments will take into account at the Conference tbe report 
requested from tbe Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to tbem in order to permit of tbe 
drawing up of tbe annex to this Article. 

The Preparatory Commission, by sixteen votes to three and six abstentions, adopted tbe principle of limitation 
by expenditure. It also discussed tbe following resolution: 

" The Preparatory Commission is of opinion that tbe principle of direct limitation should be applied to land 
war material." 
When this resolution was put to tbe vote, tbere were nine votes in favour, nine against and seven abstentions. 
Lastly, it examined tbe principle of a combination of tbe two methods. Nine members of tbe Commission voted 

in favour of this principle; eleven voted against and five abstained. 
s Note. - Such figures and dates as appear in this Chapter are only given as an illustration; most of tbem 

correspond to tbe figures and dates laid down in tbe Treaties of Washington and London. 
• See general reservation by the German Delegation, paragraph No. I09 of the Reporl. 

Italian , , No. Io8 .. 
• See reservation by the Yugoslav and Finnish Delegations, paragraph No. II6 of the Reporl. 
• See reservation by ths Italian Delegation, paragraph No. II2 of the Report. 
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If the armament carried includes guns exceeding 6.I inches (ISS ~m.) in_ calibre, the total 
number of guns carried, except anti-aircraft guns and guns n<?t exceeding S-I mc~es (I30 ;mm.), 
shall not exceed ten. If, alternatively, the armament contams no guns exceedmg 6.~ ~nches 
(ISS mm.) in calibre, the number of guns is not Iimite_d. Ill: eith:r case,_ t~e number of anh-rurcraft 
guns and of guns not exceeding S-I inches (I30 mm.) m calibre, IS not lirmted. 

Article I6. 
No 'submarine shall exceed 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement or carry a 

gun exceeding S-I inches (I30 mm.) in calibre. 

Article I7-
No vessel of war ~xceeding the limitations as to displacement or arm_a~ent pr:sc~b:d _by 

the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or Wlthm the JUnsdicbon 
of any of the High Contracting Parties. 

Article I8. 
In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention, the 

High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in A!lnex IV to this Chapter. 

Article I9.1 
No preparation shall be made in merchant ships in time of peace for the installation of warlike 

armaments for the purpose of converting such ships into vessels of war, other than the necessary 
stiffening of decks for the mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inches (ISS mm.) in calibre. 

Article 20. 

In the event of a High Contracting Party's being engaged in war, such Party shall not use 
as a vessel of war any vessel of war which may be under construction within its jurisdiction for 
any other Power, or which may have been constructed within its jurisdiction for another Power 
and not delivered. 

Article 2I. 
Each of the High Contracting Parties undertakes not to dispose, by gift, sale, or any mode 

of transfer, of any vessel of war in such a manner that such vessel may become a vessel of war 
in the navy of any foreign Power. 

Article 22. 

Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage figures allowed 
by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out in Annex V 
to this Chapter. 

Article 23. 
Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April Ist, I930, have been used as stationary 

training establishments or hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. 

Article 24. 2 3 

(Provisional text, subject to the drafting of the Annex.) 

The annual expenditure of each High C~ntracting Party on the upkeep, purchase and manu
facture of war material for naval armaments shall be limited to the figures laid down for such 
Party, and in accordance with the conditions prescribed, in Annex . 

* * * 
Note. -The two following articles appear in Part III of the London Naval Treaty, and are quoted as examples of 

supplementary restrictions which certa"! High Contractiug Parties may be prepared to accept: • 

" Article ... 

"Not more than 25 per cent of the allowed total tonnage in the cruiser category may be fitted with a landing-on 
platform or deck for aircraft. "· · 

"Article ... 

" In the destroyer category, not more than 16 per cent of the allowed total tonnage shall be employed in 
vessels of over 1,500 tons (1,524 metric tons) standard displacement. " 

* * * 
: See resenJaJu:n by the_ JapD:"ese Dele~ation, paragraph No. IJ4 ·of the Report. 

In pron~oncmg on this Arttcle, the Go~emments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 
from the ComiWttee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing 
up of the Annex to this Article. 

1 
See resenJaJion by the French Dele~ation, paragraph No. I39 of the Report. 

Japanese , , No. x4o , 
German ,. , No. x 4I , 

• . British and Italian Dele~ations, paragraph No. I4• of the Reporl. 
See resenJaJwn by the Greek and Spanish Dele~ations, paragraph I43 of the Report. 



Tables annexed to Chapter B of Part II. 

Table I. 

High Contracting Party I Global Tonnage . 
A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

. 

E. 
F. 
G • 
. 
. . 

Table II. 

Categories High Contracting Parties 

(defined in Annex III) 
A B c D E F G . . 

---- - --------
(a) Capital ships. 

(i) 
------------------

(ii) 1 • 

----------------
(b) Aircraft-carriers. 

--------------
(•) Cruisers. 

(cd) 
(i) ·Guns of more than 6.1 inches 

Light 
(155 mm.) ------ - -- - ------

surface 
(ii) GullS of 6.1 inches and less 

vessels . (155 mm.) 

----
(d) Destroyers. 

----------------

(e) Submarines. 
. 

Table III. - Rules for Transfer. 

The figures to be enter_ed in this table will be calculated on the following principles: 

I. Account must be taken of the special circumstances of each Power, and of the classes 
of ships involved in the transfer. · 

2. Powers whose total tonnage does not exceed roo,ooo tons 1 will have full freedom of 
transfer as regards surface ships. · 

· 3· As regards the other Powers, the amount of the transfer should vary in inverse ratio to 
the amount of the total (global) tonnage of each of them. 

1 For Parties who do not possess any capital ship of a standard displacement exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric 
tons). 

• This figure is given as an illustration. 



• 
Annexes to Chapter B of Part II. 

Annex I. 

EXEMPT VESSELS. 

Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following vessels are exempt from 

limitation: d d d" 1 t d nd · (a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) $t:'n ar ISp ace men an . u er, 
(b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 6oo tons (6Io metric to~), but not e:o:c~ed~ng 2,ooo tons 

(2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided they have none of the followmg characteriStiCS· 

{I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I 55 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.} calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots. 

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are employed on. fieet duties. o~ as 
troop transports or in some other way than as fighting ships. provided they have none ofthe folloWing charactenstics: 

{I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I 55 mm.) calibre; 
(2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mm.) calibre; 
(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes; 
(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots; 
(S) Are protected by armour plate; 
(6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines; 
(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air; 
(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre line: or two, one on each broadside; 
(9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed or adopted to operate at sea 

more than three ·aircraft. 

Annex II. 

LIST OF SPECIAL VESSELS. 

.. 

Annex III. 

DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions are to be understood in the sense defined 
in this Annex: 

(a) Capital Ships. 

(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose 
displacement exceeds Io,ooo tons {Io,I6o metric tons) 
standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre 
exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.). 

(b) AiYcrajt Ca"i.,s. 

• 
(ii) For Parties who do not possess any capital ship 

exceeding 8,ooo tons (8,I28 metric tons) standard displace
ment: 

Vessels of war not exceeding 8,ooo tons (8, 128 metric 
tons) standard displacement and the calibre of whose 
guns exceeds 8 inches (203 mm.). 

Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific and exclusive purpose of carrying 
aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

(c) CI'Uis .. s. 

Surface vessels of war, other than capital ships or 
aircraft carriers, the standard displacement of which 
exceeds I,85o tons {I,88o metric tons) or with a gun 
above 5·I inches {I30 mm.) calibre. 

The cruiser category is divided into two sub-categories 
as follows: 

(i) Cruisers carrying a gun above 6.I inches {I 55 mm.) 
calibre. 

(ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun above 6.I inches 
(155 mm.) calibre. 

(d) DestYoyws. 

Surface vessels of war, the standard displacement of 
which does not exceed I,8so tons (I,88o metric tons) 
and with a gun not above s.I inches (I30 mm.) calibre. 

StandaYd Displacement. 

(cd) Light SuYjace Vessels. 

Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft carriers, the 
standard displacement of which does not exceed Io,ooo tons 
{IO,I6o metric tons), and with guns not exceeding 8 inches 
(203 mm.) calibre. 

The category of light surface vessels is divided into 
two categories, as follows: 

(i) Vessels carrying a gun above 6.1 inches 
{I55 mm.) calibre. 

(ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above 6.I inches 
(ISS mm.) calibre. 

I •. The standard disp~me~t of a surface vessel is the displacement of the vessel complete, fully manned, engined 
and eqn~pped ready for sea, mcluding all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and fresh water for 
crew, I111SCellaneons stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but without. fuel 
or reserve feed water on board. 
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· 2. ·The standard displacement of a sub · · th · 
water in non-watertight structure), full ma:ne IS • e surface <li;'placement of the v~el co~plete (exclusive of the 
ammunition, equipment, outfit, rovisi: • e~ed and eqwpped rea~y for sea, mcludmg all armament and 
intended to be carried in b f "th ns for ere":, ~cell_aneous stores and Implements of every description that are 

war, u WI out fuel, lubncating oil, fresh water or hallast water of any kind on board. 

T
3·h Eachdn~vtoal ';!'mbatant. vessel shall be rated at its displace. ment tonnage when in the standard condition. 

e wor n , except 1n the expressi •• tri to • hal (1,016 kilos.). . on me C ns , s I be understood to be the ton of 2,240 pounds 

Annex IV. 

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT. 

·t· b 1 • Except as provided in paragraph 4 of this Annex, no vessel limited by this Convention shall be replaced until 
1 ecomes " over·age ". · 

. 2• A vo;ssei shall be deemed to be " over-age '.' when the following number of years have elapsed since the date 
of Its completion: 

(a) Capital ships: 20 1 years, subject to special provision as may be necessary for the replacement of existing 
ships. 

(b) Aircraft-carriers: 20 y~ars, subject to special provision as may be necessary for existing ships. 
(c) ~urface vessels exceeding 3,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 1o,ooo tons (10,160 metric tons) 

standard diSplacement: 

(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years. 

(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement: 

(i) If laid down before January xst, 1921, 12 years; 
(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, x6 years. 

(e) Submarines: 13 years. 

3- The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years before the year in which the 
vessel to be repla~ed becomes " over-age ": but this period is reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface 
vessel not exceedmg 3,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement. . 

The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage. 

4· In the event of loss or accidental destruction, a vessel may be replaced immediately; but such replacement 
tonnage shall be subject to the limits of displacement and to the other provisions of this Convention. 

Annex V. 

RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR. 

The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following way, 

(x) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up); 
(2) By converting the vessel to a hulk; 
(3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively; 
(4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes; 
(5) By retaining the ve.,el exclusively for training purposes. 

Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk at the option of the High 
Contracting Party concerned. 

Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes, shall finally be scrapped or converted 
to hulks. 

Section I. - V esse Is to be sc>'af>f>ed. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must be rendered incapable of warlike 
·service within six months of the date of the completion of its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more 
than one. If, however, the completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rcmdering the old vessel 
incapable of warlike service shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a-half years from the date of laying the 
keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels; but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface 
vessel not exceeding 3,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and a half years. 

(b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when there shall have been removed and 
landed or else destroyed in the ship: 

(x) AU guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; 
(2) All hydra\llic or electric machinery for operating turrets; 
(3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails; 
(5) All torpedoes, war heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks; 
(6) All wireless telegraphy installations; 
(7) AU main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-tower and all side armour-plate; 
(8) All aircraft cranes, derricks. lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on or fiying-ofl platforms and 

decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air compressor plants and ballast pumps. 

·1 Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to lay down the keels of capital ship 
replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as provided in the Washington Treaty. 
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(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, wi~n twelve months of the date of which 
the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike service is due for completion: 

(I) Permanent sinking of the vessel; . . . 
(2 ) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or removal of all machinery, boilers 

and armour, and all deck, side and bottom-plating. 

Section II. - Vessels to be converted to Hulks. 

A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed of when the condition, 
prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b), of this Annex, have been complied with, omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8)s 
and when the following have been effected : 

(I) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-gearing or main propelling-motors 
and turbines or cylinders of main engines; , 

(2) Removal of propeller-brackets; . · 
. (3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all aircraft-cranes, derricks and launching 

apparatus. 

The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as provided in Section I for rendering 
a vessel incapable of warlike service. · · 

Section III. - Vessels to b• converted to Target Use. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be considered incapable of warlike 
service when there Wive been removed and landed, or rendered unserviceable on board, the following: · 

(I) All guns; 
(2) .(\11 fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication wiring; 
(3) All machinery for operating gun-mountings or turrets; 
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes; 
(5) All aviation facilities and accessories. 

The vessel must be put into the above conditions within the same limits of time as provided in Section I for 
rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

(b) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively, at any one time: 

(I) . Not more tban three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three vessels only one may exceed 
3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. 

(c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High .Contracting Party concerned undertakes not to re-condition 
it for warlike service. · 

Section IV .. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

(a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively shall be dealt with in accordance 
with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

(b) Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided tbat due notice be given to the other High Contracting 
Parties, reasonable variation from the conditions prescribed in Section III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary 
for the purposes of a special experiment, may be permitted as a temporary measure. 

Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish full details of any such 
variation and the period for which they will be required. 

(c) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes exclusively at any one time: 

(I) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels only one may exceed 3,ooo tons 
(3,048 metric tons) standard displacement; 

(2) One submarine. · · 

(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party co~cerned undertakes not to 
re-condition it for warlike service. 

Section V. - Vessels retained for Training Purpos•s. 

(a) The following vessels may be retained, for training purposes exclusively, by the High Contracting Parties 
concerned: · 

(b) ~essels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a) shall, within six months of the 
date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt with as follows: 

1. Capital Ships. 

The following is to be carried out: 

(~) Removal of ~-arma~nt guns, revolving parts of all barbettes and turrets; machinery for operating 
turrets, but three turrets w1th therr armament may be retained in each ship; · 
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) Remo~ _of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity required for target-practice training 

.or e guns remammg on board; 

.(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost and aftermost barbettes· 
(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes; ' 

. (S) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number required for a maximum speed 
of e1ghteen knots. 

2. Othet< Surface Vessels.' 

The following is to be carried out: 

(x) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be retained on each vessel; 
(2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes; 
(3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories; 
(4) Removal of one-half of the boilers . 

. (c) ~he High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in accordance with the provision 
of this Section shall not be used for any combatant purpose. . 

CHAPTER C. - AIR ARMAMENTS. 

Article 25. 1 1 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and ~ immediate reserve in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting 
Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of 
Table I annexed to this Chapter. 

The number and total horse-power of the aeroplanes, capable of use in war, in commission 
and in immediate reserve in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of 
each of the High Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in 
the corresponding columns of Table II annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 26. 1 I 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles, capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air armed forces of each of the High Contracting Parties shall 
not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding columns of Table III annexed 
to this Chapter. 

The number, total horse-power and total volume of dirigibles capable of use in war, in 
commission in the land, sea and air formations organised on a military basis of each of the High 
Contracting Parties shall not exceed the figures laid down for such Party in the corresponding 
columns of Table IV annexed to this Chapter. 

Article 27. 
Horse-power shall be measured according to the following rules 
The volume of dirigibles shall be expressed in cubic metres. 

Article 28. 
r. · The High Contracting Parties shall refrain from prescribing the embodiment of military 

features in the construction of civil aviation material, so that this material may be constructed 
for purely civil purposes, more particularly with a view to providing the greatest possible measure 
of security and the most economic return. No preparations shall be made in civil aircraft in time 
of peace for the installation of warlike armaments for the purpose of c6nverting such aircraft 
into military aircraft. 

2. The High Contracting Parties undertake not to require civil aviation enterprises to 
employ personnel specially trained for military purposes. They undertake to authorise only as a 
provisional and temporary measure the seconding of personnel to, and the employment of military 
aviation material in, civil aviation undertakings. Any such personnel or military material 
which may thus be employed in civil aviation of whatever nature shall be included in the 
lintitation applicable to the· High Contracting Party concerned in virtue of Part I, or Articles 25 
and 26, of the present Convention, as the case may be. 8 

3· The· High Contracting Parties undertake not to subsidise, directly or indirectly, air 
lines principally established for military purposes instead of being established for economic, 
administrative or social purposes. . 

4· The High Contracting Part_ie;; un?er:take to enco~ge_ as far a;; possible the ~onclusion 
of economic agreements between ctvil avtation undertakings m the different countries and to 
confer together to this end. 

1 S.• f'eservaJion by tlul German Dele~ation, pMagr..ph No. I48 of 1M Reporl. 
• Ses f'eservaJion by tlul Turkish Dele~ation, paragraph No. I49 of 1/ul Report. 
' See nservaJion by the Canadian Dele~ation, paragraph No. z63 of 1/ul Reporl. 
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Tables annexed to Chapter C of Part II. 1 

Table I. - Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Armed Forces. Table II. - Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air Formations 
organised on a Military Basis. 

4 

Total aeroplanes of the 
armed forces 

Number Total 
horse-power 

b 

(Optional) 
A woplan•s staliomd in 

th4 homo country 

Toial 
horse-poww 

c 

(Optional) 
A woplanos stationod 

overseas 

Number Total 
horse-poww 

. d 

(Option:U) 
Awoplanes in aircraft 

carriers 

Nuonbw. 

. 

Total 
horse-power 

a 

Total aeroplanes of the 
forces organised on a 

military basis 

Number Total 
horse-power 

b 

(Optional) 
Aeroplanes stationed in 

the homiJ co1mtry 

Numbw Total 
horJe-power 

c 

(Optional} 
A eroplanos stationed 

overseas 

Number Total 
horse-power 

Table III. - Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Forces. 
Table IV. - Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Formations 

organised on a Military Basis. 

a 

T<;>tal dirigibles 
of the armed forces 

I I 

b 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles stationed 
in the homiJ rountry 

c 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles 

stationed ovuseas 

d 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles in aircraft 

caf'riers 

a 

Total dirigibles 
of the formations organised 

on a military basis 

1 See reservations .:oncerning the tables annexed to Chapter C of Part II by the German Delegation, paragraph No. I$5 of the Report. 
Turkish , ~. No. zs6 , 
Italian ,. ,. No. 73 and I55 .. 

b 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles statiomd in the 

home country 

c 

(Optional) 
Dirigibles stationed 

overseas 

8' 
00 
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PART III. - BUDGETARY EXPENDITURE.• 

Article 29. 2 

(Provisional text subject to the drafting of the Annex.) 

The total annual expenditure of each of the High Contracting Parties on his land sea and air 
forces- and form~tions organised on a military basis shall be limited to the figure J;id down for 
such Party and m accordance with t.he conditions prescribed in the Annex. . . . 

PART IV. - EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION, 

Article 30. 

For each category of effectives defined in the model tables annexed to this Article, the exchange 
of information each year shall apply to the average daily number of effectives reached during 
the preceding year in the land, sea and air armed forces and formations organised on a military 
basis of each of the High Contracting Parties. 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations, within ............ months after the end of each year, the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. Each Party shall 
attach to this statement an explanatory note showing the elements on which the figures supplied 
are based, and stating, in particular, for each sort of effectives (recmits, militiamen, reservists, 
territorials, etc.) the number of these effectives and the number of days' service they have 
performed. 

The said tables shall be drawn up and published with the explanatory note referred to 
above by the Secretary-General not later than .......... in each year. 

• See FssenJation by the German Delegatfon, paFagFQ/Jh No. z811 of the Reporl. 
American ., ., No. zBr , 

• N ole. - In pronouncing on this Article, and in particularly as regards the possibility of a distinct limitation ot the 
expenditure on land, sea and air forces, the Governments will take into account at the Conference the report requested 
from the Committee of Budgetary Experts, which will have been forwarded to them in order to permit of the drawing 
up of the Annex to this Article. 
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Model Tables annexed to Article 30 (Part IV). 1 

MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE LAND ARMED FORCES 

AND LAND FORMATION ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

Table I.- Table III.- Table IV. -
Latid Armed Forces' Stationed in the Home Country. Total Land Armed Forces. Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

' 
' 

"· b. c. d. e. ... b. c. d. e. ... b. ' c. d. e. 

Soldiers Soldiers Soldiers 
whose period whose period or officials 

of service of service whose period 
has exceeded has exceeded of service 

the legal the legal has exceeded 
Total Other period of (Optional Total Other period of (Optional Total Other the legal (Optional 

effectives, effectives service but statement.) effectives, effectives service but statement.) effectives, effectives period of statement.) 
including who have is less than #1 Recruits including who have is less than z1 Recruits including Officers or officials service but Recruits 

the effectives Officers . completed months (in- not trained the effectives Officers completed months (in- not trained the effectives or officials who have is less than ~ not trained 
specified at least x 1 formation as defined specified at least x 1 formation as ikfined specified ranking as completed months (in- as defined 

separately months of to be supplied in the separately months to b• supplied in the separately officers at least x • formation in the 
in this service only for national in this of service only for national in this months to be supplied national 
Table effectives legislation Table effectives legislation Table of service only for legislation 

recruited by recruited by eftectives 
conscription) conscription) recruited by 

conscription) 
-

. 

. 

. 

I . 
1 See reservations concerning the tables annexed to Article 30 by the British Empire Dele~ation, paragraph No. z9o of the Report. 

French ., , No. z8g , 
German , ., No. z87 , 
Japanese , ., No. I9I , 
Turkish ,. ,. Nos. z88 artd 77, 

• Note. - This figure will be determined by the duration· of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army of any High C01~tracting Party at the time of the signature of .the Convention. 



.. 
" :;3 

j~ 
cSp., 

i 

A 

H 

Overseas 
territory 

M 
N 
0 
p 
... 
... 
R 
s 
T 
... 

: 

MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE LAND ARMED FoRCES 

AND LAND FORMATION ORGANiSED ON A MIL~TARY BASIS (contin.ued}. 

Table II. - Land Armed forces Stationed Overseas. I Table V. - Formations organised on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

... b & d • .. b &. d • ' Soldiers or 
Soldiers whose officials whose 

period of service period of service 
Total eftectives, Other eftectives has exceeded the (Optional Totat effectives, Officers Other effectives · · has exceeded the (Optional 

including ' who have legal period of statement.) including or officials or officials legal period of Jtatement.) 
the effectives Officel)l completed at service but is less ( ReCf'uils not the effectives ranking who have service but is less ( ReCf'uils not 

specified least :t1 months than :t1 months trained as specified as officers completed at than :t1 months trained as 
separately of service (information to be defined in tho separately least :t1 months (information to be de fined in tho 

in this Table ·supplied only for national in this Table of service supplied only for national 
' effectiues recr_uited legislation) effectiues recruited legislation) 

by consmption) by &OfiSCf'iption) 

' 

' 

. 
1 Note.- This figure will be ~etermlned by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript army of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 

' 

01 
H 
H 



MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE NAVAL FORCES. 

Table VI. -. Naval Forces. Table VII. - Sea Formations organised on a Military Basis. 
' .. .. b • d .. b • d :.§ 

~j Total elfectives, Other elfectives (Optional statement.) · Total elfectives, Other elfectives (Optional statement.) 
including elfectives Officers who have completed Recruits not trained including elfectives Officem who have completed Recruits not trained 3Pi specified separately at least y • months as defined 'in the national specified separately at least. y 1 months as defined in the national 

~ in this Table of service · legislation in this Table ' of service egislation 
fa 

A. 
B. 
c. 
D. 

·-. . 
-

1 Note.- This fignre will be determined by the duration 'of the longest. period of service which is in force in the conscript Navy of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention,· 
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MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR IN THE AIR ARMED FORCES. 

1 Table VIII. -Air Anned Forces stationed 
in the Home Cowitry. Table'IX. -Air Armed Forces stationed Overseas. Table X. -,- Total Air Armed Forces. 

a 

Total etfectives, 
including 

the efiectives 
specified separately 

. in this Table 

. 

b • a b • .a 

Etfectives who have (Optional stiZUment.) ·. Tota~ etfcctives, Etfectives who have (Optional st.mmenl.) Total etfectives, 
·Completed Reafllils not t~ained · including completed . R-uits not t~ained including 

at least z 1 mouths as defined the etfectives at least z 1 months as defined the efiectives 
of service (officers, in the national specified separately of service (officers, in the national specified ·separately 

non-commissioned legislation in this Table non-commissioned legislation in this Table 
officers and men) officers and men) 

MODEL TABLES OF THE AVERAGE DAILY NUMBER OF EFFECTIVES REACHED DURING THE YEAR 

IN THE AIR FORMATIONS ORGANISED ON A MILITARY BASIS. 

b 

Etfectives who have (Optional statement.) 
completed jleCYuits not t~ained 

at least z 1 months as defined 
of service (officers, in the national 

non--commissioned legislation 
officers and men) 

Table XI. -Air Formations organised on a Military Basis stationed in the Home Country. Table XII.- Air Formations organised on a Military Basis stationed Overseas. 

bO a b • a b • ·B 
" jj Total efiectives, including the Efiectives who have completed (Optional statement.) Total efiectives, including the Efiectives who have completed (Optional statement.) 

efiectives specified at least z 1 months of service Reafllils not t~ained as defined efiectives specified at least z 1 months of service ReCYuits not trained as defined 
separately in this Table. (officers, non-commissioned in the national legislation separately in this Table. (officers, non-commissioned in the national legislation 

.g, officers. and men and officers and men and 

lil officials of all grades) officials of al· grades) 

A. • 
B. 
c. 
D . . . 

' Note, _ This figure will be determined by the duration of the longest period of service which is in force in the conscript air force of any High Contracting Party at the time of the signature of the Convention. 
' 
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Article 3I .1 

If any youths have compulsorily received, during any year, preparatory milit'!-ry training 
within the jurisdiction of any High Contracting Party, such Party shall commumcate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations, within ..... x months after the end of each year, 
the number of youths who have recei~ed such instruction. • . 

The above information shall be publisheci by the Secretary-General not later than· · · · · · · · · · · · 
in each year. 

Article 32. 

The High Contracting Parties conceme_d s~all forw'!-rd to the Secret3:ry-General ?f the Lea!?ue 
of Nations at the end of each year the followmg mformation as to ~he proVIsions of the_Ir law rela!mg 
to the effectives recruited by conscription in their land, sea and air forces and formations orgamsed 
on a military basis respectively; 

{I) The total number of days comprised in the first period of service; 
(z) The total duration in days of the ensuing periods. 

The above information shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ......... . 
in each year. 

Article 33 2 3• 

Each of the High Contracting Parties shall, within .......... months from the end of each 
budgetary year, communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. a statement 
drawn up iJ.l accordance with a standard model, showing by categories of rnatenals the total 
actual expenditure in the course of the said year on the upkeep, purchase and manufacture of war 
materials of the land and sea armed forces and formations organised on a military basis of 
such Party. 

The information contained in this statement shall be published by the· Secretary-General 
not later than. . . . . . . . . . in each year. 

Article 34· 

Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion respectively 
of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under Annex I to Chapter B 
?f Part II, laid down or completed by o~ for them or within their jurisdiction after the corning 
mto force of the present Convention, the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the 
Secretary-General of the League of Nations the information detailed below: 

(a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars: 

Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting Party); 
Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; 

. Principal dimensions-namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below water-
line; · 

Mean draught at standard displacement; 
Calibre of the largest gun. · 

· (b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating to the 
vessel at that date. 

'f?e above in~ormatio?- shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-General to all 
~he High Contractmg Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-General not later than ..... 
m each year. 

Article 35· 
E~h of the High Contracting Parties shall communicate to the Secretariat of the League 

of Nations the n~rne and the ton_na_ge of any vessel. constructed in accordance with Article rg. 
(~hapter II). With regard t.o e~stmg vessels of this type, this communication shall be made 
Within two months after ~at~catlon of the present Convention. With regard to vessels to be 
constructed, the cornrnurucatlon shall be made on the date of completion. · 

1 
See "servation by the German Dele~ation, paragraph No. I94 of th• Report. 

Italian , , No. I94 , 
2 

See reservation by the ·German Dele~ation, paragraph No. •oi of the Report. 
3 Note In · · · · his Arti the Co . • - giVIng an op•mon on t cle, the Governments will take into account the report requested from 

h mrmttee of ;sudgctary Experts regarding the number and nature of the categories to be laid down and the 
'::. ~s offptuhbhclty thus adoptc~ in connection with the provisions of the annex regarding limitation referred to in 

1C 9 o e present Convention. 
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Article 36. 1 

For each of the categories of aircraft defuied in the model tables annexed to this Article, the 
exchange of information shall apply to the maximum figures attained in each· year in respect 
of the number and total horse-power, and for dirigibles the total volume, by the aircraft referred 
to in Articles 25 and 26 of the present Convention. · 

For this purpose, each of the High Contracting Parties will forward to the Secretary-General 
of the League of Nations within . . . . . . . . . months after the end of each year the necessary 
information to enable the said tables to be drawn up in the case of such Party. · 

The tables referred to in the preceding paragraph shall be drawn up and published by the 
Secretary-General not later than .•.....•.. in each year. 

"" "n No 106 of II•• R.port. . b lh . German Dele~ation, raragrar . 
t Sss roslfllllltons Y • 
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Model Tables annexed·to Article 36,1 

Model Table I. - Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air· Armed Forces. 

a b • d 

(Optional) (Optional) (Optional) 
Total aeroplanes of the A .,oplams staliomd in Aeroplanes stationed A .,oplanes in airct'aft 

armed forces tlus home. country overs.eas carriers 

Number Total Numb., Total Number Total Number Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power horse-power 

Model Table III. - Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air Forces. 

b c d 
a 

Total dirigibles 
(Optional) (Optional) (Optional) 

Dirigibles stationed Dirigibles Dirigibles in aircraft 
of the armed forces in tlus home country statitmed overseas carriers 

... -" 
.. .. .. " ~ .. 

~ 
- 0 ... .. "o>. - ll " "0 .. .. 

~ ~ ti " ~ .$ " " .$ s "" " .. "" .. " "" 
0 fl "' 0 " ll - ~ s ~ = ll a~ a ~ '0 ..! ll - ~ s - :s <> <> ~~ <> <> ~-o " (-< ,g 8. ~~ :s h,...., ~ E--t..c:::2.. h~ ~ h,....,_ z :<; ;> 

I 

1 See reservation by tlus ,German Delegation, paragraphs Nos. ao6 a11d I55 of the Report. 
Turkish ,. , Nos. 107 and 77 11 

Model Table II. - Aeroplanes of the Land, Sea and Air 
Formations organised on a Military Basis. 

a b • 
Total aeroplanes of the (Optional) (Optional) 
forces organised on a Aeroplanes stationed in Aeroplanes stationed 

military basis the home country overseas 

Number Total ·Number Total Number. Total 
horse-power horse-power horse-power 

I 
Model Table IV. -Dirigibles of the Land, Sea and Air 

. Formations organised on a Military Basis . 

a b ·c 

Total dirigibles ( opti011al) (Optional) 
of the formations organised Dirigibles stationed in the Dirigibles stationed 

on a military basis home country overseas 

... - a t - .. .. " .. " 3 ldl 't$ ~ t .. ~o>. 

'8 "" ~ ll "" . .. .. 
- ll 

0 fl "' .$ " ll - ~ s ~i ll () t s ~i ~"0 <> <> 
i (-< ,g 8. :0 h,....,_ .~ h,...., 
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' 

0\ ... 
0\ 

I 
0 
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. . Article 37. 1 
In order to ensure publicity as re ds "vii . . 

shall indicate within x months after~ eCld tvtation, each of the High Contracting Parties 
League of Nations the number and total h n ° each y~ar to the Secretary-General of the 
within the jurisdiction of such Party E~c~e-.p:;_er ~~vii ae~opJ:mes and dirigibles registered 
on civil aviation by the Government ~d b 1 al Y th . ~so mdicate the amounts expended 

The above information shall b blish y oc au onhes. 
in each year. e pu ed by the Secretary-General not later than ......... . 

Article 38. s 
~ Each of the High Contracting p rti hall · 

League of Nations within a es s commumcate to the Secretary-General of the 
· · · · · · · · . · . months of the end of each b d t ta 

drawn tup i~ ~cordance wi~ the standard model annexed to this uA;~cla;r ;h~g s th~e~t~ 
~f~~~h s ;~~- Y expended m the course of the said year on the land, sea and air armaments 

late/thhe information s~ppliedh in this statement shall be published by the Secretary-General not 
an .......... m eac year. 

PART V. - CHEMICAL ARMS. • 

Article 39· 
. The High Co_nt~acting. Parties un~er!ake, subject to reciprocity, to abstain from the use 
m war of asphyX1atmg, p01sonous or sunilar gases, and of all analogous liquids substances or 
processes. ' 

They undertake unreservedly to abstain from the use of all bacteriological methods of warfare. 

PART VI. - MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 

CHAPTER A. - PERMANENT DISARMAMENT CoMMISSION. 

. Article 40.5 

There shall be set ·up at the seat of the League of Nations a Permanent Disarmament 
Commission with the duty of following the execution of the present Convention. It shall consist 
of x (:figure to be fixed by the Conference) members appointed respectively by the Governments 
of ............... (list to be drawn up by the Conference). . 

Members of the Commission shall not represent their Governments. They shall be appointed 
for x years, but shall be re-eligible. During their term of office, they may be replaced only on, 
death or in the case of voluntary resignation or serious and permanent illness. 

They may be assisted by technical experts. 

Article 41. 
The Commission shall meet for the first time, on being summoned by the Secretary-General 

of the League of Nations, within three months from the entry into force of the present Convention. 
to elect a provisional President and Vice-President and to draw up its Rules of Procedure. 

Thereafter it shall meet annually in ordinary session on the date fixed in its Rules of 
Procedure. 

It may also, if summoned by _its President, meet in e~ra~rdinary session ~ the cases 
provided for in the present ConventiOn and whenever an apphcahon to that effect lS made by 
a High Contracting Party. 

Article 42. 
The Commission shall have full power to lay down its own Rules of Procedure on the basis 

of the provisions of the present Convention. 

1 See reservation by 1118 German Dele~atlon, paragrllj>h No. •u oflhe Reporl. 
' See reservation by lhe German Dele~ation, paragraph No. us oflhe Reporl. 
a Nole. _ In drawing up this annex. the Conference will have before it the standard model statement which will 

be submitted to it by the Committee of Budgetary Experts. · 
• Se• res~rt~ations by 1/oe German Dele~ation, paragraph No. 229 and •JO oflhe R•porl. 
• See res~rt~alion by lhe French Dele~ation, paragraph No. 238 of lhe Reporl. 
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Article 43· 
The Commission may only transact business if at least two-thirds of its members are pres~nt .. 

Article 44· 
Any High Contracting Party not having a member of its natio_nality on the ~ommission 

shall be entitled to send a member appointed for .the pmyose to sit at any me~tmgs .of the 
Commission during which a question specially affectmg the mterests of that Party IS considered. 

Article 4S· 
Each member of the Commission shall have only one vote. 
All decisions of the Commission shall be. taken by a majority of the votes of the members 

present at the meeting. . . 
In the cases provided for in Articles so and S~ the vote~ ~f members.appomted by the Parties 

concerned in the discussion shall not be counted m determmmg the maJonty. 
A minority report may be drawn up. 

Article 46. 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled on his own responsibility to have any 

person heard or consulted who is in a position to throw any light on the question which is being 
examined by the Commission. 

Article 47· 
Each member of the Commission shall be entitled to require that, in any report by the 

Commission, account shall be taken of the opinions or suggestions put forward by him, if necessary 
in the form of a separate report. 

Article 48. 
All reports by the Commission shall, under conditions specified in each case in the present 

Convention, or in the Rules of Procedure of the Commission, be communicated to all the High 
Contracting Parties and to the Council of the League of Nations, and shall be published. 

Article 49· 
The Permanent Disarmament Commission shall receive all the information supplied by the 

High Contracting Parties to the Secretary-General of the League in pursuance of their international 
obligations ill this regard. 

Each year, the Commission shall make at least one report on the information submitted 
to it and on any other information that may reach it from a responsible source and that it may 
consider worth attention, showing the situation as regards the fulfilment of the present Convention. 

This report shall be communicated forthwith to all the High Contracting Parties and to the 
Council of the League and shall be published on the date fixed in the Rules of Procedure of the 
Commission. 

CHAPTER B. - DEROGATIONS. 

Article so. 
. .If. during th~ term of the present Convention, a change of circumstances constitutes, in th~ 

opinion of any High Contracting Party, a menace to its national security; such High Contracting 
Party may susp~nd temporarily, in so far as concerns itself, any provision or provisions of the 
present Convention, other than those expressly designed to apply in the event of war, provided: 

(a) That such .Contracting Party shall immediately notify the other Contracting Parties 
and at the same time the Permanent Disarmament Commission, through the Secretary
General of the L~ague of Nations, of such temporary suspension, and of the extent thereof. 

(b) . That simultaneously with. the sa!d notification, the Contracting Party shall 
c~mmurucate to the. o~her Contractmg Parties, and at the same time, to the Permanent 
DISa;mament Commission through the Secretary-General, a full explanation of the change 
of crrcumstances referred to above. 

Thereupon the other High Contracting Parties shall promptly advise as to the situation 
thus presented. . 

Wh~n the reasons for sue~ temporary suspension have ceased to exist, the said High 
Contractmg. Party. shall r~duce. Its armaments to the level agreed upon in the Convention, and 
shall make Immediate notification to the other Contracting Parties. 

CHAPTER C. - PROCEDURE REGARDING COMPLAINTS. 

. Article SI. 

Co The. Hit?h Contracting Parties recognise that any violation of the provisions of the present 
nventlon L~ a matter of concern to all the Parties. 
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Article 52. 

t~~' ~r~g :h~~e~ of th~ pr~sent ~on:v~ntion, a High Contracting Partv is of opinion that 
an~ _er a Y o . e ·?nventlon IS mau~tammg _armaments in excess of the figures agreed upon 
or IS m any way v10latmg or endeavourmg to vrolate the provisions of the present Convention 
such Party m~y lay the matter, t!J.r<;mgh the Secretary-General of the League of Nations before th~ 
Permanent Disarmament CommissiOn. · ' 
. Th~ Commission, after hearing a r~presentative of the High Contracting Party whose action 
IS quest_IOned, should s~ch Party so desrre, a_nd the representative of any other Party which may 
be specially concerned m t~e matter ~d whrch asks to be heard, shall, as soon as possible, present 
a report thereon ~o the Hrgh Contractmg P?-rties and to the Council of the League. The report 
and any p~oceedings t~ereon s~all be published as s~JOn as possible. · 

The Hrg~ Contractm~ Parties .sh~ promptly adVIse as to the conclusions of the Report. 
If the. Hrgh Contr~ctmg Parties drrectly concerned are Members of the League of Nations 

the Council. shall ~xercJSe the _rights devolving upon it in such circunJStances in virtue of th~ 
Covenant With a.~ew to ensurmg the observance of the present Convention and to safeguarding 
the peace. of nations. . 

CHAPTER D. - FINAL PROVISIONS. 

Article 53.1 

The present Convention shill not affect the provisions of previous treaties under which 
certain of the High Contracting Parties have agreed to limit their land, sea or air armaments 
and ha~e thus fixed in relation to one another their respective rights and obligations in thi~ 
connection. 

· The following High Contracting Parties . . . signatory to the said treaties declare 
that the limits fixed for their armaments under the present Convention are accepted by them 
in relation to the obligations referred to in the preceding paragraph, the maintenance of such 
provisions being for them an essential condition for the observance of the present Convention. 

Article 54· 
If a dispute arises between two or more of the High Contracting Parties concerning the 

interpretation or application of the provisions of the present Convention, and cannot be settled 
either directly between the parties or by some other method of friendly settlement, the parties 
will, at the request of any one of them, submit such dispute to the decision of the Permanent 
Court of International Justice or to an arbitral tribunal chosen by them. 

Article 55· 
The present Convention shall be ratified by the High Contracting Parties in accordance with 

their respective constitutional methods. The instruments of ratification shall be deposited with 
the Secretary-General of the League of Nations. · 

The present Convention shall c?me into force, for.each.Party whose instru~ent of ratificati?n 
has been deposited, as soon as the mstruments of ratification have been deposited by . . . (hst 
to be drawn up by the Conference). · 

(Should the present Convention not have come into force in accordance with the preceding 
paragraph by . . . the High Contra~ting Parti~ ~~all be in~te~ ~y the Secretary-General of 
the League of Nations to meet and consider the possibility of puttmg rt mto force. They undertake 
to participate in this consultation, which shall take place before . . .. )2 

Article 56. 
Each of the High Contracting .Parties will take t~e necessarr measures for carrying the 

provisions of the present Convention mto effect as soon as 1t has come mto force for such Party. 

Article 57· 
Subject to the provisions of Articles 58 and 59, th~ pr~ent Conventi.on shall re!fiain in for~e 

for years. It shall remain in force after the exprrabon of that penod except m so ·far as rt 
may· be "amended, superseded or denounced under the conditions specified in the following 
articles. 

Article 58. 
Before the end of the period of x years provided for in the prece~g article, an~ not less tha!l y 

years after its entry into force, the present Conven~ion sha}I be re-exammed by the Hrgh Co~tractmg 
Parties meeting in Conference. Th.e date of this !ll~etmg shall be fixed b:y the Council of t~e 
League of Nations after taking cogrnsance of the oprmon of the Permanent Drsarmament Co~nus
sion and of the intentions of the High Contracting Parties non-members of the League of Nations. 

1 See reservation by 1M German Delell,ation, paragrlf/>h No. •73 ojlhe Reporl. . . . 
• Note. It will be for the Conference to decide whether~ paragraph and any supplementary proVlSlons whtch 

may be necessary would not be better placed ·in a protocoJ·of Signature. 
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. .The above-~1entioned tonf~re~·ce may, if necessary, re~ise tll.e present Conver'i.tion tuJd establi~~ ; 

fresh provisions in substitution therefor, fixing .their period of duration and laying dbwn··generall 
rules regarding their examination ~nd St~bsequent revision, if the latter j,· required. :. . .· .... ' 

. ; _. 

· . Article 59. 1 
· · " · · · • '· . . '""':-. ~ tl'-~ . . . . . '· 

Befor~ the end efthe period of y years provided for in the preceding articll:!;but not less than 
z years after the entry into force of. the present Convention, the procedure for examination and • 
revision laid down in that article may also be carried out at the request of a High Contracting 
Party, with the concprrence Qf the Permanent Disarmament Commission, if thil-co:ondij:firlu~under 
~hich the engagements stipulated in the Convention were contracted have undergone, as the . 
result of technieal transformations or special circumstances, changes justifying a fresh examination 
and, if necessary; the revision of such engagements. . · · . 

Article 6o. 

. In the co~e of a conf~rence held in the circ'!lmstances ~ro~de~ for i~ the two preceding 
articles, any H1gh Contractmg Party shall be entitled to notify Its mtention to denounce the · 
present Convention. · · 

Such denunciation shall take effect two years after its date, but in no case before the expiration 
of the period of x years mentioned iri Article 57. . · · 

1 Se~ reset'Valion by the Ge D _rman elegatlon, paragraph No. •95 of the Report. 


