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This volume contains the Minutes of the Naval Commission, which was in session from 
February 27th to July 2oth, 1932. . . 

The Naval Commis!iion was set up by the General Commission on February 25th, 1932, 
in consequence of the following resolution, adopted by the Conference on the 24th of the same 
month 

" The Conference, 
" Approving the proposals of the Bureau on the action to be taken in regard to the 

plans and proposals which have been placed befo,re it : 1 • 

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

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

" (3) Decides that, without prejudice to the rules of procedure,' the General 
Commission shall be authorised to constitute, as and when the need arises, stich 
commissions, sub-commissions or committees as it may consider desirable, and,. in 
particular, the land, naval, air and national defence expenditure commissions. 

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

The Naval Commission appointed the following officers : 

President: M. E.· CoL BAN. (Norway), succeeded by M. E. MoREsco (Netherlands) ; 

Vice-Presidents: M. M. DuPRE (Canada); TEVFIK Bey (Turkey), succeeded by Cemal 
HOSNO Bey (Turkey); _ 

Rapporteur: M. K. I. WESTMAN (Sweden) ; 

Secretary: Commander B. F. ADAMS, Secretary of the Naval Sub-Commission of the 
Permane1_1t Advisory Com_mission for Military, Naval and Air Questions; Member 
of the Disarmament Section of the League of Nations. 

1 Part V of the Rules of Procedure reads as follo~s : 

" V. COMMISSIONS. 

and :,~veJi~~c~o~:e::;~ ~~a~e~~v; :!~~fs~~~!cc.:'~d~nb'1c~o :ned~~~~:~~ies of theb business on hand 
a delegate, who may be assisted by advisers ex erts d . tons m_ay e represented by 
up consisting of delegates of a limited numb~r of coun~~ies~ecretanes. Commtttees may also be set 

"2. Each Commission shaH appoint its Chairman and 't v· Ch · · · 
and •hall, at the appropriate time appoint one or more R I s rttce- atrman or Its Vice-Chairmen 

" 3 Th c · . ' appo eurs. 
· e ommtsstons may themselves set up sub-commissions." 
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FIRST MEETING 

Held on Saturday, Felwuary 27th, 1932, at II a.m. 

The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON in the chair. 

I. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMMISSION. 

The CHAIRMAN said that the Naval Commission had met, in pursuance of the decision 
tak~n by the Bureau of the Conference on the previous day, to proceed, in accordance with 
Article 5, paragraph 2, of the Rules of Procedure, to elect a President, Vice-Presidents, and 
Rappo~eurs. Th~ Coffi?tission would therefore be invited to elect first a President by secret 
ballot 1n confor.mity With the Rules of Procedure, Article 13, unless it decided otherwise. 
One or more VIce-Presidents and Rapporteurs would then be appointed in the same way. 

M. DE AGuERO· Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) proposed that the Commission should elect 
only its President at the present meeting and that the appointment of the Vice-Presidents and 
Rapporteurs should be postponed until it was known who the members of the Commission 
were to be. 

Agreed. 

M. COLBAN (Norway) was elected President by acclamation. 

SECOND MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, March 9th, 1932, at 4 p.m. 

President: M. COLBAN. 

2. ELECTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS AND RAPPORTEUR. 

M. DUPRE (Canada) and TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) were elected Vice-Presidents, and 
M. WESTMAN (Sweden) was elected Rapporteur, by acclamation. 

3· - EXAMINATION OF THE LIST OF QUESTIONS REFERRED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION (document Conf. D. 103). 

The PRESIDENT read the following' decision reached by the General Commission with 
regard to the organisation of the work (document Conf. D.IOI, No. 4). 

" I. The General Commission should, as a rule, first discuss all questions from the 
point of view of the principles involved ; 

"'· 2. After this discussion, the questions should, if advisable, be referred at the 
appropriate point to the Special Commissions ; 

" 3· Questions which do not require preliminary discussion from the point of view 
of the principles involved may be referred immediately by the General Commission 
to the Special Commissions ; 

" 4. The Special Commissions should report to the General Commission on the matters 
dealt with. It is, of course, always open to the Special Commissions to lay before the 
General Commission any questions of principle which prevent progress and which they 
are not in a position to settle themselves." 

These, he said, were the principles which should guide the Naval Commission in deciding 
in what order it ought to examine the questions submitted to it. 

NAVAL COMMISSION 1. 
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The list of these questions (document Conf. D.IOJ., pages. 4 and 5) was rather long, but 
they might be divided into three groups: 

r. Questions such ~s ~os. 10! II, 12, 13, q, r6, 17, 24 and 25, which the Naval · 
Commission could examme Immediately. . 

2 • As regards other questions, particularly th~t of personnel, the Nav~ Commission 
would be merely wasting its time if it we~e to begm to study the~ before ~t ~new what 
decisions had been taken on the same subJects by the Land and Air Commissions. 

3. With regard to definitions, submarines, aircraft carriers, capital ships,. e!c., 
certain decisions of principle would have first of all to be taken by the General CommissiOn 
or the Political Commission. 

l\Ir. SwANSON (United States of America) said that, in examining the list of questions, he 
had also noted that the Naval CC?mmission would not .be able to. consider <:ertain questions 
usefully until it knew what decisions had.~een t3:ken m conne~t10n there~Ith by the Land 
and Air Commissions. For instance, the decisions With regard to aircraft earners would depend 
on those reached by the Air Commission with .regard. to aircraft. Other questio~s! as the 
President had rightly poin.ted out, could not be considered by the N.av.al Commission .u~til 
decisions in regard to principle had been reached by the General CommissiOn and the Political 
Commission. 

Consequently, it would be desirable to appoint a sub-committee to classify the questions 
submitted to the Naval Commission into three groups, and to prepare an agenda defining the 
order in which those questions should be considered. He made a formal proposal that the 
President should be authorised to appoint such a sub-committee, which would submit a duly 
substantiated report. 

Vice-Admiral PouND (United Kingdom) communicated to the Commission a message from 
Sir Bolton Eyres 1\Ionsell, First Lord of the Admiralty, who expressed his regret at not being 
able for the present to participate in the work of the Commission, as he was detained in London 
by the discussion of the Naval Estimates in Parliament. 

The United Kingdom delegation fully supported Mr. Swanson's proposal. 

M. QuiNTANA (Argentine) also agreed with the proposal of the United States delegate. 
He pointed out that certain questions could not very easily be fitted into the general programme 
prepared by M. Benes. For instance, the Argentine had formally proposed that States non
signatories of the London Naval Convention should be invited to agree to refrain from building 
capital ships-i.e., warships of over ro,ooo tons. That was a question for the General 
Commission. 

All the delegations, however, would be able to explain their views when the sub-committee's 
report came to be discussed. 

M. DE AGuERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) also acceded to the suggestion of. the United 
States delegate. The proposed sub-committee should consist of only a few members and 
should get into touch with the other Commissions through the President of the Naval 
Commission, who would thus ensure liaison. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the proposal of the United States delegate. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) noted that the President, when examining the list of questions 
submitted to the Naval Commission, had immediately arrived at the same conclusion as that 
which had occasioned the proposal of the United States delegate-i.e., the necessity of dividing 
these questions into three groups. Why then should the Bureau itself not be entrusted with 
the task of preparing this·classification ? All the delegations would thus be sure that their 
~ews would be taken into consideration, whereas if a sub-committee were appointed it would 
either have to include a representative of each delegation (in which case it would be the whole 
Naval Commission under another name) or else some dissatisfaction might be caused . 

. The PRESIDENT thought it would not be difficult to satisfy all the speakers. Obviously, in 
so Important a question, the Bureau should consult all delegations which showed that they 
were particularly ~nterested in the question. The Bureau was prepared to carry out the task 
defined by the Umted States delegate with the assistance of the representatives of the aforesaid 
delegations. 

Admiral AcToN (Italy), M. QuiNTANA (Argentine) and M. Charles DuMONT (France) 
supported the President's proposal. 

Sir .Thomas WILFORD (New Zealand) drew the Commission's attention to th~ desirability 
of defimng the expression " effectives ". This word had been interpreted in many different 
ways. It was indispensable that its exact meaning should be determined. 
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The. PREsiDE~T _noted that t~e Bureau had been instructed to submit a report with 
explanatu;ms, class1fymg the. q~est10ns submitte~ to the Naval Commission into three groups 
and _definm~ the order. of pnonty ?f th~se questions. _The Bureau would get into touch semi
officially Wlth the vanous delegations, m order that 1ts report should reflect all the opinions 
expressed. 

'Whenever a question had to be examined by the Bureau, the delegations would,of course, 
always be entitled to submit their observations to it, either verbally or in writing. 

M. DE AGtiERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) emphasised the importance of Sir Thomas Wilford's 
remark, and proposed that, in order to avoid any confusion, the Bureau should be asked to 
elucidate terms which were not exactly defined. 

THIRD MEETING 

Held on Monday, March 14th, II)J2, at IO.JO a.m. 

President : M. COLBAN. 

4· ELECTION OF A VICE-PRESIDENT TO REPLACE TEVFIK BEY, 

The PRESIDENT read the following communication from the Turkish delegation : 

"The Turkish delegation to the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of 
Armaments sincerely thanks the Naval Commission for having elected Tevfik Bey as 
Vice-President of the Commission, thus honouring Turkey herself. · 

" It requests you to be good enough to inform the Commission that it deeply regrets 
that Tevfik Bey, being obliged to return to Turkey, is no longer a member of 
the delegation." 

Cemal HtisNu Bey, Turkish Minister at Berne, was elected Vice-President in place of 
Tevfik Bey. 

5· NOTIFICATION OF NAMES OF EXPERTS TO BE PRESENT AT MEETINGS OF THE NAVAL 
COMMISSION. 

The PRESIDENT asked the delegations to be good enough to communicate to the Secretariat 
the names of their experts who would ordinarily be present at the meetings of the Naval 
Commission. 

6. ADOPTION OF THE BUREAU'S REPORT AND THE ATTACHED DRAFT AGENDA 
(documents Conf. D.fC.N. 2 and 3). 

The PRESIDENT drew attention to the conclusion of the report, which was that the 
Commission would be able to deal immediately with a number of questions. In addition, there 
was the opinion expressed by the New Zealand delegation, supported by the Cuban delegation, 
that it would be impossible to discuss effectives until the term " effectives " had been defined. 
The Land Commission had appointed a Sub-Commission to consider that point. Accordingly, 
the Naval Commission would be able to deal with the matter when the Land Sub-Commission 
had reached a decision. 

The Bureau had also agreed with the Argentine proposal that the question of limiting 
capital ships to Io,ooo tons, being a question of principle, should not be discussed before 
it had been examined by the General Commission. 
· The Bureau also agreed with the Netherlands opinion that the question of " mines 
on the high seas " was one of principle which must first be discussed by the General Commission. 

The Bureau fully intended to keep in touch with the Bureau of the General Commission, 
with a view to expressing its opinion on questions which would have to be examinrd by the 
General Commission before they were examined by the Naval Commission. 

The Bureau had felt that the order of the items set out in the Benes report should be 
adhered to. It might be asked why the definition of vessels should come at the end and not at 
the beginning of the discussion. One reason was that it was probably desirable to refrain from 
altering the order of the items in the. report u~ess absolute!~ necessary. Se~ondly, it ~~>Uld 
be useful to discuss a number of techmcal questions before commg to the question of defimhons. 
If however the Commission encountered any insuperable difficulty in technical matters, 
the discussi~n could be stopped and the question of definitions might be taken up. 



The General Commission would be sitt~ng i~ the afternoon and m!ght possibly, be in a 
'tion to solve certain questions of principl!' m the order set O!l! m M. B~nes ~epo~t. 

t::sequently, the Naval Commission itself might have a clearer vision of certain pomts m 
a few days' time. 

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) said that the question of definitions wa~ a ~;Datter o~ capital 
importance to the Argentine delegation. That was why he .had asked that 1t might be dis~ussed 
first. He admitted, however, that the discussion would probably be ~oth long an~ complica~ed. 
Consequently, the Argentine dele~ation w~uld a~ee to. t_he ~.scussion of techmcal questions 
first, but reserved the right to raise the p01!lt of de~mbons . wh~rever ne~~ssary. It would 
seem that some questions could hardly be discussed Without discussmg defimbons, even before 
the Commission came to consider Item 8 of the draft agenda. 

The provisional agenda was adopted. 

7· ITEM I OF THE AGENDA : ARTICLE 17 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article 17. 

"No vessel of war exceeding the limitations as to displacement or armament 
prescribed by the present Convention shall be acquired by, or constructed by, for or within 
the jurisdiction of any of the High Contracting Parties." 

The PRESIDENT, after reading Article 17 of the draft Convention, reminded the Commission 
that certain proposals had been made by the Soviet delegation (document Conf. D.87). 
The German delegation had also submitted the following amendment : 

" The High Contracting Parties agree not to acquire, nor to construct nor to have 
constructed war vessels of which the class, displacement or armame!lt are not in conformity 
with the provisions of the present Treaty ; · 

" They similarly agree not to permit the construction of such war vessels within 
their jurisdiction." 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Socialist Soviet Republics) said that the Soviet proposal was, 
like the text of the draft Convention, divided into two parts. As regarded the first part, he 
thought the text of the German proposal was better and he could support it conditionally 
in view of the fact that the General Commission might decide to abolish certain categories 
of war vessels. With regard to the second part of the Soviet proposal, though the prohibition 
of the construction of vessels in foreign yards might be implicit in the existing text of Article 17, 
he thought it was preferable to state the fact explicitly. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) was aware that no final decision could be taken at the 
present stage, but it might be useful even now to discuss the possibility of making the wording 
fit every case. If the Conference or the Commission preferred to retain the text of the draft 
Convention, the German delegation would not raise any objection, but would reserve the right 
to revert to its proposal on the second reading when the decision of the General Commission 
was known regarding the suggested abolition of certain categories of vessels. 

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) observed that the wording of Article 17 was the 
same as the wording in the Washington and London Treaties. It had stood the test of time, 
and those who had had to apply this clause found it quite satisfactory: Of course, if a decision 
were taken to abolish certain categories of vessels, then the wording might have to be altered. 
That was not, however, a certainty; so was it worth while discussing at length the possible 
alteration of an article which might never have to be altered ? He assumed that the idea of 
the German proposal was that it would be desirable to have a text ready if necessary. In 
reply to the Soviet delegation, he suggested that the words " shall be acquired by . . • " 
were of so wide a ~eaning that they covered all possible ways of acquiring ships. Surely 
therefore, no alteration was necessary. · 

Mr. SWANSO~ (United States of A!flerica) concurre~ ~ith the views of the United Kingdom 
delegate. The_Dmted St.ates were not m favour of modifymg the wording of the Washington or 
London Tr.ea~Ies unless It was absolu~ely ne~essa~y. As the German delegation had suggested, 
the Comm1ss1on could always reconsider this pomt at the second reading. Any discussion at 
present must necessarily be long and complicated. The point should therefore be reserved. 



-s-
Vic~-Admiral SuRIE ~Ne~herlands) also agreed that the original text of the draft 

C~n.vent.ton should be mam~ai!led. ~he Germa11: propos~! could be held in reserve to be 
utilised lf the General Commission decided to abohsh certam classes of ships. _ 

~dmiral ACT?N (Italy) agreed that the wording of Article 17, which was the wording 
used m the Washmgton and London Treaties, should not be altered at present . 

. Capt~ FERRAZ E CASTRO. (Brazil) thought that the wording should be maintained, 
as 1t apphed to all cases, even if alterations were made regarding ships and armaments in 
other parts of the Convention. 

M. Charles DUMONT (France) urged that the original text should be retained in all cases 
unl~ss there were some ab.solutely imperative reason for change. France spoke in this matter a~ 
a Signatory to the Washmgton Treaty and to that part of the London Treaty in which the 
wording of Article 17 occurred . 

. M. SAWADA (Japan) supported the proposal to maintain the text. 

The PRESIDENT. ~oted that most delegations were in favour of maintaining the present 
text. If, later, a declSiOn were reached to abolish certain categories of ships, the Commission 
would ha~e an opportunity of reconsidering this matter. He really thought that the wording 
was sufficiently far-reaching to allay the doubts felt by the Soviet delegation. Leaving aside 
the question as to how the text might best be embodied in the whole Convention, could not 
the Commission now decide to adopt this wording unanimously ? 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation had 
no objection to the adoption of this wording provided it were definitely placed on record that, 
in the opinion of the majority of the delegations, the words " acquired by " covered 
the building of warships m foreign yards. 

8. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 18 AND ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE 
DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article 18. 

" In regard to the replacement of the vessels of war limited by the present Convention, 
the High Contracting Parties will comply with the rules set out in Annex IV to this 
Chapter." 

The PRESIDENT remarked that there would be no difficulty in discussing this Article, 
except that the Article itself was entirely dependent upon Annex IV of the draft Convention. 
The Soviet delegation had proposed certain amendments (document Conf. D.87). The German 
delegation had also made the following proposal : 

" 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 and cruisers: 20 years. 
" (b) Destroyers: 16 years. " 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT (Spain) wondered whether the discussion of this item would 
not be premature. Certain delegations had asked for the abolition of certain categories of 
vessels. If a quantitative limit were adopted, altering the question of tonnage, that in turn 
would alter the limits of age. 

M. CuouMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) agreed with the Spanish delega_te. Ther~ was also 
another point-the historical clause. It must be remembered that certau~ countnes had .as 
yet practically no .navy. If only replacements were ~owed, these countnes could not bulld 
any ships, for, havmg no vessels! they wou~d have nothmg t~ replace. That, however, was.the 
point of the Soviet proposal. If it were decid~d not to enter ~nto t~e substance.of the q"!es~10n, 
the Naval Commission could not take up this proposal, which ralSed a question of pnnciple. 

Admiral AcTON (Italy) suggested ~hat the text of Articl~ 18 might ~e left as it ~t?od, and 
the discussion regarding Annex IV nught be postponed until the question of defimtions had 
been disposed of. 

Vice-Admiral SuRIE (Netherlands) thought that the two questions-Article 18 and 
Annex IV-might be kept apa~. The C~mmission might discu.ss Article 18 in it~ ge!leral 
bearings. He agreed with the Italian delegation that the text of Article 18 should be mamtamed. 

' .. 
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c t ·n FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) agreed with the Italian delegation. He thought 
the So~fe:"proposal tended to carry the discussion from a special ~o a general problem. Countries 
which had not yet completed their proble~ of ~aval constructiOn would be placed at a great 
disadvantage if it were decided that countnes might only replace what they already possessed. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that t~e Commission should not enter into fundamentals. 
For the present, it had only to decide a point of procedure-namely, should it discuss 
Annex IV now, or later ? 

M Charles DuMONT (France) pointed out that the Commission could not accept the 
wordin.g of Article x8 and reserve its opi!lion regarding ~nnex IV. If it formally adopted 
Article x8 it would also be formally adoptmg Annex IV, smce the two matters were bound up 
together. 'n would b~ po~si~le, howev~r: to discuss Annex IV in general.terms,leaving each 
delegation free to mamtam _1ts own opm10n. E~ch country ~ould be entitled to put for~ard 
its claims on another occasiOn. Such an occasiOn would anse when Part II was exammed. 
Moreover there were various provisions relating to transitional measures. Consequently, 
the right; of all countries would be safeguarded. The only question which arose was, if this 
clause were adopted, at what age should vessels be scrapped? 

It was possible to contemplate certain general hypotheses. In any case, it was desirable 
to have a full discussion. He was in favour of discussing Article 18 and Annex IV (relating 
to· questions which were essentially technical and therefore within the province of the 
Commission), subject to any decisions that might be reached later. If, however, the Commission 
were to take into consideration all the points which delegations might wish to raise elsewhere, 
then discussion would become impossible. 

General TANCZOS (Hungary) was in favour of deferring the discussion of Annex IV until 
a decision had been taken concerning definitions. If the Commission decided to discuss 
Annex IV immediately, the Hungarian delegation must reserve the right to revert. to this 
item (Annex IV) later. · 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT (Spain) agreed with the Italian delegation. He doubted whether 
it would be advisable to take a provisional decision. The age-limit must necessarily vary in 
relation to the decisions taken with regard to capital ships, and their definition. Consequently, 
no useful purpose would be served in discussing this item now. 

The PRESIDENT observed that a very interesting and important point had been raised 
which the Commission would doubtless encounter frequently in the course of its discussions
namely, was it useful to discuss certain articles of the draft Convention at the present 
juncture ? He trusted that the Commission would not be tempted to exaggerate difficulties, 
but, if it decided that the discussion of certain matters were impossible at present, it could 
always adjourn the discussion of the item in question and proceed with another item. 

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) agreed with the French delegate. Annex IV was 
no more controversial than the other parts of the Convention, and the Commission should 
avoid postponing one by one the majority of the questions submitted to it-a procedure which 
would only delay the Conference's work. · 

Article x8 and Annex IV should be considered as soon as possible. If certain delegations 
were not ready to discuss the question at the moment, the Naval Commission could nevertheless 
consider it at a forthcoming meeting. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) supported his contention with a further argument. If the 
Commission decided to postpone the consideration of Article x8 until a decision had been 
reached on the subject of definitions, it must also await the General Commission's decision 
on Articles I~, ~5 and x6 o~ the draft Convention, which had been referred back to it by the 
Naval. CommiSSion .. ~e :pomted out that the French delegation was only too anxious to 
expedite the Commissions work, but understood that the rights of the various delegations 
were fully reserved. 

~aptain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) considered that Article x8 presented two different 
questiOns. The fi_rs~. a questio!l of p~inciple regarding the replacement of vessels which had 
reac~ed the age-hmit-a question which the Naval Commission could there and then accept 
or reJ~ct ; the second, as to the rules by which this age-limit should be fixed. Where the second 
qu~~10n was concerned, he agreed with the Italian delegate that it would be well to await a 
deciSion on the question of definitions. 

. M_. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) shared the French delegate's views and saw no 
obJection to the Naval Commission's immediately beginning to examine Article x8 and 
Annex IV. 



His only o~jection was to the draft amendment submitted by the Soviet delegation, 
the result of wh1ch would be_to fix the armaments of the various countries definitively at their 
present level. In any case 1t was a question of principle which lay within the competence 
of the General Commission. ' 

The PRESIDENT thought that the Soviet draft amendment raised a question of principle 
~hich lay outsid? the scope of Annex IV. If, however, the amendment were accepted, 
1t would necessarily produce certain effects on the Annex. 

He proposed that the Naval Commission should examine Article I8 and Annex IV the 
. Soviet amendment being for the present reserved. ' 

Admiral AcToN (Italy) said that, subject to any decisions which might be taken 
subsequently, he would not press his proposal and would be prepared to discuss Article I8 
and Annex IV at the next meeting of the Commission. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), in reply to the delegate of Yugoslavia, 
stated that, in the Sov~et delegation's view, the question was now one of disarmament, and 
the texts of the Washmgton and London Treaties were therefore inadequate. The Soviet 
delegation would press for a substantial reduction of tonnage, and in these circumstances the 
construction of new ships should only be authorised to replace those which had reached their 
" age-limit ". 

The Soviet delegation, however, recognised that it would be difficult to consider Annex IV 
immediately. It had advocated the necessity of discussing questions of definitions 
beforehand. Consequently, it proposed that the Naval Commission should in the first place 
agree, at the present meeting, on the definition of certain categories of ships. 

· The PRESIDENT thought that, in view of the differences of opinion which had become 
manifest in the Commission on this question of procedure, it would be useless to commence 
the examination of Article IS and Annex IV. He proposed that their examination should 
be deferred until the next meeting. 

The discussion had not been by any means useless: it had proved the close interdependence 
of the various points to be examined. 

If the Naval Commission saw no objection, he would, at the beginning of the next meeting, 
ask the Commission to decide by vote whether Article IS and Annex IV should be discussed 
immediately, and whether the definitions should be considered first. 

9· ITEM 3 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 20 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

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." 

The PRESIDENT noted that no amendment to this article had been proposed. 

Vice-Admiral PouND (United Kingdom) pointed out that a similar clause was to be found 
in the Washington Treaty. The present case, however, was rather extraordinary. Article 20 
was the only naval article in the draft Convention which laid down certain obligations 
for the signa.tories after ~ostilities had commenced. . . 

In drawing up proVIsions, account s~ould b? taken of. human nature. The prov1s1.ons 
of Article 20 would expose a country fightmg for 1ts very ex1stence to too great a temptation. 
It was not certain that public opinion in such a country would admit that ships which had 
been built for another country should remain unutilised, still less that they should be handed 
over to a foreign Power. 

He realised that his proposal was rather revolutionary, and th.at the delegations ~ould 
wish to have time to examine it. He would repeat, however, that 1t was not very des1rable 
to include in the Convention an article which would be the only one referring to a state of 
war. 

Consequently, the British delegation proposed the omission of Article 20 of the draft 
Convention. 

Naturally, Great Britain would continue to be bound by the similar provision in the Treaty 
of Washington, but his country did not desire to see this clause repeated in the future 
Convention. 

The PRESIDENT pointed ~ut th~t the Preparatory . Commission itself, which _had taken 
the same line as that followed m vanous proposals pending before the Conference, mtroduced 
into the Convention a whole series of rules to be observed in case of war, particularly as 
regarded chemical warfare, the manufacture of c~rtain arms and even the trai_ning of personnel 
to use those arms. It could not be said that Article 20 of the draft Convention was the only 
one of its kind or that it went beyond the general framework of the Convention. · 
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Mr. SwANSON (United States of America) could not a~ee with .the delegate o~ Great 
Britain. Article 20 was a very importa~t clause. It. was essenti:U to avoid, as far as po~sible, all 
grounds for suspicion between t~e vanou~ countnes. If Article 20 were to b~ omitted, ~ 
certainty regarding the proportion established between the arms of the vanous countnes 
would disappear. There might be surprises ; certai!l countries might suddenlr_ ~e foun~ to 
be much stronger in war-time than they ~a~ been pnor to the outb.reak of hostilities. ymted 
States opinion regarded this clause as mdispensable and the Umted States delegation was 
opposed to its omission. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) shared the pnited States delegate's vie~s .. The provision of Article 2.0 
was one of the most important which the. Preparatory Co~mission had adopted. To omit 
this clause would be to shake the very basiS of the Convention. 

Consequently, the Japanese delegation was opposed to the omission of Article 20. 

l\1. Charles DuMONT (France) said that France, which had signed the Washington and 
London Treaties, was anxious to adhere to the position she had adopted. Coming to the 
Disarmament Conference she desired that no advance already made in the cause of disarmament 
should again be brought into question. She hoped that the future Convention would constitute 
progress and would strengthen former treaties. The Convention would doubtless comprise 
other articles relating to war-time (gas warfare etc.). 

The British delegate had mentioned the temptation to which certain countries might be 
exposed in war-time. In the first place, M. Charles Dumont thought that it would be for the 
ilite of such countries, in conjunction with the tlite of mankind, to see that these temptations 
were resisted. But again, if Article 20 were omitted, there would be a still stronger temptation 
in peace-time for every shipbuilding country to obtain, by budgetary expedients or other means, 
the greatest possible number of orders, so that it should, in the case of war, possess armaments 
far greater than those to which it was entitled under the Convention. That was a very serious 
matter, and he hoped that the British delegate would admit that the arguments put forward 
by the other delegates were justified. 

France was also a shipbuilding country with a number of important clients. But she felt 
that, if hostilities ever broke out, she would be morally bound to leave all vessels under 
construction for other Powers in her shipyards in ·whatever state the outbreak of hostilities 
happened to find them. 

Admiral AcTON (Italy) reminded the Commission that Articles 13 and 17 of the Treaty 
of Washington both referred to a state of war. Article 20 of the draft Convention ought 
to be maintained, and he asked the British delegate to be good enough to withdraw his proposal. 

That equilibrium between the armaments of the various countries, which the Convention 
aimed at establishing, would be undermined if shipbuilding Powers were allowed to utilise 
in war-time the ships under construction for other Powers in their shipyards. ., 

Vice-Admiral PoUND (United Kingdom) noted that the Naval Commission had very 
definitely pronounced against his proposal. Consequently, he would withdraw it. 

Article 20 of the draft Convention was adopted without modification. 

IO. ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 2I OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article zr. 

" 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.". 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Naval Commission had before it an amendment 
submitted by the Soviet delegation (document Conf.D.87). 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that he was not opposed to the 
maintenance of Article 21 as it stood . 

. M. HnTONEN. (Finland) said that if, as he supposed, the whole Commission interpreted 
~rticle 2I as not m any way restricting the possible joint action provided for in the Covenant 
Jt wou~d be sufficient if this point were definitely stated in the Minutes. Otherwise, if Article 2~ 
were likely to weaken the scope of the Covenant, the question would b~e of principle which 
would have to be decided by the General Commission. ' 

., T~e PRESID~,NT thought that no misunderstanding could be possible. The expression 
Foretgn Power could obviously not include the League of Nations itself. 

Article 21 was adopted without modification. 
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FOURTH MEETING. 

Held on Tuesday, March 15th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

President: M. COLBAN. 

II. ITEM 8 OF _THE AGENDA~ ANNEX III TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

"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) A ircrajt-ca"iers. 

" (ii) For Parties who do not possess any 
capital ship exceeding 8,ooo tons (8,128 metric 
tons) standard displacement : 

"Vessels of war not exceeding 8,ooo tons 
(8,I28 metric tons) standard displacement 
and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 
8 inches (203 mm.). 

" Surface vessels of war, whatwer their displacement, designed for the specific and 
exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be launched 
therefrom and landed thereon. · 

" (c) Cruisers. 
" Surface vessels of war, other than 

capital ships or aircraft carriers, the 
standard displacement of which exceeds 
I,8so tons (I,88o metric tons) or with 
a gun above S·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 (ISS mm.) calibre. 

"(ii) Cruisers not carrying a gun 
above 6.I inches (ISS mm.) calibre. 

" (d) Destroyers. 
" 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. 

" Standard Displacement. 

"(cd) Light Surface 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 (ISS mm.) calibre. 

" (ii) Vessels not carrying a gun above 
6.I inches (ISS 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 th~ wat~r in non-watertight structur~)! fully ~anned, 
engined and equipped ready for sea, tncluding all ar~ament and ammumhon, ~qu.1pment, 
outfit provisions for crew, miscellaneous. stores and 1mpl~me.nts o.f every descnphon that 
are intended to be carried in war, but w1thout fuel, lubncahng 011, fresh water or ballast 
water of any kind on board. 
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"3· Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when 
in the standard condition. 

" T_ he word ' tons ' except in the expression ' metric tons ', shall be understood to . " be the ton of 2,240 pounds (I;oi6 kilos). 

The PRESIDENT announced that the Bureau, having consulted the various delegations, 
had considered it desirable to proceed forthwith to discuss de~nitions-Item 8 on the Agenda, 
i.e. Annex III to Chapter B of ;Part II of.th~ Draft Convention. . . 

In this connection, the SoVIet delegations proposals were conbu.ned m document Conf. 
D.87. There was also an amendment proposed by the German delegatton, as follows: 

" For the purposes of the present Convention, the following expressions-except 
in the case of special vessels or exempt vessels-are to be understood in the sense defined 
in this Annex : · 

" (a) Capital Ships. 

"(i) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds 6,ooo tons 
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement or which carry a gun with a calibre 
exceeding S·9 inches (ISO mm.) : 

" (ii) For Parties who do not possess any capital ship exceeding 6,ooo tons 
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement : 

"Vessels of war not exceeding 6,ooo tons (6,096 metric tons) standard 
displacement and the calibre of whose guns exceeds S·9 inches (ISO mm.). 

"(b) Aire1ajt-ca"iers. 

"Surface vessels of war, whatever their displacement, designed for the specific 
and exclusive purpose of carrying aircraft and so constructed that aircraft can be 
launched therefrom and landed thereon. 

" (c) Cruisers. 

"Surface vessels of war, other than capital ships or aircraft carriers, the standard 
displacement of which exceeds Boo tons (8I3 metric tons) or with a gun above 4.I 
inches (10S mm.). 

"(d) Destroyers. 

" Surface vessels of war, the standard displacement of which does not exceed Boo 
tons (8I3 metric tons) and with a gun not above 4.I inches (10S mm.) calibre. 

"(e) Special Vessels. 

" The definition ' special vessel ' shall apply to vessels of war which, by reason 
of the special use to which they are put, do not come under definitions (a) to (d). 
Such special vessels shall be fixed nominally by the Conference for each of the High 
Contracting Parties." _ -

Furth.er, the United Kingdom delegation proposed the replacement of paragraph (a) by 
the followmg : -

" (a) Capital Ships. 

"(1) V:essels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds Io,ooo tons 
(I?,I6o metnc tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding 
8 mches (203 mm.). 

" The capital ship category is divided into two sub-categories, as follows : 

" (i) Capital ships whose standard displacement exceeds 8,ooo tons. 
" ~ii) Capital ships whose standard displacement is 8,ooo tons or below." 

The Spanish delegation proposed the addition of the following after the definitions of the. 
classes : · 

" N~TE. -.The above definitions of the various classes of vessels apply to units 
actually m sery1ce. Th~y are consequently of a purely provisional character, and will 
have to. be .rev1~e~ an~, 1f necessary, amended, if the General Commission should approve 
of qu~htatlve hm1tatlons differing from those laid down in the Washington and London 
Treaties." 
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The Argentine delegation proposed the addition of a note as follows, at the end of 
paragraph (a) - Capital ships (i) : ' 

"NOTE.- Vessels co~pleted before January xst, 1910, which do not displace more 
th~\S,ooo t?ns (8,128 metn~ tons), e_ven.ifthey mount guns exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.); 
wnl e constdered.tem~orarily as bemg m category (c) Cruisers-sub-category a and may 
o y be replaced m thts category." ' 

Lastly, the Hungarian delegation, considering that the naval strength of a Power does 
not depend sole~y on sea-floating material, but also on the floating material of river forces 
and that those nver .forces may be of great importance, especially for countries having no sea: 
coasts, and ~ug~estmg that these restrictions be applicable only to States which have no 
oversea colomalt~terests, proposes the addition of a new definition, namely : 

"(e) ·River Gunboats, Monitors, Scouting Launches. 

"Surface vessels of war, speci~lly built for river work, whose· standard displacement 
does not exceed 250 tons and the calibre of whose guns does not exceed J.I inches (So mm.)" 

Since the Gerl!l~m proposal, co'?taining as it did numerous references to figures, went 
farther than the Bntlsh proposal (whtch amounted to little more than a re-draft) he proposed 
that the German amendment should be discussed first. ' 

It was understood that no political issues were raised : the Commission's sole duty was 
to define the meaning of the terms employed. 

- ~·. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) asked whether it would not be preferable, before 
exarmmng the amendments, to have a short general discussion on the whole matter. 

The PRESIDENT replied that the Bureau had no objection if no delegations objected. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) asked what was meant by a general discussion of definitions. 
All the Commission had to do was to see whether all the terms fulfilled their purpose, and 
whether any were mutually contradictory. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that some of the suggestions referred to single 
items, while others referred to the Annex as a whole. Before, therefore, the former were 
examined, he would be glad if the Commission could discuss the questions touching on the 
whole Annex. Though he was aware that the matter of definitions was a delicate one, he 
agreed that the French delegation had been right in suggesting that they should start the 
discussion on definitions. 

Two points should be borne in mind : (1) The definitions in the draft Convention to be 
discussed by the Commission would not involve decisions of principle-those decisions would 
be reached elsewhere. The German delegation, moreover, did not intend in the Naval 
Commission to make any reference at present to Article 53· (2) There must be no thought 
of using this discussion to secure armament in certain directions instead of disarmament. 
Nevertheless, he felt sure that disarmament could be achieved only if certain Articles of the 
Treaty of Versailles were taken into consideration. 

In any case, the figures in the draft were only illustrative and not final, even if they 
reproduced what had already been laid down in the Washington and London Treaties. The 
German delegation, therefore, had also ventured to indicate certain figures in conformity 

. with the method followed in the draft Convention. The aim of the Commission was, after all, 
to arrive at accurate and adequate definitions. 

For instance, Annex III contained no reference to small torpedo craft. Under the Versailles 
Treaty, Germany had been liinited to craft of 200 tons. In the London Treaty, the max.imum 
limit of exempt ships was 6oo tons. Obviously, the authors of the London Treaty constdered 
that ships under 6oo tons were of a purely defensive character. With that the German delega
tion agreed, and proposed for that reason that there should be no reference to vessels under 
6oo tons. 

Again, though GermanY: was prohibited under t~~ Treat~ of Versai~es fro~ possessing 
aircraft the German delegation had asked for a defimhon of atrcraft earners, seemg that the 
definiti~n itself would not preclude the General Commission from deciding on their abolition. 
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There was no definition of submarines in the draft Convention .. ~n the light o~ what was 
being discussed in the Air Commission, he wondered whether a ~efimtlon of submannes should 
not be added to Annex Ill. Finally, he proposed thll:t t~~ sub)~C~-m~~ter of Annexes II a!ld 
III should be reversed-i.e., Annex II should deal With defimtlons and Annex III With 
" special vessels ". 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics). ?bserved .that th.e Soviet. de~egation 
had made proposals concerning the whole range of ~e~m~10ns. Th1s question .of p~mc1ple was 
perhaps the most important on the Naval. Comm1s~10n s age~da. The roam atm of these 
definitions was to achieve a real and substantial reduction of nav1es. In recent years, the number 
of vessels in each category had incr~ase~, b~t the most illl:portant fact during. this period had 
been qualitative de~elopment. Qual}tatlve mdexes were d1rectl~ connected w1th t.he problem 
of definitions. For mstance, the roam tendency of recent years m the reconstruction of great 
navies had been to construct smaller vessels of greater fighting power. A French destroyer 
of the " Aigle " type could outrange, and almost equal in its weight of broadside, a British 
cruiser of the " Curat;ao " type. Ships of the " Nelson " type, built in conformity with the 
rules of the Washington Treaty, afforded no point of comparison with war-time dreadnoughts. 
In the matter of the total weight of main broadside, speed and protection, a greater yield 
had been obtained in relation to tonnage. He could quote many other examples. It would, for 
instance, be extremely interesting to examine in this light the data concerning the new American 
cruisers of the "Washington" type and new submarine cruisers and the most recent 
destroyers. In any case, all this represented an enormous increase in the cost price of modern 
vessels, which was reflected in naval budgets. 

The conclusion was that, if there were to be any serious attempt to reduce navies, not only 
total tonnage or tonnage by categories, but the qualitative indexes of the various classes of 
ships must be limited. 

In this connection, the draft of the Preparatory Commission only repeated the rules of 
the Treaty of London. The Soviet delegation believed that this was totally inadequate. 
In its second draft Convention (document Conf. D.8J), it had put forward the following 
proposals which it maintained: 

(:r) To refrain from building war vessels over :ro,ooo tons. Not to mount anything 
greater than 12-in. guns. 

(2) To define as a capital ship every warship of J,ooo. tons or more mounting 
8-in. or greater calibre guns. . 

(3) To define as a cruiser every surface warship of over :r,200 tons with guns of 
more than 4-in. calibre. 

(4) To define as a destroyer every surface vessel of 1,200 tons or less with 4-in. 
guns or less. · 

(5) To establish for submarines a maximum tonnage of 6oo tons. 

The ~oviet delegll:tion did not propose any definition for aircraft-carriers, which, being 
of an enbrely aggressive nature, ought to be abolished unconditionally. 

Vice-~dmiral Mo~TAGUT. (Spai~) thought that the G~rman aJ?-d Sov~et proposals, though 
t~ey contamed man_y mteres~mg pomts, ought not to be d1scussed Immediately. The Commis
SIOn should c~nfine 1ts attention to t~e matter of correct and adequate definitions. In drawing 
up the Washmgton Treaty, great difficulty had been experienced whenever an attempt had 
been m~de to p~oyide qu!llitative definitions. Finally, resort had been had to purely 
co~venboJ?-al defimtlons, wh1c~ led to the a1:1omal~ that a ship of :ro,ooo tons might be a cruiser, 
while a sh1p ?f xo,:roo tons m1ght be a cap1tal sh1p. In the present case again, the definitions 
were .c':mvenbonal ~nd all depended on tonnage. It should therefore be agreed that the present 
defimbons were qmt~ provisional, and would have to be revised after the General Commission 
had reached a decis10n on qualitative characteristics. 

. Vice~Admiral ~OUND (U_nited King~om) said that, although the Soviet delegate's 
mf?rmab?n concernmg naval mcreases mtght be correct in general, the naval budget in the 
Umted. Kmgdom had been steadily decreasing each year. 

Wit~ regard to definitions, he had understood that the Commission would discuss only 
the wordmg of the claus~s, and that there would be no discussion that da re ardin the 
fi~ur~s. Almost eve.ry pomt concerning the abolition, limitation and reducti~n of cate:ories 
o. shtps would .be dt~ussed by th~ General Commission. If a suggestion were bein made to 
discuss figures immediately, he Wished to propose that such a discussion be adjour~ed. 
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Certain delegations had put forward proposals which had not yet been circulated. These 
proposals were do~btl~ss of_great importance to the delegations which had submitted them, 
but he tho~ght their discussu:~n should be reserved, not merely until such time as the proposals 
had been Circulated, but until the delegations had had leisure to examine them with all the 
care they merited. 

This discussion afforded an opportunity of making clear to the Commission the attitude 
of the United Kingdom delegation in regard to the Naval clauses of the Convention which 
they were trying to evolve. 

Sir John Simon, in his speech during the general discussion, had informed the Conference
that it was the opinion of His Majesty's Government that the Washington and London Naval 
Treaties should be retained intact until December 31st, 1936. 

These Treati~s were ~rrived at after prolonged negotiations and represented, in fact, the 
o!llY measure o~ mte~natlonal agreement that existed up to the present on the subject of 

. disarmament. His MaJesty's Government was impressed with the necessity of maintaining these 
Treaties and of doing nothing that might jeopardize what had already been achieved. 

Anyone who had followed the negotiation of these Treaties would realise that the 
agreement which they represented depended upon a very carefully adjusted balance of needs 
and strengths. Any piecemeal alteration of details might upset that balance. 

The United Kingdom delegation earnestly hoped that the Commission would bear these 
considerations in mind in connection with any suggested amendments to the draft Convention 
which might run counter to these Treaties to which the British Government was signatory. 

This declaration was in no way intended to block discussion of qualitative limitation, 
provided such discussion did not prejudice the Treaties. 

The PRESIDENT assured the United Kingdom delegation that there was no intention to dis
cuss figures for the present. In that matter, the Naval Commission would be bound by the decision 
of the General Commission. It had been laid down in M. Benes' report that a number of ques
tions would be referred to the Naval Commission only " when the question of principle had 
been settled" by the competent body. He wondered whether the text of Annex III could not 
be adopted subject to the reservation that the figures were given as mere indications. On the 
other hand, the Commission need not perhaps be too strictly bound by this reservation. He 
would propose, therefore, that the Commission should examine the text of Annex III, 
disregarding the figures. It might, of course, be argued that it would be difficult to consider 
the question of capital ships without referring to the figures. He concurred; but nevertheless he 
thought that some measure of agreement might be reached concerning the general acceptability 
of the terms. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that, subject to the action that would be taken on the 
proposals made by M. Grandi at the plenary meeting on February 1oth with regard 
to qualitative limitation, the Italian delegation saw no reason why the discussion of Annex 
III sh~uld not be begun. 

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) thought it would be prudent simply to adopt Annex III 
as it stood, subject to such modifications as might be rendered necessary by the decisions 
reached by the General Commission, and subject to any new definitions which might have 
to be added, such as those of " river monitors " and other units of river fleets. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT (Spain) supported this proposal, which concorded entirely 
with his own. Even if the suggestion were that the Commission should discuss the general 
provisions of Annex III without discussing t~e _figures, it. could not do .so unt~ i~ .was ~ware 
of the decisions taken by the General CommiSSion. For mstance, certam subdivisions m the 
Annex ·might be deleted. 

The PRESIDENT observed that, if the Commission accepted the Netherlands proposal, it 
would still have to consider the draft amendment submitted by the United Kingdom delegation 
with regard to paragraph (a) of Annex III (capital ships). 

He had stated at the beginning of the meeting that this amendment was merely a matter 
of drafting, but certain delegations had informed him that th~y attached a wider interpretation 
to it. That being so, it might perhaps be preferable not to discuss the amendme.nt at !?resent. 
The Commission might adopt the whole of Annex III, and come back to the Umted Kmgdom 
amendment after the General Commission had communicated its decisions. 

Vice-Admiral PouND (United Kingdom) stat~d that the amend!Dent proposed by the Briti~~ 
delegation was indeed merely a matter of draftmg. The suggestio';! was that p~a~aph (u) 
of Section (a) should be omitted. The paragraph was unnecessary, m that the ships 1t defined 
were owing to the fact that their guns exceeded 8 inches (203 mm.), covered by the definition 
give~ in paragraph (i). Moreover, Table II annexed to Chapter B of Part II of the draft 
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Convention showed that the Preparatory Commission had de~r~d to divi~e the category 
of capital vessels into two sub-ca~e~oriesf. T~taalt wha_s why the Bnbsh delegation proposed to 
mention this division in the defimbon o capt s Ips. . . 

If however certain delegations thought that the Bnbsh amendment tended to 
introd~ce change~ other than ~ere drafting changes, the British delegation would agree that 
its amendment should be exammed later. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission agreed to adopt Annex III as a very valuable 
guide in the further conduct of its work. · 
· It might however be desirable perhaps to examine the last part of Annex III concerning 
standard displacement: At the end of paragraph (i) of this Section, it was said that standard 
displacement was calculated " without fuel or reserve feed-water on board ". On the other 
hand in Article 16 of the draft Convention submitted in 1928 by the Soviet delegation 
(doc~ment Conf. D.87), it was specified that .standard ~spla.~ement should be calculated 
" including fuel and reserve feed-water for engmes and boilers. . 

The wording of the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention was that of the 
Washington and London Treaties: The point .was not, however, of capital impor~ance~ ~ecause 
the main question was to determme the outside tonnage for each category of sh1ps ; 1ht were 
decided to include fuel and reserve feed-water in this tonnage, it would be sufficient to 
increase the figures accordingly. 

Did the Soviet delegation wish this amendment to be discussed immediately, or would 
it agree that its amendment be examined only after the General Commission had communicated 
its decisions ? 

M. VENTZOFF (Union. of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Preparatory 
Commission had discussed this question in detail. The Soviet delegation saw no objection 
to the President's proposal that the discussion should be adjourned, but desired that this 
point should be discussed in connection with tonnage. · 

The PRESIDENT noted that Annex III, including the paragraph concerning standard 
displacement, was provisionally adopted by the Commission as a guide for the conduct of 
its work. 

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) explained, in support of the Argentine delegation's 
amendment, that, under the definition given in paragraph (a) of Annex III, a number 
of old war-vessels belonging to the Argentine, Sweden and certain South American 
countries would be classed as capital ships because they carried one or two guns 
of a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.), in spite of the fact that, owing to the age and type 
of their guns, they were far from being able to compete, from a fighting point of view, with 
modem capital ships. . · 

Nor should vessels such as monitors, coastguard vessels, etc., which responded to the 
needs of certain countries having a very indented coast-line and an extensive river system, 
be classed as capital ships. Sweden had persuaded the Preparatory Commission to accept 
an amendment concerning the definition of capital ships. · 

The advantage of the Argentine proposal was that it avoided all necessity for modifying 
an already accepted definition. . 

General TANCZOs (Hungary) explained, in support of the Hungarian proposal, that, as 
the. Preparatory Commission had only considered sea-going vessels, the Hungarian delegation 
desrred to supply an omission by proposing that a number of units of river navies should be 
defined. This question w~ of special interest to countries having no sea-coast. 

The PRESIDENT said that the Hungarian proposal related to vessels the standard displace
ment of which did not exceed 250 tons, and which would normally therefore be included 
in the category of exempt vessels. · 

He noted that the discussion on Annex III was terminated. 

12. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX IV To CHAPTER B oF PART II OF THE DRAFT CoNVE.NTION. 

"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. 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. 

of 
1 .Under. the London Treaty, certai~ Powers agreed not to ex~rcise their rights to lay down the keels 

TreC:r,.~l •h•p replacement tonnage dunng the years 1931 to 19361Dclusive, as provided in the Washington 
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"(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 
xo,ooo tons (xo,x6o metric tons) standard displacement : 

"(i) If laid down before January xst, 1920, 16 years· 
"(ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 ye~rs. 

. " (d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
dtsplacement : 

"(i) If laid down before January xst, 1921, 12 years· 
" (ii) If laid down aft;r December 31st, 1920, x6 yea:.S. 

" (e) Submarines : 13 years. 

" 3· The ~eels o_f replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years 
~efore the year m which. the vessel to be replaced becomes ' over-age • : but this period 
IS reduced to two years m the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3 ooo 
t_ons (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. " 

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that it had begun the examination of Annex IV 
of the draft Convention, but had been held up by the question of definitions. The Commission 
had now adopted provisionally the definitions of Annex Ill, and could consequently continue 
its examination of Annex IV. 

The discussion therefore was now open on Annex IV, which would be examined paragraph 
by paragraph. Unless any delegation insisted, he proposed that there should be no general 
discussion beforehand. 

·Paragraph x of Annex IV was adopted without modification. 

The PRESIDENT then read paragraph 2, and reminded the Commission that several 
amendments had been submitted on this point : 

(x) A Soviet proposal (Article 16 of the draft Convention submitted by the Soviet 
delegation in 1928, document Conf. D.87). 

(2) A German proposal, as follows: 

" 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 and cruisers : 20 years. 
" (b) Destroyers : 16 years." 

(3) A British proposal, as follows : 
Add a new paragraph 5 in the following sense ; with the object of linking up 

Annex IV with Annex V : 
" 5· Vessels replaced shall be disposed of in accordance with the provisions 

of Annex V to this chapter. " 

(4) A Spanish proposal, as follows : 
Replace paragraphs (a), (b), (c), (d) and (e) by the following : 

" (a) Vessels exceeding xo,ooo tons displacement : 24 years. 
" (b) Surface vessels exceeding 3,ooo tons but not exceeding xo,ooo tons 

standard displacement : 20 years. 
" (c) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons standard displacement : 

x6 years. 
" (d) Submarines : 14 years." 

(5) A Hungarian proposal to add to paragraph 2 the following : 
" River gunboats, monitors, scouting launches : 25 years." 

M. VENTZOFF (Union. of Soviet Socialist ~epubli~) thought. that the Co~ mission could 
not discuss the age-limit for the various categones of sh1ps _be~ore 1t had ascerta1~ed the exact 
definition of these ships. Accordingly, he asked that age-limt~s ~hould not be d1scussed. As, 
however he did not desire to hold up the work of the Commtsswn, he requested the Bureau 
to be go~d enough to ask the General Commission to discuss the definitions of ships and the 
rules for replacement as soon as possible. 
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M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) explained that the G~rman delegation, having pr~posed 
the abolition of aircraft-carriers and submarines, was logtcally ~recluded from referrmg to 
these categories of ships in its. amendment. The _draft Conyentlon proposed for destr~yers 
an age-limit of sixteen years as from the date of their completion. In the Treaty of Versailles, 
the age was calculated as from the date of lll;unching_ and t~e figure ad?pted was fifteen yell;rs. 
The German delegation was all in favour of mtroduCing stncter rules m a general convention 
such as the one now under discussion. 

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) was of opinion that the So~ie~ delegation's proposal 
raised a principle which ought to be discussed by the General CommiSSion. 

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that there was a proposal to adjourn the 
examination of the question of age-limits !lntil the General Commissi_?n had ta~en a de_cision 
regarding definitions. What was the opmion of the other delegations on this question of 
procedure? 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT (Spain) thought that, if the Commission were not going to discuss 
figures, it had better also adjourn this discussion on age-limits until the General Commission 
had reached a decision concerning definitions. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) thought that an effort should be made to push forward the 
work of the Conference. All the members of the. Naval Commission were agreed that questions 
of principle should be reserved, but the Commission should examine all the technical questions 
and settle them, if possible. At its meeting on the previous day, the General Commission, to 
which the Air Commission had referred the whole of a certain problem, had felt bound to 
observe that the various Commissions ought to provide it with a number of technical data 
to enable it to discuss questions of principle. . 

No decisions which might be reached concerning the abolition of certain categories 
of ships, or prohibitions or limitations, would be likely to effect the determination 
of the age-limit of various types of vessels. That was a purely technical question, 
and the Commission was fully qualified to discuss the time-resisting capacity of the 
various types of vessels. The experts on the Commission could even now give an 
authorised opinion on the desirability of increasing or decreasing the various age-limits. 

He therefore strongly urged that the Commission should not adjourn the examination 
of the whole of this question. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that, in fixing the various age-limits, the Commission would 
not be in any way prejudging a subsequent decision regarding various categories of ships. As in 
the case of definitions, the Commission ought to avail itself provisionally of the classification 
given in the draft Convention, it being understood that alterations could always be made 
later. The Commission need not fear that it would be binding itself by adopting any particular 
age-limit for any particular category of ships. In the matter of ships of over xo,ooo tons, for 
instance, it might suggest an age-limit even if these ships were later on abolished. Certain 
~teps _could be proposed with regard to these vessels, which, for the present at least, were stil~ 
m eXIstence. · · 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) concurred with the French delegate. No delegation 
could be in a more difficult position from the point of view of discussing certain technical 
details immediately than the German delegation. It was nevertheless indispensable that the 
Naval Commission should make every effort to push forward as far as possible with its work, 
pending the decisions of the General Commission. One thing that had to be avoided was that 
the various Commissions should keep on referring questions to one another. 

Consequently, he would beg the Soviet delegate to withdraw his proposal that the discussion 
of age-limits should be adjourned. As the President had observed, it would be possible at 
any time, in the light of the decisions of the General Commission, to revise the figures adopted. 

Mr. SwANSON (United States of America) was in entire agreement with the French and 
Germa!l _delegates. The age-limits of ships was pre-eminently a question for the Naval 
~mmisston to decide--in fact, that Commission was the only one qualified to decide · 
1t. If the experts of the Naval Commission were unable to define the period at the 
end of which a ship ?f a given type might be regarded as "over-age", then who could? 
If the _Naval Commisston were unable to answer a question like that, then what other question 
could 1t answer ? By reaching a decision on the subject, the Naval Commission would facilitate 
the work of the General Commission. 

He hoped, therefore, that the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics wouid 
be good enough to withdraw his proposal. · . 

~1. _YENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) argued that the question of age-limits 
was mtlmately bound up with that of definitions. Nevertheless, in deference to the wishes 
of other delegations, he consented to withdraw his proposal and agree that the age-limits to 
be adopted provisionally should be discussed immediately. · 
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The PRESIDENT thanked the delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics on 
behalf of the Commission. 

Vice-Admiral ~ONTAGUT (Spail_l). observe~ that. the Spanish proposal had been drafted 
so as not ~o preJudge any dec1s1ons wh1ch m1ght be taken concerning definitions : 
the !i~res 1t propo~ed depended solely on tonnage. This proposal would raise the 
age-li~1t. ~f the v3;nous types of vessels, thus tending to decrease the aggressive 
potenba~bes of nav1es. All delegat~s were aware that, after twenty years of existence, 
a warsh1p of Io,ooo t~ns was sbll in perfectly good condition and would only be 
replaced m order to obtam a more modern vessel of greater fighting capacity. 

M .. SAWADA (J~pan) said that discussion had now reached a point at which the Japanese 
delegation thought 1t opportune to submit the following proposals : 

" I. Present paragraphs (a) and (b) of No. 2 to be amended as follows: 

· ".(a} Capital ship~ : those exceeding 20,ooo .tons (20,320 metric tons), 26 
year~, thos~ !lot exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metnc tons), 20 years; subject to 
speCial proVISions as may be necessary for the replacement of existing ships. 

" (b) Aircraft-carriers : those exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20 320 metric tons) 
26 years; those not exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons), ~o years· subject 
to special provisions as may be necessary for existing ships. ' 

"2. The following provision to be added at the end of the first paragraph of No. 3 : 

"But, in the case of a surface vessel exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons) 
this period is extended to four years." ' 

FIFTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, March 17th, 1932, at IO.JO a.m. 

President: M. COLBAN. 

13. COMMUNICATION FROM THE TURKISH GOVERNMENT REGARDING TilE ELECTION OF 
HttSNU BEY. 

The PRESIDENT stated that he had received a communication from the Turkish 
Government. The latter regretted that Tevfik Bey had been obliged to return to Turkey, 
and thanked the Commission for electing Hiisnii Bey, delegate of Turkey, to replace him as 
Vice-President of the Commission. 

14. - INTERPRETATION OF THE TERM " EFFECTIVES ". 

· The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Naval Commission had decided to adjourn its 
examination of the question of effectives until the Land Commission had reached a decision 
with regard to land effectives. 

The Commission's Rapporteur, M. Westman, had followed the work of the Land 
Commission and its sub-committee of experts. A questionnaire had been addressed to all 
the delegations represented on the Land Commission, asking them how they interpreted the 
term " effectives ". The Committee of Experts had received replies in WTiting as well 
as verbal explanations from certain delegations. 

M. Westman thought the Naval Commission should note the results thus obtained and 
should take similar action with regard to naval effectives. 

The Bureau could study the question in consultation with the delegations specially 
interested-in particular, the United Kingdom, French, German, Italian, Japanese, United 
States and Soviet delegations-and any other delegations which desired to participate in this 
study. The Bureau might prepare, with the representatives of these delegations, a questionnaire 
concerning the interpretation of the term " effectives ". That questionnaire could be forwarded 
direct to the delegations, which would be able to study it and reply to it during the Easter 
recess. The Naval Commission would then have important documentation at its disposal 
when its proceedings reopened. 

NAVAL COMMISSION :t. 
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15. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT 
• CoNVENTION. (Continuation of the discussion.) 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Commission had begun to examine paragraph 2 
of Annex IV, and that various amendments had been. tabled. ~he amendment furthest 
from the original text was that submitted by the Spamsh delegation. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT (Spain) explained that, in drafting i_ts .nev: rule~ !or rep!acement, 
the Spanish delegation had borne in mind that the General Commtsston s dectstons Wlth regard 
to limitation of the tonnage of various categories of vessel~ w~re not yet kno~n.. For that 
reason it had not designated by name the categories for whtch .1t proposed ~ge-bmits. It had 
used the division generally adopted-that of the draft Convention-namely . 

(x) Vessels exceeding 10,000. tons; 
(2) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding 10,000 to1_1s ; 
(3) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,ooo tons ; 
(4) Submarines. 

For vessels exceeding 1o,ooo tons standard displacement, the Spanish delegation 
proposed that the age-limit should be 24 years. · There seemed t0 be agreement that a limit 
of 20 years was not sufficient for these large vessels. Consultation of a naval year-book would 
show that in many navies vessels over 20 years and even over 25 years of age were 
included in the number of capital ships. Moreover, certain delegations had proposed that 
the age-limit for capital ships should be raised to 26 years. 

The same observation might be made with. regard to cruisers. Cruisers over 16 
years of age were to be found in many navies. Consequently, the Spanish delegation 
proposed that the age-limit should be 20 years. · 

For surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons displacement, the Spanish delegation 
proposed that the age-limit should be raised slightly and should in all cases be 16 years. · 

For submarines the age-limit should be 14 years instead of 13. This age-limit might 
later be increased again, when further progress had been made in the construction of 
submarines, particularly in regard to the strengthening of the hull. 

The Spanish delegation was prepared to support any proposal for raising still further the 
limits it had suggested. 

There was another point on which the Spanish delegation did not wish to submit a formal 
proposal, but to which it desired to draw the Commission's attention. In the Washington 
and London Treaties, tonnage was expressed in British tons. Should not tonnage be expressed, 
in a general convention binding upon all countries, not in British but in metric tons ? 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) asked the other delegations to excuse him if he availed himself 
of the Spanish statement, which applied to all categories of vessels, to submit the observations 
of the French delegation. 

In the first place, with regard to principles, France, who was a signatory of the Treaty 
of Washington and part of the Treaty of London, felt that"she was bound by these treaties 
never to go back on what was already settled. Article 23 of the Treaty of London laid down 
that: 

"Unless the High Contracting Parties should agree otherwise by reason of a more 
general agreement limiting naval armaments, to which they all become parties, they shall 
meet in conference in 1935 to frame a new treaty to replace and to carry out the purposes 
of the present treaty. " 

There was, therefore, a moral obligation to endeavour to enlarge the scope of these 
treaties by adopting stricter measures for reduction and limitation. That was the light in 
which France would view all the proposals put forward. 

'Yith regard to age-limits, the figures. adopted in the Treaty of London were : 20 years 
for ships of over 3,000 tons ; 16 years for shtps of under 3,000 tons ; and 13 years for submarines. 

. The Comm_ission now _had before it proposals to incr~3:se these age-limits. For capital 
ships the Spamsh delegation proposed 24 years, the Bnbsh delegation 26 years, and the 
Japanese dele.gation 26 y~a~s for vessels .of over 2o,ooo tons. France would support any 
proposal to raise the age-limit to the maximum ; nevertheless, the French delegation thought 
that the best figure was 25 years. 

The adoption of an age-limit of 25 years or more for the replacement of capital ships 
would constitute a very appreciable amplification of the provisions of the Treaty of London 
and would lead to a decrease of 20 per cent in the annual credits set aside for building war
vessels. In other words, taxpayers would benefit to that extent. No country was rich enough 
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at the present tim.e to disregard such. an important possibility. Moreover, Great Britain, 
Japan and the Uruted States of Amenca had in practice, by the naval holiday which they 
had undertaken to observe under the Treaties signed by them, raised the age-limit to 25 years. 
. As regarded cruisers, the question was not so easy. Several fairly complicated considera

tions had to be taken into account, such as the date on which these vessels were completed 
?r the conditions un?er which certain cruisers were built in war-time. The rules adopted 
m the _draft Convention for the re_placement of surface vessels exceeding 3,ooo tons but not 
exceeding xo,ooo tons standard displacement (age-limit x6 years for ships laid down before 
January I~t, 1920, an_d. 20 _years .for those laid down after December 31st, 1919) were the result 
of .very mmute enqumes m wh1ch all the factors had been taken into account. He did not 
thmk that these rules should be altered except for very weighty reasons . 

. F~nally, with regard to submarines, France had, under the Washington Treaty, been allotted 
a n.uml!lum number of thes«: vessels, taking her requirements into account. France had to 
mamtam a sort of P?ntoon bndge between the home country and her North African possessions. 
The French delegation would nevertheless make every effort to accept the strictest provisions 
in that direction. 

Nevertheless, a question of security arose in this connection, and, only a few weeks after 
the sad _loss occasioned to the British Navy, the Naval Commission had to consider not only 
econom1es but also the safety of submarine crews, which had to perform duties daily fraught 
with risk. 

The French delegation would go as far as possible in the direction of amplifying and 
strengthening the Washington and London Treaties. He firmly hoped that, when 
the Disarmament Conference came to an end, the question would no longer be one 
of constructing but merely of replacing ships. If so, any increase in the age-limit of 
vessels would lead to important decreases in the annual estimates for building. · 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation, actuated by the same sentiments 
as those expressed by the French delegate, \!greed with the proposal to raise to 25 years the 
age-limit for the replacement of capital ships. It also agreed that the IJ years' age-limit 
for submarines should be maintained. 

Vice-Admiral SuRIE (Netherlands) thought that the question of age-limits was of great 
. importance .. The Netherlands delegation would certainly support any proposal to raise 
age-limits. 

The raising of age-limits would have a two-fold result : on the one hand, the credits 
·allocated to new construction would be reduced, and, on the other, the risk of renewed 
competition in naval armaments would be diminished. 

The Netherlands delegation therefore supported the Spanish proposal, reserving the 
right to endorse subsequently any proposal which went further. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that, in the Preparatory 
Commission, the Soviet delegation had already spoken m favour of raising the age-limits of 
the various types of ships beyond the figures laid down in the draft Convention. He once 
mo.re urged the raising of these age-limits for the following reasons : 

Firstly, the problem of the age-limits of ships was directly connec~ed with the technical 
progress achieved in naval constructi~n. Experience. proved that th1s progress had b~en 
so great that the rules regarding the life of vessels la1d down before the w~rld war, wh!ch 
were very near those indicated in the draft Convention, could be increased Without affechng 
fighting potentiality. . 

Secondly, rapid progress had been achieved durin!! the last t~n years in what mig~t. be 
called the modernisation of old ships. It was techmcally poss1ble now, by modermsmg 
ships, not only to maintain, but to increase their power as fighting units. 

Thirdly, the raising of th~ age-limit would natur~y bring about a decrease in expenditure, 
since expenditure depended directly on the rate at wh1ch vessels were replaced. 

For all these reasons the Soviet delegation supported the British proposal that the age
limit for capital ships sho~d be 26 years. J:Ie felt.bo~.nd to poi~t out,_however, ~hat the Soviet 
delegation still interpreted the term "cap1tal sh1ps as meamng sh1ps exceedmg 7,ooo tons 
standard displacement. 

In the case of surface vessels not exceeding 7,ooo tons, the second draft Convention 
of the Soviet delegation proposed an age-limit of 20 years. 

Though it maintained this proposal, the Soviet delegation would agree, if necessary, 
to an exception being allowed with regard to torped_o-boat d_estroyers and torpedo-boats 
(of less than 1,200 tons), which, by reason of the great d1fference m tonnage, could be accorded 
an age-limit of x6 years. . 

With regard to submarines, the So':iet. delega_tion saw no adequat.e techmcal. rea~ons 
for reducing the age-limit _to. the extent l!ldicated m the draft Convention. It mamtamed 
its proposal to fix the age-hm1t for submannes at IS years. 
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The PRESIDENT considered that the discussion had s~own that the Naval ~ommissio.n 
could not take a decision in the course of the present sessiOn. It was. not sufficient that It 
should merely choose between th~ solution offered by.the d!aft. ConventiOn a!?~ that proposed 
by the Japanese delegation, but It must pursue the discussion m the same spmt-that was to 
say each delegation must express its views clearly and frankly. 

'When work was resumed after the Easter recess, the delegations would perhaps have 
received fresh instructions, conversations might take place between the delegates, and it 
would perhaps prove easy then to arrive at a general ~greement. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) declared that the Japanese delegation had listened with much 
interest to the views expressed by the previous speaker; There was no need to recall the 
fact that the text of the draft Convention had been settled as a result of profound study 
and long efforts on the part of the Preparatory Commission. The Japanese delegation therefore 
desired that the text of the draft Convention should, as a general rule, be maintained, as that 
would in its' opinion, facilitate the further work of the Conference. - - _ 

Nevertheless, the Japanese delegation proposed that the age-limit of large units, capital 
ships and aircraft-carriers should be raised to 26 years. In order to achieve a reduction in 
naval expenditure, it was essential that an effort should be made to prolong the service period 
of large units to the extent compatible with the character of those vessels. - , 

In the draft Convention, the age-limit proposed for capital ships was 20 years, the same 
as that proposed for cruisers. It was necessary, however, to make a distinction between these 
two categories of vessels in view of the difference in their tonnage. The Japanese delegation 
regarded it as reasonable to raise the age-limit for larger capital ships and aircraft-carriers 
to 26 years. The Japanese delegation earnestly hoped that the Naval Commission would agree 
with its view on this point. 

The proposed Japanese amendment divided vessels into two classes: those whose tonnage 
exceeded 20,000. tons and those whose tonnage was less than 20,000 tons. The Japanese 
delegation considered that this distinction was the most reasonable one, but it would not insist 
on the adoption of these figures. 

Vice-Admiral PoUND (United Kingdom) observed that, in its amendment, the British 
delegation proposed that the age-limit of capital ships and aircraft-carriers should be raised 
to 26 years. It had done so for various reasons. 

In the first place, the economy achieved would- be all the greater the higher they raised ' 
the age-limits of vessels. It was moreover certain that vessels built like the large units of 
modem fleets could serve for 26 years. 

Further, it was considered that a capital ship required a complete refit every 8 or 9 
years. By fixing the age-limit at 26 years, they would avoid the third of these refits 
and they could replace the vessel just before it became fit to be scrapped, before it became 
uneconomical to maintain it longer. 

It should be pointed out that, if they raised the age-limits, the stipulations concerning 
vessels at present in existence would assume great importance. - -

The United Kingdom delegation had not put forward any proposals with regard to vessels 
other than capital ships. In its opinion, a limit of 20 years would be reasonable in the case of 
surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding 10,000 tons. On the other hand, it 
considered that it would be desirable to abolish in the case of these vessels the distinction 
drawn in the draft Convention between those laid down before January 1st, 1920, and those 
laid down after December 31st, 1919. Finally, the United Kingdom delegation proposed that 
the age-limit should be fixed at 16 years in the case of surface vessels not exceeding 3,ooo tons 
and at 13 years in the case of submarines. 

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) pointed out that the adoption of the Argentine proposal, to the 
effect that States non-signatories to the London Treaty should agree to refrain from laying 
down vessels of over xo,ooo tons for the duration of that Treaty, would automatically 
create an extension of the age-limits of these vessels. The Argentine delegation would be 
prepared to accept the highest age-limit on which the Commission could agree. He was glad 
to note that the Japanese delegation had not insisted on its proposal to draw a distinction 
between vessels exceeding and vessels not exceeding 2o,ooo tons, because the ·Argentine 
delegation could not have agreed to that proposal. 

Mr. SwANSON (United States of America) said he had listened with great interest to the 
various views expressed. He noted that all delegations were agreed that there should be no 
replacement of capital and other ships until such time as the cost of their maintenance and 
repair exceeded the cost of constructing new ships. After that date, no useful purpose could 
be served by endeavours to maintain such ships in commission. Neither he nor the United 
States experts had gone into the queston sufficiently to be able to form a conclusion regarding 
age-limits, but he could tell the Commisson that, under the London Treaty the first capital 
ship which the United States would replace would be 28 years old and the last 31· years of age 
Obviously, therefore, capital ships could be accorded a longer life than twenty years. · 
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T.he British delegate had. rightly said that, after three successive refits, the upkeep of an 
old sh1p became an uneconomic proposal and it was better to build a new one. 

~t s~ould also be borne in mind that countries had a duty to replace old vessels after a 
certain time. Most :persons travelling in passenger ships did so of their own free will : 
nevertheless, such sh1ps were inspected at regular intervals and, if found to be unseaworthy, 
were not allowed to s~ from port. That was done to protect passengers who might be tempted, 
b~ low rates, to travel.m unseaworthy vessels. In the Navy, men were ordered to their ships-it 
rrught be t<? a submarme or torp~~o-bo~t which had been subjected to great strain-and they 
had no cho1ce. Under those conditions, It was the duty of the State to safeguard its defenders, 
and that should be a criterion to guide the experts in defining age-limits. In any case, the . 
United Stat~s delegation, which had a perfectly open mind on the question, did not think 
that any sh1p should be retained beyond the limit of her usefulness. Surely all delegations 
were agreed that no one had the right to send men to sea in ships which were not entirely 
safe. 

He had been much interested in the Soviet delrgate 's observations regarding 
modernisation_ The United States of America had modernised certain vessels in a desire to 
effect economies. In point of fact, whereas a new battleship would have cost between 
30 and 40 million dollars, the modernisation of an existing battleship cost only six million. 
That was a great saving to Governments, and the useful life of ships was then• by extendrd. 
He thought the Commission should pay great attention to this point. 

He fully approved the President's suggestion that all delegations should meditate the 
points at issue and be prepared to explain their proposals concerning age-limits and 
replacement, so that when the Commission met again in April these matters could be settled. 

It was a fact that some vessels speedily built in the great war did not possess a very 
considerable margin of safety. No doubt exceptions could be made for such cases if the 
delegations concerned frankly explained their case. The principle to bear in mind was the 
necessity of saving money without impairing efficiency. 

He would like, therefore, to make a formal proposal on the lines of the President's 
suggestion, that the various questions outstanding should be carefully examined by the 
various delegations during the recess, so that when the Commission reassembled they could 
explain .their proposals and reach a final settlement. The United States of America would 
carefully and sympathetically study all the proposals submitted, as they had no desire in 
these times of crisis to sanction the replacement of ships unless such replacement was absolutely 
ine'vitable. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, speaking as Swedish delegate, desired to explain 
Sweden's policy. Sweden had consistently urged that one of the best ways to reduce armaments 
was to extend the age-limit. The Swedish delegation was therefore very glad to note the trend 
of the present discussion, and would support the proposals which went furthest in the direction 
of extending age-limits. The discussion seemed to warrant a hope that the Commission would 
make appreciable progress as regards at least one of the problems raised by the reduction 
of naval armaments. 

The PRESIDENT warmly supported the United States proposal that delegations should 
review the whole problem dunng the recess ~nd send in definite reasoned .proposals. to 
the Bureau before the next session. Though th1s proposal had been made only m connection 
with age-limits and replacements, he thought it might apply to all the other problems before 
the Naval Commission. 

The Naval Commission had now been in session for a week and could be said to have 
made progress. It would probably have made greater progress in regard to certain n~val 
problems had these not been so intimately bound up with political problems. and questions 
of principle. The Naval Commission could now advance no further until the General 
Commission had decided certain outstanding points. 

He felt bound to say one word with regard to the general progress of the Conference. 
Up to the present, th~ Conference's ~ork had .run parallel to that of the P~eparatory 
Commission-namely, 1t had been dealing only Wlth the framework of the Convention. That 
essential part of the work would, of course, have to continue at the next session ; but the 
Conference would also have to deal courageously with the problems of the figures to be inserted 
in the general tables, and the Naval Commission must be prepared to begin the discussion 
of questions of substance. 
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SIXTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, April 26th, 1932, at 4.30 p.m. 

President: M. COLBAN. 

16. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE 
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 

(Document Conf.D.fC.G.28(2}): GENERAL DISCUSSION. 

The PRESIDENT read the following resolution adopted by the General Commission on 
April 22nd : 

" In seeking to apply· the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the 
previous resolution (document Conf.D.jC.G.26 (z}), the Conference is of opinion that 
the range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the competent special 
commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically 
offensive. or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to 
civilians." -' 

The Naval Commission, without concerning itself with the action to be taken by the 
General Commission in the matter, was required to consider the range of sea armaments 
with a view to selecting those which were most specifically of the character mentioned in 
the General Commission's resolution. It was required, in fact, to select " those ·weapons 
whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national 
defence or most threatening to civilians," not to state that a particular weapon did or did'not 
possess those characteristics in some degree. Obviously, according to circumstances, all 
weapons might be offensive and might, by the way they were used or abused, become threaten
ing to civilians. 

The Naval Commission could perform the task entrusted to it in various ways. It might 
consider, in the light of the General Commission's resolutions, all the proposals for the prohibi
tion or intemationalisation of certain weapons summarised in the " Co-ordinating Table of 
the draft Convention and of the propositions referred to the General Commission " (document 
Conf.D.zo2). On the other hand, the various delegations might study the matter and submit 
these proposals or fresh proposals to the Commission. 

The President would not ask the Commission to make a choice between the various 
possible methods ; certain methods might, moreover, be combined. He would rather ask 
it to begin with a general discussion. Some of the delegations would no doubt wish to express 
their views on the resolution. 

The Bureau desired to draw the Commission's attention to certain armaments which, 
though they were not, strictly speaking, sea armaments, nevertheless concerned the Naval 
Commission, such as fortifications situated near the coast-line-in particular, those controlling 
the entrance to certain straits. 

The Naval Commission would also have to consider the question of mines. 
Finally, with regard to chemical and bacteriological forms of warfare, the Commission 

should, in any event, make itself conversant with the results achieved by the Land and Air 
Commissions, in order to take these into account in its own work. The Bureau would keep 
in close touch, in this connection, with the bureaux of the other two commissions. 

Vice-Admiral PoUND (United Kingdom) said that, in studying the General Commission's 
resolution, the United Kingdom delegation had observed that it would be very difficult to 
draw a clear distinction between the first two criteria proposed in the resolution. This was 
doubtless because the circumstances of naval warfare were entirely different from those of 
land warfare. Vice-Admiral Pound would therefore consider these two criteria together. 

I~ the first place, the me!lning of_'' those. weapons whose character is the most specifically 
offensive or those most efficaciOus agamst nahonal defence " should be made clear. The United 
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Kingdom delegation considered that the underlying idea was to select those weapons which 
. enabled the attack of an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked. 

Any warship might be employed, either for the offensive or the defensive, and, as the units 
of a fleet usually operated in groups, it would be difficult to distinguish between offensive and 
defensive arms. 

It would seem, also, that the General Commission's resolution was based i~1ter alia on 
the statement that scientific developments had recently led to the appearan~e of weapons 
which were particularly effective in breaking down a country's defence. Such developments 
had not taken place in the naval sphere. 

Several delegations had included in offensive armaments certain types of vessels-in 
particular, capital ships over a given tonnage, aircraft-carriers and submarines. Vice-Admiral 
Pound would review these three types of vessels in succession. 

(x). With regar~ to capital ships, the ~scussion could be approached either from the 
theoretical ~spect. or m the light of events .wh1ch had actually occurred. There was an English 
proverb wh1ch sa1d that an ounce of practice was worth a ton of theory. Vice-Admiral Pound 
would consider the question purely from the practical aspect. 

U!ldoubtedly, large capit~ ships were particu~arly well equipped to check the offensive 
operations of the enemy. Dunng the world war 1t had been noted that they were chiefly 
employed for defensive purposes-in particular, for the protection of convoys. Only on very 
rare occasions had they been employed for offensive operations. The example of the 
Dardanelles might be quoted, and there they had suffered a very marked defeat. The defence 

· was always broken, not by capital ships, but by troops which had been landed. 
It could therefore be said that the ability of a naval Power to invade a territory depended, 

not on whether it possessed a particular type of vessel, but solely on its general naval superiority. 
For example, in the case of two countries which possessed only destroyers in a particular area, 
it would be easy for the stronger to neutralise the enemy fleet and to land troops under the 
protection of firing from its vessels. 

Capital ships had certainly been used for the bombardment of coastal-defence works 
on a few occasions, but such operations could not break down a country's defence. Moreover, 
such bombardments could have been undertaken by lesser vessels with practically the same 
effect. · 

(:z) With regard to aircraft-carriers, their fighting value resided, not in their own power, 
which was weak, seeing that they were very vulnerable and relatively little armed, but In 
the torpedo and bombing aircraft they carried. 

In any case, even if bombing operations were not prohibited in the future Convention, 
an air attack from one or more aircraft-carriers would always be less effective than an attack 
from a land base, and for several reasons. In the first place, the total tonnage of the aircraft
carriers at the disposal of a fleet was necessarily limited. On the other hand, they could not 
have on board bombing aicraft as large as were utilised in land aviation. Again, all who had 
had experience of the manreuvres of an aircraft-carrier knew the difficulties of operation. 

Even if bombing operations were prohibited in the future Convention, aircraft-carriers 
would still be necessary, as their principal mission was to provide reconnaissance aeroplanes 
with a floating aerodrome on which to land, and these reconnaissance aeroplanes would be 
indispensable as long as there were air bases on land. Without them, a fleet would be blind. 

In the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation, the offensive power of vessels, from 
the point .of view from. which it was now ~ein~ di~cussed, ":ould not be altered by any reduction 
in their s1ze. Suggestions for the reduction m s1ze of vanous classes of vessels had, however, 
been made by the Japanese delegation-in particular, in t.he case of ca~ital sh!ps and aircraft
carriers, and there might be good reasons for s.uch red.uctio~s. The Umted Kmgdom Govern
ment was ready to give its most sympathetic consideration to such proposals when the 
appropriate time came for discussing them. 

(3) With regard to subm:u-ines, the~e had ~een a good .deal. of discussion as to whet?er 
they were offensive or defensive weapons. Without entenng mto the controversy, VIce
Admiral Pound would simply point out that, in any case, it could not be said that submarines 
could rapidly break down a country's defence. 

The next question was to what extent the three types of vessels under discussion were 
threatening to civilians. 

Navies generally were historically more tender in their treatment of civilians than were 
armies. 

Civilians at sea had for long had special rights of protection by custom and international 
law. In the case of bombardment of towns by ships, special arrangements had been accepted 
in a Hague Convention to minimise, as far as possible, the danger to civilian life. 

. Consequently, it could not be suggested from past experience or for other reasons that 
any type of surface ship was specially threatening to civilians. 



-24-

The submarine was, however, an exception to the general rule mentioned in connection 
with surface ships. Recent experience had shown that the submarine was a weapon that 
might in use be most threatening to civilians. . 

That arose from the fact that from its inherent qualities it was a weapon particularly 
susceptible to abuse in certain circumstances. That had been recognised in t~e Treaty signed 
at Washington on the subject of submarines. In the Washington Treaty, the Signatory ~owers 
had recognised the practical impossibility of using subm!lr~I?es as co~merce-destroyers w~thout 
violating the requirements universally accepted by civilised natwns for the protection of 
the lives of neutrals and non-combatants. 

The parties to Part IV of the London Naval Treaty had accepted as the established rules 
of international law that submarines, in their action with regard to merchant ships, must 
conform to the rules of internatonallaw to which surface vessels were subject. If that rule 
were generally accepted by all States, the threat to civilian life by the sub-marine would, 
of course, be much reduced. 

In conclusion, Vice-Admiral Pound stated that, in the opinion of the United Kingdom 
delegation, no class of wars~ip was specifically o~ensive. With.regard to the ~afety of civilians, 
submarines should be classified as a weapon which was peculiarly threatemng to them. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) pointed out that the Italian delegation, taking as a basis 
the three criteria proposed in the General Commission's resolution, had submitted to the 
Conference the following proposals with regard to the naval arm: 

(1) The simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines ; 
(2) The abolition of aircraft-carriers. 

It had proposed the simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines because it 
considered that these units might have a specifically offensive character, and be most efficacious 
against national defence. Captain Maroni would explain why the Italian delegation 
considered that these two types of vessels should be abolished simultaneously. 

It had proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers because it considered that they could be 
particularly threatening to civilians. . 

It was difficult, as the Italian Minister for Foreign Affairs, M. Grandi, had pointed 
out in his speech in the General Commission, to draw a precise line between offensive and 
defensive armaments. But M. Grandi had added that this practical problem must be solved 
in the light of common sense and the experience acquired during the world war, which 
experience, moreover, had served in the preparation of Part V of the Treaties of Peace. Naval 
superiority at present belonged to the countries with the most capital ships and the most 
powerful capital ships. The real aggressive power of a fleet resided in its capital ships. 
Captain Maroni thought it hardly necessary to mention that the aggressive power of a 
vessel of 35,000 tons was more than twenty times greater than that of a vessel of Io,ooo tons. 

Only submarines could dare to face capital ships. Consequently, if submarines alone were 
abolished, the country with the most powerful capital ships would have absolute and undisputed 
naval supremacy. 

The action of submarines, especially at the beginning of a conflict, and within the purview 
of purely military operations, might also be distinctly offensive. On the other hand, to the 
humanitarian objections justified by the activity of submarines during the world war, it could 
be replied that the provisions of the Treaty of London, under which submarines were subject 
to the rules applicable to surface vessels, could be made general and embodied in the 
Disarmament Convention. 

The simultaneous abolition of capital ships and submarines would not appreciably affect 
the scale of values of the various fleets, and it was this simultaneous abolition alone which 
would permit of an effective reduction in the aggressive power of navies. On the other hand, 
the abolition of submarines alone would bring about an unfair and unjustifiable equilibrium. 

. Aircraft-carriers could .be regarded as extremely mobile floating stations for bombing 
aucraft. Indeed, if reconnaissance aircraft .and fighters could be embarked on board ordinary 
vessels, even of small tonnage, without difficulty, bombing aircraft could be transported 
?nlY on aircraft-carriers. The extreme mobility and the great range of action of these vessels 
mcreased the scope and efficacity of the bombing aircraft they carried to a considerable extent. 

Aircraft on board an aircraft-carrier had an enormous offensive capacity for bombing 
land objectives, and their remote base preserved them from attack. They could also attack 
commercial traffic lines, contrary to the generally accepted laws. 

The Italian delegation therefore considered that aircraft-carriers were clearly aggressive 
and destructive. 

In conclusion, Captain Maroni reiterated what M. Grandi had already said in the 
General Commission-namely, that the Italian delegation was prepared to consider a scheme 
for the gradual abolition of the classes of vessel in question, and that, in its view, an undertaking 
to destroy them might, in certain cases, be equivalent in practice to an undertaking not to 
replace them. 
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M .. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) read the following proposal submitted by the German 
delegation: 

" For the purpose of specifying, in accordance with the resolution of the General 
Commission, dated April 22nd, the weapons : . 

" (I) Whose character is the most specifically offensive · 
" (2) Which are most efficacious against national defenc~ · 
" (3) Which are most threatening to civilians ; ' 

" The Naval Commission has decided to designate the following weallons as 
corresponding to the above definitions : 

" (a) Capital ships whos~ standard displacment is over zo,ouo tons and which 
carry a gun of a calibre over 280 mm. (II inches) · 

" (b) All aircraft-carriers ; ' 
" (c) All submarines; 
" (d) All chemical and bacteriological methods of warfare." 

In explaining the German point of view, he would refrain from commenting on the 
proposals of other delegations. In dealing with the naval aspect of the problem, moreover, he 
he could only repeat M. Nadolny's observations of the previous· week, on which the German 
proposals were based. 

The German delegation noted with satisfaction the proposals for reducing or abolishing 
armaments of a specifically offensive character, but what had been said in this connection 
was not sufficient. · . 

Indeed, there were no better criteria for selecting these weapons than those upon which 
certain provisions of the Treaty of Versailles were based. Immediately after the world war, 
a large number of experts agreed upon the armaments to be forbidden to Germany with the 
well-defined object of making any aggression on her part impossible. This point had been 
reproduced in a number of official documents. 

Further, M. Grandi and Sir John Simon had referred to the Treaty of Versailles in a 
similar sense in their speeches, and the idea had been taken up in many Press articles through
out the world-in particular, quite recently in The Times. The Commission would not be 
surprised, therefore, by the German delegation's proposals. 

Apart from the general suggestion that certain provisions of the Treatr of Versailles should 
be used as a guide in replying to the questions which the General Commission had put to the 
Naval Commission, M. von Rheinbaben would confine himself to several brief observations, 
and would make further observations when the matters were discussed in detail. 

{I) It seemed obvious that capital ships whose standard displacement was over a certain 
tonnage were of a distinctly offensive character. That had been recognised at the Washington 
Conference and in numerous documents submitted to the present Conference. International 
public opinion was clearly in favour of their abolition. 

They were certainly the chief element in all naval armament, and the special character 
of these formidable units should be made clear. 

(2) If the German proposal to abolish all military aviation were adopted, there would 
obviously be no reason for the existence of aircraft-carriers. But, for the purposes of 
the present discussion, the German delegation desired to point out that aircraft-carriers 
could attack areas which would otherwise be free from attack on account of their remoteness. 
They were a specially efficacious arm against countries which did not themselves possess 
aircraft-carriers. 

(3) The discussions with regard to submarines would probably be lengthy. The 
arguments for or against retaining them had already been put forward at Washington, and 
there were great divergencies of opinion. ~· von.Rheinbab~n thought that those w~o upheld 
the submarine did so, not because they constdered 1t a defens1ve weapon, but because 1t enabled 
them to maintain a small, not very costly and very efficacious fleet against capital ships. 
He himself had no doubt about the matter. In 1919, indeed, submarines were forbidden to 
Germany on account of their offensive character. 

\...... (4) The Commission would consider later, as the President had proposed, the question 
~ical and bacteriological methods of warfare. 

- - --.. . 

(5) F~nally, the German delegation had proposed, during the general discussion, that 
certain fortt<-<!)ses which commanded communications between two open seas should be 
abolished. ThiNequest was based on the special restrictions imposed on Germany under 
Article I95 of th~reaty of Versailles. 

Although the \:~rman delegation considered that this question was connected with the 
second criterion laid 1down in the General Commission's resolution, 1\1. von Rheinbaben, in 
conformity with the l',:ident's suggestions, would not at present deal with it. 

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT y MIRa (Spain) pointed out that the Spanish delegation had 
proposed the abolition of a number of classes of warships. He would give explanations later, 
when the questions were discussed in detail. 
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In his opinion, it would be very difficult to define the offensive or defensive characteristics 
of the different classes of vessels, but the Commission could fairly easily prepare lists in the light 
of the proposals already made. The object~ of these proposals were as follows : 

(a) To abolish capital ships over a given tonnage and to limit the calibre of their guns; 
(b) To abolish aircraft-carriers; 
(c) To abolish submarines ; 
(cl) To lay down rules respecting the use of mines ; 
(e) To prohibit chemical and bacteriological warfare; 
(/) To abolish fortifications controlling certain straits. 

A number of conclusions could already be drawn from the discussion. . · 
In the first place, there was apparently unanimity as to the abolition of the use of poison 

gas and of bacteriological warfare. · 
Seeing that the Air Commission_ had before it a proposal for the ~bolition_ of all mili!ary 

aviation, it would seem useless to discuss for the moment the question of aircraft-earners. 

It remained for the Commission to reach a decision with regard to : 

(x) Capital ships of over xo,ooo tons, for example, and carrying guns of a calibre 
over 203 mm. (8 inches) ; . · 

(2) Submarines; and 
(3) Rules respecting the use of mines. 

Vice-Admiral Montagut y Mir6 considered. that the Commission should hear the views 
of the delegations on each of these points, and then proceed to a vote. 

The PRESIDENT stated that he had suggested a general diScussion precisely to enable the 
various delegations to explain whether the grounds for the proposals they had submitted with 
regard to the abolition of certain classes of vessels were the three criteria indicated in the 
General Commission's resolution. These proposals might, indeedl-_be due to entirely different 
considerations. 

It appeared from the statements made at the present meeting and those to be made at the 
following meeting, that an agenda could be prepared which would enable the Commission 
to reply to the General Commission's questions. 

SEVENTH MEETING 

Held on lf'ednesday, April 27th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

President : M. COLBAN. 

17. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE 
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 

(Document Conf.D.jC.G.28(2)} ; GENERAL DISCUSSION (continuation). 

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) said that the question now under examination 
was_of a technical character and was designed and intended to have a technical reply. As a 
preliminary, he had requested the naval adviser of the United States delegation to prepare 
a statement. . · 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) read the following statement : 

"I. In the original American proposal bearing upon qualitative limitation of ar~aments, 
it w~ pointed out that ?De, ~nd perhaps the most important of all, of the. factors affecting 
secunty was the fear of mvas10n. That fear was largely based upon the existence of certain 
weaJ;H>ns which seemed peculiarly adapted, or, in the language of our terms of reference, 
specJ{t.eally adapted, to mcrease aggressive power at the expense of defensive power. Three 
wea_pons of lan~ wa~are were _designated as most ~bviously falling within this category. The 
feehng of secunty, 1t was believed, could not be Improved or restored until there was also 
restored to defence the superiority it enjoyed in former times, and the only way to restore 
such superiority was to abolish weapons of this specific, inherent, aggressive quality. 
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. "2. The proposal to extend this 'aggressive-defensive' classification to naval weapons 
Ignores some fundamental military considerations which should be frankly recognised. 

"3· With one exception, there is little similarity or analogy between land and naval 
warfll!e so f_ar a~ ofi~nce and defenc~ are concerned. The primary element in security is 
secunt~ agamst ~vas10n and the forcible destruction or usurpation of territorial sovereignty. 
No nation exercises sover~ignty at sea in a territorial sense. The object of naval warfare is 
control of the sea, and this control has to do with commerce. Whatever its importance or 
however vital to a nation's economic life, the integrity of ocean-borne commerce cannot 
reasonably be co~pared to the security of its territorial sovereignty. It fluctuates in time of 
peace as well as m war. 

. " 4· C~rtain nayal types have been stigmatised as aggressive, notably battleships and 
aucra.ft-carners. It IS almost a naval truism that these very types are actually the least 
efiectiv~ and the .most inefficient with respect to action against merchant craft. The thesis of 
aggr~s~Ive-def~nsive definition p~shed to such limits as this involves a fallacy which cannot 
but InJect an mherent weakness mto any conclusions it may lead to. 

"5· The abolition of capital ships, submarines and aircraft-carriers would involve an 
entire recast of the theory of naval armament-its organisation, design and employment
on the part of naval Powers possessing those types. It would bring about a new evaluation 
as to the relative importance and functions of remaining types, with corresponding necessities 
for changes in design. Different nations would be affected differently. Our own fleet, for exam
ple, is built around the battleship as the principal type. The category of capital ships determines 
the type and number of ships required in other categories in order to achieve what we call 
a ' balanced fleet '. As a consequence, and more importantly, it determines the usefulness 
of our fleet "to meet the naval necessities imposed upon us by our individual geographical and 
political situation. Many other Powers might be but slightly affected. 

"6. The adoption of so broad and sweeping a measure could not but violate the principle 
of having due regard for the individual necessities of nations. 

"7· We have already advocated the abolition of submarines. It might be argued that the 
abolition of this category is subject to the objections we have set forth with respect to other 
categories, but in our opinion it is not. The submarine category stands apart, separate and 
distinct from all other categories of naval craft, which are surface types, and designed to 
act in co-operation. The submarine has no fundamental connection with or dependence upon 
any other surface type. It is the enemy of all types except itself. Generally speaking, subma
rines are not even efficient as a weapon against other submarines either in offence or defence. 

"8. The exception mentioned as offering a similarity between land and naval warfare 
lies in the ocean transport of troops. To nations with large overseas possessions the security 
of these possessions may amount to a question of essential territorial sovereignty, and to 
defend it the ocean transport of troops may be necessary. As it happens, however, even this 
feature of the matter has little bearing upon the question of naval types of ships. Troops are 
transported either in merchant ships or m ships of the merchant type. They may be regarded 
as a specially important class of contraband. Naval types are no more offensive or defensive 
with respect to these transports than they are with respect to any other type of merchantmen. 

" g. The distinction between ' aggressive ' and ' defensive ' weapons cannot be applied 
_ to naval forces. Naval forces themselves cannot effect invasion or exercise sovereignty over 
enemy territory. On the other hand, they are the first line o~ defence agains~ invasion. The 
protection from invasion of a long c~ast-line can be .acco!Dphshed more efficiently and more 
economically by sea forces tha_n bra hne. of s~o~e fortifications. N_o nav~l type~ ca? be charac
terised as specifically 'offensive . ~he1r m1~1ons ~ay be entlr~ly ?efens1ve: Nor ~a!l 
any naval type be said to be ' efficacious agamst national defence or threatemng to CIVIl 
populations '. " · 

Captain SoLSKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation was prepared to discuss point 
by point the aspects of the problem of quantative limitation when the various types of 
armaments came to be examined in detail. At the present preliminary discussion, he would 
merely submit a few. gener~ ob~ervations to define. the attitude of the Polish delegation. 
They believe~ that, m cons1denng the l?rese!lt pomts referred. to th~m by the G~ne_ral 
Commission, 1t was also necessary to bear m mmd another resolution wh1ch that CommiSSion 
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had adopted on April 19th, which referred specifically to A~ticle 8 of the ~ovenan~ .and pointed 
out that account should also be tak~n of the ~eographica_l and special ~ondibons of e:'-ch 
State.· There were States which, owmg to t~eir g~o~aphi~al configuration and coast-hne, 
could not possibly constitute a danger to their mantime neighbour~. ~hatever .armaments 
such States possessed, those armaments could never become offensiye m the stnct sense of 
the term. Poland possessed ~eith~r capita~ _ship_s nor aircraft-earners-those were vessels 
which concerned countries havmg wider man time mterests .. He felt bound, ~owever, to draw 
the Commission's attention to the importance of submannes as a defen~Ive arm for l~ss 
developed navies whose primary purpose was to defend the coasts of their country and Its 
commercial interests in a relatively restricted area. 

The Polish delegation was of opi~ion that ~hese ve~sels, though highly 1fSeful for def~nce, 
were not particularly effective as a weapon agamst national defences, nor d1d they constitute 
a menace for civilians. The conditions under which these vessels could be employed had 
changed considerably since the ~orld war. _At the present ~ime, su~marines could, practically 
speaking, be employed only ag~mst warships. The rules laid down m Part IV of the Treaty of 
London, signed by the five leadm~ naval Powe~s. who, take~ togeth~r, possessed m~st of the 
submarines in the world, had subJected the action of submannes agamst merchant s~Ips to t~e 
same rules of international law as were laid down for surface vessels. The contractmg parties 
to that Treaty had invited all other Powers to approve these rules. Obviously, in these 
circumstances, civilians on merchant vessels ran no special risk from submarines. 

From the point of view of national defence, submarines were mainly the defensive elements 
for the protection of coasts and territorial waters. Their existence made it possible to ·reduce 
the effectives and equipment for fixed coastal defences, with a consequent decrease in.expen
diture and of the forces protecting the coast-line. The main arm of submarines was 
the torpedo ; but the number of torpedoes which each submarine could carry was very limited. 
Submarines were therefore more closely bound to their .base than any surface vessel, which 
possessed supplies of munitions enabling it to engage the enemy on more than one 
occasion without having to seek replenishment. · 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the present discussion 
was of particular importance as regarded the whole problem of qualitative disarmament. 
He would remind the Commission of M. Litvinoff's observation that the problem of qualitative 
disarmament was only one aspect of the greater problem of the reduction of armaments. 
Quantity was also a factor in determining the offensive possibilities of the various categories 
of naval armaments. If after abolishing capital ships or submarines it was not found possible 
to secure simultaneously substantial reduction in the tonnage of the present fleets of the 
most powerful countries, the distinction between specifically offensive or defensive naval 
armaments would have no meaning. He could not possibly endorse any tendency to suggest 
that the normalisation of the use of offensive naval arms in wartime could be a substitute for 
the abolition and reduction of naval means of attack. He agreed with the observations of the 
United Kingdom delegate that the meaning of "specifically offensive weapons " must be 
settled by experience and observation and not by a purely theoretical discussion. How could 
a modern naval force imperil national defence ? There were five ways in which it could do so : 
(1) by the blockade of ports in all its forms ; (2) by the preparation of invasion ; (3) by the 
attacking of merchant vessels on the high seas ; (4) by the attacking of vital centres of 
the country' by aircraft attached to floating bases ; (5) by the attacking of these same 
centres when they were within the range of heavy naval guns. 

These operations could not be carried out without the aid of a particular type of vessel 
possessing the special offensive characteristics which should be abolished without reserve. 
If the characteristics of the fundamental types of existing vessels were studied, it would be 
seen that some had been so developed as to have acquired a specifically offensive character. 
These characteristics were, for instance, heavy displacement, large radius of action, calibre 
":n~ range ?f guns, in c~rtain cases, speed, and so on. The Soviet delegation could not, therefore, 
hmit the lis~ of o~ensive naval weapons to large submarines having a wide radius of action. 
Clearly, capital ships could be utilised to guard sea communications. But, as soon as they 
were numerous, capital ships became an offensive arm, an indispensable part of the forces 
requir~d to invade a foreign territory. He doubted whether the example of the Dardanelles 
operations could really be quoted as proof of the ineffectiveness of the action of capital ships 
against <:oast defences. As far as their knowiedge went, there were many reasons other than 
the quality_of the.capital ships whic~ led to.the failure of that interesting operation. Not 
merel:r capital ships, but also momtors with heavy guns, and even certain types of 
Washmgton cruisers, were extremely useful for invasion operations against enemy territory. 
Co~quenttr. n?t only cap_ital sh!ps, but also certa~n ~ypes ?f ~ashington cruisers, possessed 
certam qualitative properties which precluded their mclus10n m the category of defensive 
armaments. 
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. L:rrge subm~rines were clearly an aggressive arm, in the same way as aircraft-carriers 
m wh1ch large arr~raft could be transported. The German delegation had rightly pointed 
o~t that the Versailles ~re~ty, drawn up under the immediate impression of the world war, had 
g1ven a correct descnpbon of the !laval arms which might be regarded as offensive. 
M. Ventzoff wou!d merely add that th.1s description should be extended to include the vast 
developm~nt wh1ch ~ad taken .Place m the last ten years in the technicalities of naval 
constru~t10n. Acc?rdingly, and m c~>nformity with ~ts scheme for the reduction of armaments, 
the SC?v1et delegation thought that 1t would be possible to draw up the following basic list of 
offensive naval arms ; . 

(I) A~ warships of over 10,000 tons displacement whose maximum gun calibre 
exceeds I2 mches; 

(2) All aircraft-carriers and all other special means for transporting aircraft ; 
(3) All submarines of over 6oo tons ; 
(4) All chemical and bacteriological methods of naval warfare. 

When t~is list ~arne to b.e di~cussed in d~tail, other kinds of offensive armaments might 
b': added to 1t. For mstance, m v1ew of techmcal developments, the fonnage of submarines 
m1ght be still further decreased. 

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) said that the value of the general discussion was to enable 
the Commission to determine what categories of the various naval armaments would have to 
be discussed before a rep~y could be given to the General Commission on the points submitted. 
The Netherlands delegation would have a word to say on these several categories when the time 
came. At present, all it asked was that " automatic contact mines " should be added to the 
list 'of armaments to be discussed from the point of view of the General Commission's 
resolution. ~egulations for these mines had been adopted at the second Hague Peace 
Conference m I907, and, a few years later, the Institute of International Law had 
proposed the abolition of high-sea mines. The Netherlands delegation desired that this 
question should be taken up again, and that the proposal of the Institute of International 
Law for the prohibition of these mines should be endorsed. Automatic contact mines clearly 
came within the scope of the third point referred to the Commission, as they were, whatever 
their military employment, extremely dangerous to the civilian population. They had been 
responsible for thousands of deaths during the last war, and even for a long time afterwards. 

M. SAITO (Japan) made the following statement : 

"The Japanese delegation believes that, in the field of naval armaments, the armaments 
whose character is the most specifically offensive, which are most efficacious against national 
defence and which are most threatening to civilians, are (1) aircraft-carriers and (2) naval 
vessels equipped with landing-on platforms or decks for aircraft, and that no weapons nrc 
more qualified to be selected for the purpose of qualitative limitation. 

" In the selection of weapons having one or more of the characteristics enumerated by the 
General Commission, it is naturally important that attention should be directed to the innate 
and intrinsic character of the weapons, as well as to their use. From that point of view, the 
two kinds of war-vessels just mentioned possess, in their nature and use, all three characteristics 
--i.e., they are specifically offensive, efficacious against national defence, and threatening 
to civilians. 

" I. (I) Aircraft-carriers possess extensive mobility and add tremendously to the mobility 
of aircraft. As a result, it is no exaggeration to say that not even the remotest part of the globe 
will be beyond the reach of their threatening power. Augmenting so much the action and power 
of aircraft, the aircraft-carrier is of a highly aggressive character and is a suitable weapon 
for surprise attacks. (2) When such aircraft-carriers a!e afloat, the national ~efence relati.ons 
between countries are bound to become very complicated. No country, w1th the poss1ble 
exception of sgme inland States: can rema!n indifferent to the menace of an a~tack from ~he 
air owing to the existence of aircraft-earners. (3) Further, the presence of aucraft-carr1ers 
greatly increases the aggressive. ~a~ure of a ~eet. (4) Of course, aircraf!-ca~riers could be u.sed 
for defensive purpose.s in the V1Cm1ty of the1r home ~ountry,. but nothu~g lS more unpractical 
and unwise. There 1s no navy, I am sure, that will use aircraft-earners for coast defence 
purposes. The reasons are, first, that the construction and maintenance of the aircraft-carrier 
entail a great financial outlay; and, secondly, the s~me purpo~ can be effectively served b.y 
coastal air forces. (5) New weapons are always especially effective when they first make their 
appearance. The submarine proved to be so at the time of the world war. The aircraft-carrier 
is a new weapon that has appeared after the world war. If the aircraft-carrier comes to be 
used actually in warfare, it may cause unexpected destruction and may constitute a great 
menace to civilians. 

"The only objects at which submari!le~ aim their attac~s ar~ enemy ve~sels, an~ the damage 
they can inflict is confined to the sea. Th1s 1s not the case With aircraft-earners, wh1ch can work 
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havoc on land as well as at sea, including among the potential victims of attack buildings, 
railways and civilian population. . . 

" II. As regards vessels equipped with landing-on platform.s or decks, at the ti.me of the 
London Naval Conference of 1930, it was agreed between the Umted States of Amenca, Great . 
Britain and Japan that certain cruisers might be equipped with such platforms or decks. 
That agreement was reached out of a humane desire. to increas~ the personal saf~ty of those 
flying over the sea. It was only intended to perm1t the erection of such, relatively small, 
platforms or decks as would be necessary for that humanitarian purpose. I~ would be re~rettable . 
if, on the strength of that agreement~ cruis~rs were .to be conv~r~e~ mt<? somethmg very 
similar to aircraft-carriers-an eventuality entirely foretgn to the spmt m w~1ch the agreement 
was reached and to the spirit of disarmament itself. fortunat~ly, no crUisers have, as yet, 
been equipped with aircraft landing-c;>n platforms or decks, and ~t ~ould see~ opportune and 
well advised for this Conference to arr1ve at an agreement to proh1b1t such equ1pment on naval 
vessels. Moreover, if we could agree to the abolition of aircraft-carriers, the .necessity f~r the 
saving of lives of aviators with no equipment for alighting on water would d1sappear of 1tself. 

" These are the reasons for which we propose the selection of the aircraft-ca':l"ier and the 
vessel equipped with landing-on platforms or decks for aircraft as the aggressiVe weapons 
contemplated by the decision of the General Commission. 

" I wish to mention, on this occasion, that the question of vessels carrying aircraft 
natut:ally bears a close relation to the question of air forces. I believe that this question 
is also being discussed in the Air Commission. But it can be considered independently of the 
problem of the internationalisation of civil aviation. It is capable of solution, in the opinion 
of the Japanese delegation, as a naval question without reference to the Air Commission. 

"As regards capital ships, the Japanese delegation listened with great interest to the views 
expressed here yesterday by the delegate of the United Kingdom regarding the capital ship,· 
and we entirely share his views that the capital ship cannot be regarded as a weapon most 
specifically offensive. 

" With regard to submarines, it is a well-recognised fact that the submarine, being slow in 
speed and poorly armed, cannot possibly compete on the water with any kind of surface craft 
or aircraft. It is sometimes regarded as an offensive weapon, solely on account of its peculiar 
characteristic of being able to submerge and conceal its presence. But a submarine, when 
submerged, is much slower in speed and has a decidely narrower field of vision than when on the 
surface. Under water, the period during which it can continue in action is much shortened, 
and the presence of a single chaser in the vicinity will prevent its coming to the surface. It 
lacks mobility, and it is only when the enemy vessel comes into close proximity that the 
submarine can display its offensive power. A submarine cannot pursue its enemy or carry 
on a prolonged action against him. The ability to veil its movements in secrecy is an attribute 
that gives the submarine, not an offensive, but a defensive value. Hence, a nation which is 
faced with the necessity of protecting far-flung possessions and strategic areas and yet cannot 
possess an adequate strength in surface craft can find no weapon so peculiarly effective for 
defence as the submarine. 

"Because the submarine was frequently used during the world war as a raider of mercantile 
shipping, it is sometimes criticised as being an inhuman weapon of war. But such criticism, 
we believe, takes into consideration only those cases in which the submarine was abused. 
Similarly viewed, there is no vessel or weapon of war which, according to its use, could escape 
the same criticism. As a matter of fact, there are weapons which could be productive of 
consequences far more inhuman than the submarine. In view of such attributes of the 
submarine, the Japanese delegation does not incline to regard. the submarine as an aggressive 
weapon." . . 

• 
Colonel MARTOLA (Finland) said that the Finnish delegation merely wished to 

emphasise a point which had emerged from the various speeches heard in the course of the 
general discussion-namely, it was difficult to find any convincing or unassailable argument 
against submarines as compared with capital ships in seeking to determine what naval arma
ments were most specifically offensive in character, most effective against national defence 
and threatening to civilians. Capital ships existed before submarines were thought of-in fact, 
the submarine was first invented in order to counter the formidable power of capital ships. 
~at was why-and, indeed, that was the only reason why-small countries whose resources 
d1d not perm1t them to possess large surface vessels, constructed and maintained submarines. 
Submarines, therefore, exis~ed because capital ships existed. Without submarines, small 
fleets would be totally depnved of means of defence against more powerful fleets of surface 
vessels .. It might, moreover, be asked how a submarine could equal a capital ship in offensive 
powers m the matter of bombarding coastal defences, for instance. Submarines of small 
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tonnage and low. range of action were, in fact, designed for defensive rather than offensive 
purposes. Certamly •. wron~ful use could .be made of submarines against merchant vessels. 
!n that case, submann~s might, to a certam extent, threaten civilians ; but, in this case also, 
1f the use ?f submannes were governed by the rules adopted in London submarines 
would constitute no greater menace to civilians than surface vessels. That wa; all the more 

. true of submarines of low tonnage with a small radius of action which could not proceed 
very far from the coasts it was their duty to defend. 

In conclusion, therefore, he wished to draw the Commission's attention to the fact that 
small countries were interested in submarines only as a consequt>nCl' of the existence of more 
powerful naval armaments. • 

. Rear-.t\dmiral Lu (China) said that the Chinese delegation regarded capital ships as 
bemg of a highly a~gressiye nature an~ as a powerful means of attack against national defences. 
The power of cap1tal .ship~ armed With long-range guns to wreak destruction by attacking 
coasts and .co~stal fortific~twns ha.d been amply demonstrated. They were therefore aggressive 
weapo!ls ~Ithm the meamng_of Pomts I and 2 referred to the Naval Commission by the General 
Comm.Ission. H~ agreed With the German delegation that aircraft-carriers were also an 
esse.nhally off.ensiVe weapon. Submarines-particularly large submarines-not only possessed 
terr1fic. o.ffens1ve power, but ~ere bound to cause risk to civilian travellers by sea. Lastly, 
the opm10n was almost unammous that forms of chemical an<l bacteriological warfare were 
to be regarded as aggressive in the highest degree. 

EIGHTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, April 28th, 1932, at ro a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

18. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY TilE 
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL CoMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)}: GENERAL DISCUSSION (continua/ion). 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) pointed out that the problem the Naval Commission had 
been discussing for two days had been referred to it by two resolutions of the General Commis
sion. The first resolution declared approval of the principle of qualitative disarmament-that 
was to say, the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession or use 
of which, in view of their ·offensive character, should be absolutely prohibited to all States 
or internationalised by means of a general convention. The second resolution stated that 
those weapons should be selected whose character was the most specifically offensive or those 
most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians. 

No doubt these two motions had raised great hopes in many countries. It could probably 
be said that they had nowhe~e been welc_omed with such favour a!ld ~ope as in France. France 
had no desire to annex an mch of territory or one human fam1ly m any part of the world. 
Her policy was strictly defensive. She had only one aim - having been invaded four times, 
she desired security, desired peace. What need had she for specifically offensive armaments, 
those which threatened the life and property of civilians, those which might destroy organisa
tions for the defence of frontiers, since all she desired was to be left in peace ? Consequently, 
any decisions taken first by the Naval Commission and subsequently by the General Commis
sion against purely offensive armaments already had the full support of French public opinion. 

With regard to naval armaments in particular, France would welcome enthusiastically 
the removal of any fear that specifically offensive armaments would be used against her. 

A very large proportion of her population lived on the shor~s of the North Sea, the English 
Channel, the Atlantic, and the two French shores of the Mediterranean. She had to protect 
her very special communications with Algeria. Three departm_ents of Fran~e were on the ot~er 
side of the Mediterranean. She kept a large part of her troops m North Afnca. From the pomt 
of view of Article 8 of the League Covenant, it was these circumstances which governed the 
conditions and rules she had to bear in mind in deciding what was the necessary minimum for 
security, and what naval armaments she required. 
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Her sole need, her sole aim, in all this was to protect herself. She had no ambitions. He 
was therefore able to say that any anti-offensive policy was France's policy. 

How could the Commission examine carefully the questions put to it ? It seemed to 
him that it would be a good plan to pass from the simple to the complex, from what was 
clear to what was less clear. He would therefore adopt the inverse order to that adopted in 
the General Commission's resolution. He would first consider naval armaments in the light 
of the third criterion-those most threatening to civilians. That was a simple, clear idea 
which should help the Commission to reach ~onclusion~. Secondly, he woul~ co!lsider a~maments 
which might be destructive and threatemng to natwnal defence orgamsatwns. Fmally, he 
would come to the categories of vessels which might be specially offensive. 

·With regard to naval armaments particularly threatening to civilians, the French dele
gation desired first to support fully the arguments put forward by the Netherlands 
delegate on the previous day. Automatic contact mines should never be drifting mines ; 
they should never be laid in the open sea ; they should only be laid anchored in territorial 
waters, on condition perhaps that a somewhat different definition were found for territorial 
waters. It was fundamental that the defence should have at least the same rights as the attack. 
Consequently, the range of a gun should, generally speaking, constitute the limits of the waters 
in which automatic mines might be laid. The French delegation would always oppose any 
attempt to justify the laying of mines in the open sea. Mines should be used only for defence 
or for blockading coasts and ports close to the coast-line. Mines should be specially marked, 
so to speak, by the nations which used them. · . 

The League should have technical control over the manufacture of mines, so that any 
mine which broke away from its moorings was immediately made inoperative and so harmless. 
Thousands of fishermen and passengers would then no longer be drowned, as they were 
during and after the war, as a result of the explosion of drifting mines which had broken from 
their moorings. 

In the second place, the Commission had to consider surface vessels. How could they 
threaten civilians ? M. Charles Dumont considered that all surface vessels could threaten 
civilians when they did not comply with the international rules laid down in the ninth Hague 
Convention. Need he point out-although these recollections were particularly painful
that during the last war surface vessels attacked and bombarded open, undefended towns? 
On the first day of the war, the Goeben and the Breslau had bombarded Philippeville and 
Bone. The number of dead and wounded in those towns was smaller than in Hartlepool and 
Scarborough. But the bombardment was a sign that, from the very first day, the Goeben 
had tom up for the duration of the war all the conventions signed at The Hague and elsewhere. 
That must not happen again. Surface vessels must comply with the international rules. 
M. Charles Dumont would reiterate that respect for international rules was the foundation of 
the whole of the new order. The n~w order would be one of trickery and hypocrisy if diso
bedience to international law were not punished. ·There could be no clearer indication of the 
aggressor within the meaning of Article x6 of the League Covenant than disobedience to the 
international rules laid down in the convention to be drawn up by the Conference. 

Consequently, all surface vessels which violated international law, attacked open towns, 
or attacked ports and roadsteads without conforming to the rules contained in the ninth Hague 
Convention, became offensive weapons. Were they therefore to be prohibited? No. Surface 
vessels, capital ships, all classes of cruisers, destroyers and torpedo-boats had their place 
in a new policy, such as France's policy. They were parts of that whole which the United 
States delegate called an " order of architecture ". The fact that a weapon could be used 
for criminal purposes should not condemn it. 

With regard to submarines, M. Charles Dumont said that there. was no paradox in the 
statement that these vessels were the least threatening to civilians. Indeed, how were civilians 
really threatened? They could be threatened on land or on sea. They were threatened by 
blind bombardment from a distance, or by an attack on warships in a port, which struck 
the town itself and found victims among both combatants and non-combatants. The submarine 
in itself was a very poor weapon for bombardment. The few shells it might fire were 
of very little real danger to civilians. It might frighten the population. It might insult a port. 
It had never done great damage to the population in ports or on the coast. It was a necessary 
weapon. The members of the Commission had heard the small nations strongly affirm
and France repeated it with them and after them-that the naval supremacy of the powerful 
nations with a large number of big ships might become insupportable if submarines the weapon 
of the poor, did not introduce at sea, an element of mystery, of the unknown, so that the most 
powerful fleets would never be so certain of success as to be tempted to abuse their power. The 
submarine was a weapon against the pride of power. It could be made the refuge of right. 
It must be retained. . 

. The submarine, which was of small value for land bombardment, was a formidable weapon 
agamst surface war vessels. During the great war, 312,000 tons of allied warships had been 
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sunk by submarines. J'he losses of the French navy from this cause had amounted to 82 530 
tons, or three-fourths of its total losses. ' 

It_ was plain then that when the submarine was mentioned as a vessel intended for 
attackmg me.rchantmen, half its history during the great war was overlooked. The fact 
was that ~unng the great war-and those dreadful years could only be discreetly mentioned 
here-an mhuman and cruel use had been made of submarines. It was to prevent such years 
ever occurring again that the Conference had met At the London Conference France had made 
suitab~e proposal~ for re~ating the use of the ~ubmarine. She had asked for the adoption 
of Article 22, whtch was fa1r, clear and precise, and which read : 

" I. In their action with regard to merchant ships, submarines must conform to 
the rules of International Law to which surface vessels are subject. 

" 2. In particular, except in the case of persistent refusal to stop on being duly 
summoned, or of active resistance to visit or search, a warship, whether surface vessel 
or s?bmarine, may not sink or render incapable of navigation a merchant vessel without 
havm~ ~st placed passengers, crew and ship's fapers in a place of safety. For this purpose, 
the shtp s boats are not regarded as a place o safety unless the safety of the passengers 
and crew is assured, in the existing sea and weather conditions by the proximity of land, 
or the presence of another vessel which is in a position to take them on board. " 

That article contained certain categorical rules. He was certain that by its duration 
alone the League had sufficiently developed respect for international law and increased 
the hope that it would enable the world to avoid the worst barbarities of war, so that any 
State which violated that article and sank trading vessels or ships carrying passengers without 
taking precautions for the safety of the non-combatants would arouse a cry for vengeance, 
and no one would hesitate to demand the most stringent and forceful sanctions against an 
aggressor who broke the law of nations in that way. 

If that were the law of the submarine, there were no vessels less dangerous to the 
civilian population than this class of ship, which was so poorly equipped for bombardment, 
for it came up to the surface with only one gun, had a very small supply of ammunition and 
was not fast enough to pursue a modern vessel effectively. 

What decision would the Naval Commission take with regard to submarines? Part IV 
of the Treaty of London had been signed by France. The Treaty had not yet been ratified 
by the French Parliament, but the non-ratification of the Treaty need not be taken into 
account. It was due to the fact that the various French Governments had hoped to be able 
to submit the entire Treaty to Parliament immediately after an agreement with Italy which 
would make it possible for the entire Treaty-and not only Part IV, which had already been 
signed-to be signed by the French representatives and ratified by the French Parliament. 
. The time for that had not yet come, but France hoped it would come. Nevertheless, 

there could be no question that in the case of the present Conference what was wanted was a 
complete and precise convention which would regulate, not only surface vessels, but mines 
as well. · The Hague Conventions must be brought into line with the standard of technical 
progress achieved since the Hague. They must be made to concord with the demands of the 
conscience of mankind, the strength of which had been enhanced by the League. The Geneva 
Conference would be failing in its most elementary duty if it separated without having redrafted, 
remodelled and completed that Convention. He felt no doubt that the Naval Commission 
which, under M. Colban's presidency, was working in an atmosphere of cordiality and union, 
could make a valuable contribution to the work in hand. 

There was a last question to be examined in conne~tion with naval armaments as .a 
possible menace to n~n-co~batants. That was the q~eshon o~ bombard!'lent from _the a1r 
and in close connect10n wtth that matter, the question of atrcraft-carners to wh1ch the 
Jap~nese delegate had referred. _The que~ti<?n of bom~ardment from the air would be ~iscussed 
in a general manner by t~e Atr CommiSSion, but. 1t. was t.oo clo~ely conn~ted w_1th. naval 
armaments to make it possible ~or the Nav~ Commtsston to 1gnore It or pas~ It over m sllenc.e. 
The Naval Commission must discuss that ISsue. Bombardment from the a1r was a new peril, 
a cruel and monstrous menace to civilisation. It affected not only combatants who had resolved 
to sacrifice their lives in the defence of their country. It destroyed as well the children in their 
cradles the aged by the fireside and those buildings in every great city whose beauty entitled 
them t~ immortality. All that was menaced by a bombardment from the air. A falling bomb 
was blind. He was not thinking of incendiary bombs, since they were prohibited by unanimous 
agreement nor of bacteriological bombs. How could the representative of the country which 
had given birth to Pasteur agree t_hat it should be po~sible to sow death with the ger1_11s which 
his geniu~ had isol~ted for th~ relief of h?f!l~n suffenng ? Bombardment from the a1r ~as an 
abomination when 1t was carried out on Civilians, whether on land or at sea. France considered 
that this was the predominant question at the Conference. She had suggested certain principles. 
The French delegation held the firm conviction that this was the crux of the Conference's 
discussions and that the Conference would satisfy the expectations of the world and its own 
conscience if it took some decisive action in the matter. It considered that the internationali
sation of civil aviation was the only possible way of strictly and surely limiting or abolisliing 
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bombardment from the air. Months would be needed for the manufacture of heavy artillery 
if certain types of heavy guns were prohibited; weeks would be needed for the manufacture 
of tanks or submarines, if tanks or submarines were prohibited ; only a. few hours we~e needed 
to convert a civil plane into a bombing-plane. That was why the stnctest prec~utions were 
necessary if it were desired to do away. with the peril, the. me~ace, th~ mghtmare of 
bombardment from the air. Such precautions would not conflict With the mterests of any 
State ; they would serve the security of all. 

It was not yet known what decisions the General Commission would take reg~rding 
bombardment from the air. It might, however, be hoped that they would go far m the 
direction of restriction and regulation. The question of aircraft-carriers would ~hen arise. 
He owed areplytotheltaliandelega~e, and to the Japanese ~elegate. as well. If bombm~-planes, 
which were or would be, of necessity, heavy planes carrying a big load, were to disappear, 
did that mean that aircraft-carriers should disappear ipso facto ? As Minister of the Marine 
and pteviously as Rapporteur- General of the Finance Commission, M. Charles Dumont had 
consulted all the relevant papers and competent authorities. He was obliged to say both to the 
Italian and to the Japanese delegates that the opinions he had been furnished with were not 
favourable to their contentions. A modern fleet, by the speed of its destroyers and cruisers 

· and the power of its artillery, with a range of 40 kilometres, must necessarily advance in a 
formation covering a large tract of sea. Could it in case of attack assemble sufficiently quickly 
unless the waters far ahead of it were reconnoitred by scouting and reconnaissance planes ? 

Italy was in a special situation strategically. Situated between the Tyrrhenian Sea and 
the western Mediterranean, with bases at close intervals all along the two coasts of the 
Mediterranean and the Adriatic, with bases in Sicily and Sardinia, she had exceptional 
opportunities for obtaining information by means of planes which, flying from one base to 
another, could scour the seas and see what was happening and give warning of any preparations. 

A country like Italy, with bases at close intervals and a powerful flying force, could 
dispense with aircraft-carriers. The position was very different in the western Mediterranean, 
where France had still no certainty that in all weathers fast planes could be despatched from 
Toulon to Bizerta or from Toulon to Oran to watch throughout the length and breadth of 
the western Mediterranean any possible menace to her fleets or convoys. And, if the Atlantic 
were considered, it was manifest that planes could not fly from one French base to another 
to watch and bring warning. In western Africa, France had forces which must 
be able to remain constantly in touch with the home country, even in times of danger. The 
points of contact were off the Spanish and Portuguese coast, and so far from the French bases 
that reconnaissance planes could not be sent out from these bases to scout for them. 
Reconnaissance planes carried on aircraft-carriers or on vessels equipped so that planes could 
land on them could alone discharge this duty. _ 

He believed, however, that if the bombing aviation forces were reduced, it would be 
equally possible to have aircraft-carriers with reduced tonnage and a reduced gun 
calibre, so that they could not be aircraft-carriers and camouflaged cruisers at one and the 
same time. 

He believed, therefore, that, if an effort were made, the Commission could reach a 
compromise on the question of aircraft-carriers. In any case, it would have made up its mind 
on an essential point. An aircraft-carrier which transported neither bombing-planes nor bombs 
for bombardments ceased to be a menace to civilians. It was no longer within the category 
of vessel having the formidable offensive characteristics which the Japanese delegate had 
describ~d. and able through its mobility and power to transport to the ends of the world all 
the horrors of bombardment from the air. 

That concluded his analysis of the different naval armaments from the point of view of 
their possible menace to the civilian population. He would sum up in one word. What was 
essential was a regulation forming part of a convention brought about, interpreted and suppor
ted by the League, which would include a number of international rules. Anyone breaking 
those rules would without any question be the aggressor within the meaning of Article 16, 
and the sanctions prescribed by the League Covenant would have to be applied against him. 

He came next to the second of the criteria which the General Commission had instructed 
the Naval Commission to study-defensiv~ organisation. That was a term which could be under
stood in very different ways. To avoid useless repetition, he would for the moment consider 
only permanent defensive organisation-that was to say, the organisation of coast defence 
by sub.merged n_llne.s and by fixed or mobile batteries. Which we_re the ships that could destroy 
defensive orgamsabons prepared for the defence of the coast against bombardment and landing 
of troops ? ~lainl~, all naval armame~ts, bombing-planes, all surface vessels and in particular 
all capital ships, smce they, as the Umted States delegate had observed, were the first line of 
defence ~gainst landings.; they were also ~he arm which was used to prepare for landings 
by co.vermg th.e coast With fire. so a~ to d~Ive the defence force from its positions and by 
covenng too With fire the areas m which mmes had been sown so as to prevent mine-sweepers 
from carrying out their task. He would repeat, surface vessels sometimes played an offensive 
part. They could play such a part in a war of defence. They could do so in a war made by the 
League on the aggressor under Article 16 of the Covenant. The fact that capital ships could 
attempt to destroy defensive organisations was not a reason for prohibiting them. The United 
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Kingdom delegate had mor~ver observed that they sometimes failed in such attempts and 
that the Dardanelles expedition had afforded a memorable example of such failure. 

Successful landings had been rare since the introduction of mines submarines and coastal 
batteries to defend the shore. ' · 

The conclusion must be that for the defence it was necessary that the shore too should 
· have long-range batteries. It must be recognised that shore batteries should have at least 

the calibre and range of the guns carried by ships. 

If it were possible and necessary to limit shore batteries, attention should be directed to 
mobile batteries, batteries mounted on railway trains which could be sent from the coast 
to other battle fronts. They would undoubtedly be regulated if the calibre of capital ships was 
regulated. . 

Batteries in cupolas, on the other hand, or in covered concrete emplacements and trained 
seawards were menacing only to the enemy afloat who came within their range. They were 
strictly defensive. They menaced no one except those who came to attack them . 

. The principal menace to defensive frontier organisations was therefore the capital ship 
which could bombard roadsteads where army transports or other vessels were lying. The 
~apital ship was all the more formidable the more powerful it was and the longer the range of 
Its guns. Without touching on the question of maintaining the capital ship in fleets, 
it could therefore be said that anything that reduced the tonnage of capital ships and the 
calibre of their guns, and at the same time reduced the shore defence batteries, would at the 
same time have the effect of reducing, to an extent that was equally desirable, the offensive 
power of fleets and of easing budgetary burdens, because both the tonnage of capital ships 
and the calibre of the shore defence batteries would be reduced. France considered that, 
while recognising the unquestionable value of the capital ship in so far as concerned its proper 
objects, the defence of convoys, communications and the coast, it would be possible 
considerably to lighten the budgetary burdens of the nations and to diminish the aggressive 
and offensive features of capital ships to the extent to which it was found possible, by agreement 
with the signatories of the London Treaty, to reduce the tonnage of capitial ships and the 
calibre of their guns. 

He came next to the third criterion which the Naval Commission had been instructed 
to study, the weapons which had the most specifically offensive characteristics. The Commission 
had reached the third day of the general discussion, and he did not think that any attempt 
had yet been made to indicate precisely the meaning of the words " specifically 
offensive character". It had been said, and rightly, that all vessels were offensive and 
defensive. War vessels became offensive or defensive by turns according to the strategy 
employed in a campaign or the tactics adopted in battle, according to whether they were 
used for an offensive purpose one day and a defensive one the next, and vice versa. That 
was true. Undeniably capital ships were both offensive and defensive, cruisers were both 
offensive and defensive, and so were destroyers. The submarine alone was almost always 
defensive because it could not take up the pursuit of any modern warship, but lay in wait to 
defend against ·enemy attack anything assigned to its protection by command head
quarters--e.g., convoys and transports, the coast, a roadstead or a port . 

• 
If, however, each class of vessel were analysed, were there not certain features which 

might indicate that a navy had constructed vessels for more offensive purposes ? That was 
the question which M. Charles Dumont asked. It would, perhaps, take the present dicussion 
a little farther. How, hypothetically, should a vessel intended for specifically defensi':'e 
purposes be constructed ? It should be able to protect a convoy, to ensure communications 
between two parts of the national territory divided by foreign territory. This vessel would 
have to keep near the convoy. It must keep open the sea between the two parts of the divided 
territory. It would be attacked. It would have to protect itself and others. It must therefore 
be able to take as well as to give blows. It must be so balanced in conception and 
construction that its armament, speed and radius of action were not prejudicial to its safety. 
A vessel must be protected in order that it might fulfil its defensive role and remain at its 
post. Suppose, therefore, that in constructing a cruiser the need ~or protect~on was deliberate!y 
ignored and that armament, gun power and, above all, radius of achon were the mam 
considerations. It was immediately clear that such a vessel would appear to be an armed 
raider for attacking transports and commercial lines of communication, rather than a vessel 
to protect convoys, which had to be taken from one sea-coast .to another, or to protect 
ports. It could therefore be said that a navy which sacrificed protection to armament, speed 
and, above all, range of action, was one which constructed vessels of ~n offensive character. 
The consequences were serious, for if these vessels, these armed raiders, appeared, other 
vessels would have to be protected. In order to protect itself, a nation which had reason to 
fear they would attack its troop and re-victualling convoys would construct vessels for meeting 
the attack. Such vessels would have to be armed at least to the same extent, and have at 
least the same speed and ra!lge of action. The nati.o~ which constructed ~hem, however! would 
conceive of them as defensive vessels and as requmng adequate protection, regard bemg had 
to the calibre of the guns to which they might have to stand up. To equalise the weight, the 
tonnage of the second type of vessel would have to be greater than that of the other vessel, 
for protection and weight would have to be taken into account in providing for equality of 
armament, speed and range of action. 



The Naval Commission might therefore suggest to the ~eneral Com~issi?n that specifically 
offensive vessels were those which, for a given tonnage, sacnficed protechon either to armament, 
and speed, or to range of action, or to two of these factors together, armament and range of 
action. 

There was another factor which must be borne in mind-equal tonnage-in making 
a vessel strictly offensive. The structural parts must be as light as possible in order to incr~ase 
the power of the working parts. Suppose .a Dies~l engine .were se!ected; generally speak~g, 
the Diesel engine was heavier than a turbme-e~gme, b?t 1f the D1esel were c~ns~ructed w1th 
special materials, with special steel, its weight might har~ly exceed, ~f 1t exceeded 
at all, the weight of turbine en&ines constrl!cted of ordmary matenal. The hull 
of the vessel in ordinary material weighed a certam amount for a g1ven tonnage. The same 
resistance would be obtained but with 30 to 40 per cent less weight if the hull were made of 
special alloys. Thus an offensive navy had two ~haracter~stics : attentio~ was paid to its 
fighting capacity rather than to means of protection, and 1t also cost cons1derably more for 
the same tonnage, owing to the higher cost of materials giving equal resistance for a very 
much lower weight. 

All the delegates-the Conference had met for this purpose-desired to reduce the military 
burdens imposed on their nations. They must take care. If the nations were left free to enter 
into competition in quality and this were not foreseen, controlled and regulated, the Conference's 
work would be useless. It would be useless to conclude a convention to delay the replacement 
of vessels, to reduce the tonnage of capital ships, and the calibre of their guns, to limit, regulate 
strictly, perhaps abolish bombing-aircraft, and at the same time to reduce the tonnage of 
aircraft-carriers and the calibre of their _guns. The taxpayers would derive no benefit from all 
these measures, military budgets would not be diminished if, though the tonnagewerereduced, 
there was competition (with reduced tonnage) for greater speed by means of a reduction in 
the weight of hulls and engines. What would be the point of decreasing the calibre of guns, 
if it were endeavoured by new means to construct gun chambers in which, by reason of the 
steel used, pressure could be increased so that, in spite of the reduced calibre, the muzzle 
velocity, range and penetration of projectiles remained the same. 

M. Charles Dumont therefore asked-and he was of opinion that great advantage could 
be derived from the discussion-that among specifically offensive vessels should be included 
vessels whose armament, speed and, above all, radius of action were placed first, and whose 
cost of construction was abnormally high. 

In France, it was possible to determine almost exactly the cost of vessels per kilogramme. 

On an average, capital ships cost 23 to 25 francs per kilogramme, cruisers 28 to 30 francs, 
destroyers 32 to 35 francs, and submarines about 45 francs. There was a certain armed raider 
the cost of which was not what M. Charles Dumont would call normal ·for France, the 
United Kingdom and the United States, but which was the same as that of a submarine. 

Consequently, to reduce the financial burden imposed on the nations, and to make the 
studies on the reduction of tonnage, the reduction of calibre and the quantitative reduction 
of navies of some value required an effort, difficult to make, but necessan- to limit expenditure 
on each category of vessel per average ton. That was a new idea, and M. Charles Dumont 
apologised for presenting it, but he was convinced that if the Naval Commission overlooked 
it, all its work might be rendered useless, and there would be no relief from military budgets. 

He would summarise very simply the results of the French delegation's study of the 
questions raised by saying that it agreed with the United Kingdom, the United States 
and Japan that capital ships should be maintained. It would be glad to collaborate 
with the United Kingdom and the United States in bringing about a reduction in the tonnage 
of capital ships and the calibre of their guns in order to relieve the military burdens due to 
these capital ships. Before the Easter vacation, the Naval Commission had already decided 
that the age of replacement of these vessels should be 25 instead of 20 years. He himself 
had pointed out that the resultant saving on replacement of capital ships would be 20 per 
cent. The saving to taxpayers would be even greater if the Commission agreed to a large 
reduction in tonnage and calibre. 

With regard to Italy, was she so far from being able to reach agreement? Captain 
Maroni had said plainly that there could be no question of abolishing submarines unless 
capital ships were abolished at the same time. Though he had felt unable to reach agreement 
in this sense, in view of the attitude of the United Kingdom, the United States, Japan and 
France with regard to th1.. ~bolition of capital ships, could he not help the Conference to achieve 
important results by making Italy's valuable assistance available, with a view to bringing 
about a considerable reduction in tonnage and calibre ? . 

With regard to Japan's attitude, M. Charles Dumont had just shown that there were 
now only fairly small differences between the Japanese delegation and the French delegation 
wi~h ~el?ar~ to aircraft-carriers.. If the ai~cr!lft-carrier ~d no~ of i.tself constitute ·a fighting 
umt, if 1t d1d not carry guns which turned 1t mto a fightmg cruiser, 1f it could carry only light 
~econnaissance aeroplanes but neither bombing-aircraft nor bombs for bombardment purposes 
1t could not constitute the danger to which the Japanese delegate had called attentio~ 
on the previous day. 
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.Consequently here was a field in which considerable agreement seemed prepared and 
possible. There was no doubt about agreement. It was easier, as regards the strict regulations 
that would have to be laid down in the convention which should be the outcome of the 
Conference's. proceedings that there should. be ~trict provi~ons, humane provisions: carefully 
drawn up, W1th regard to the use of automahc mmes submarmes and surface vessels m so far as· 
mines, submarines and surface vessels of all categories might threaten non-c'ombatants. 
M. Charles Dumont r~peate~ that t~e preparation of this convention, carefully drawn up, 
strengthened and proVided W1th sanchons was one of the chief tasks of the Conference. It would 
be of consid~rable pract~cal importance, in view of the. League's power. It would help to 
restore a feeling of secunty and confidence. It would bnng nearer and make more extensive 
t~e .. other stages of si.mu~taneous, progressive and supervised disarmament, which every 
civihsed man must desue d he cared about the safety of his country and of his rights. 

In conclusion, the French delegate could only say that the French delegation's investi
gations had not led i~ to r~commend the abolition of any particular category of naval armaments; 
but, generally speaking, It had been led to consider how armaments could be reduced and how 
in !?articular the ~u~den i!fiposed on taxpayers could be reduced, care being taken that any 
savmg the Commission might make was not spent or wasted or consumed in a competition 
as regards quality. 

Di~ this policy of reduction, this policy of saving, come up to the world's expectations ? 
Would It suffice, in the difficult period through which the world was passing, with all its 
misery and despair ? M. Charles Dumont would not dare to say that. The other task was 
beyond the power of the delegates. They were, indeed, fully conscious of it ; they were all 
men ; they were all civilised men. They knew the price of peace. They were prepared to pay 
any price to preserve peace, and to make it more stable and lasting. But to reduce military 
burdens by radical measures, to deliver the peoples from fear of war was within the province 
of politics, and politics governed technical questions as it governed economic questions. 

Politics were concerned with passions, feelings, will-power, the human soul. The world 
was guided by the mind, the heart of man. The Commission had not the same responsibilities 
as the Political Commission, but it was entitled to make a recommendation. If only, in these 
days of moratoria, moratoria of hatred, bitterness, ambition only satisfied by a world upheaval • 
and the destruction of civilisation, could be introduced for ten years, how enthusiastically, 
how joyfully the Commission would prepare the technical conditions for bringing about so 
vast a scheme of disarmament. Unfortunately, that was not the case. 

To the question put by the General Commission, the French delegation had endeavoured 
to reply carefully and clearly. It hoped that its study would help to bring about agreement 
first in the Naval Commission and then in the General Commission for a first and appreciable 
reduction in the military forces of the overburdened nations. He hoped that the Conference 
would at least achieve this first result. 

Vice-Admiral WENCK (Denmark) pointed out that in the " Memorandum relating to the 
Suggestions of the Danish Delegation", dated April 13th, 1932 (document Conf.D.uz), 
the Danish delegation had indicated the naval weapons whose character was, in its view, the 
most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threaten
ing to civilians. 

That document therefore contained the Danish delegation's reply to the questions put 
to the Naval Commission by the General Commission in its resolution of April 22nd (document 
Conf.D.fC.G.z8(z)). 

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) stated that he had listened carefully to the French 
delegate's speech. The Commission would understand that, now that the general discussion 
was about to end M. von Rheinbaben did not desire to deal with each point of this speech in 
detail He woull however, return to it later when these questions were examined again. 
At th~ same tim~ he desired to make two brief general observations. 

In the first place, he could not help feeling that the French delega~e .had dealt with 
problems which were somewhat outside the matters before the Naval Commission. M. Charles 
Dumont had, in particular, referred to the four invasions from which his country had suffered 
in one century. The te~m " invasion " ~emed t~ indicate that the country which w~s the 
victim of invasion had simply defended Itself agamst the attacks of the enemy. But history 
showed that invasions were often the result of previous acts of aggression. Thus, for example, 
the invasions of 1813 and 1814, which M. Dumont doubtless had in mind, had been preceded 
by the greatest acts of aggression that history had recorded during recent centuries. It was 
useless to discuss these questions in the Naval Commission, however, for the delegations could 
not reach agreement as to the details of past history. 

Again, the French delegate had referred to the alleged abuse of certain weapons during 
the world war, such as the bombardment by German warships of open towns situated on the 
Mediterranean and British coasts. The German delegation felt obliged to point out that the 
reasons for these bombardments were exclusively military. In any case, M. von Rheinbaben 
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thought there was no doubt that, during the world war, a repetition of which ~Governments 
and eoples were anxious to prevent at all costs, a number of abuses of all. kmds had been 
comJrltted by all the armed forces concerned. Thus, for ex!lmple, many villages and open 
towns on German territory had been bombarded by enemy arrcraft. 

M. von Rheinbaben repeated once again, howev~r, th.at the German dele~at.ion hoped 
the French delegation would not discuss these questions 1!1 the Naval CommiSSion. T~e 
Commission should keep strictly to the problems before Jt, and not seek to extend. Jts 
scope. It was important, as M. Dumont had s~d, to reac~ agreement through the harm.omous 
collaboration of all the delegations, and for this purpose 1t would be better to leave aSide the 
questions to which reference had just been made. 

The PRESIDENT noted with great satisfaction that, even when particularly delicate ques-
tions were discussed goodwill and courtesy rendered their settlement easy. . 

- He declared that the general discussion preceding the detailed consideration of the 
questions put to the Naval Commission by the General Commission in its resolution of April 
22nd was closed. · 

The Bureau had prepared the following draft agenda on the basis of the observations 
made by the various delegations during the general discussion : . 

" Application of the resolution of the General Commission dated April 22nd, 1932 
(document Conf.D.fC.G.28(2)) to : 

" I. · Capital ships ; 
" 2. Aircraft-carriers ; 
" 3· Submarines ; 
"4· ·Mines; 
"5· Various items, including chemical and bacteriological warfare, and coast 

fortifications." 

The President explained that the types of vessels enumerated in this agenda were not 
defined strictly, and that each category included the vessels which the delegations thought 

• should appear in it. The list was drawn up rather on the basis of a natural conception of 
each type. 

The Commission adopted the draft agenda. 

With regard to the continuation of the Commission's work, the PRESIDENT read a note 
(document Conf.D./C.A.I2) in which the President of the Air Commission asked the delegations 
on that Commission to hand to the Secretariat a note indicating the air armaments which 
they desired to have included in the list of armaments: (a) those whose character was the 
most specifically offensive; (b) those most efficacious against national defence; (c) those 
most threatening to civilians. , · 

It was not necessary for the members of the Naval Commission to follow that procedure, 
seeing that most of the delegations had already indicated, during the general discussion, the 
main lines of their reply to the General Commission's questions. In order to facilitate the 
discussion of each class of vessel, however, it would perhaps be advisable for the delegations 
to submit their proposals to the Secretariat in writing, and in any case to be prepared to state 
their arguments at the following meetings. . 

In defining the offensive or defensive characteristics of . the various types of vessels, 
a number of criteria mentioned during the discussion should be borne in mind, such as tonnage, 
calibre of guns, rules for replacement (age-limits), range of guns, fighting value, speed, and 
cost of construction of the various classes of vessels. · 

NINTH MEETING 

Held on Friday, April 29th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

19. APPLICATION TO CAPITAL SHIPS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED 
APRIL 22ND (document Conf.D.JC.G. 28(2)). 

The PRESIDENT ~ropos~d that ~he _Commission should now discuss the first point on the 
agenda-namely, capital ships. This did not mean that the general discussion should be 
r~pene_d. The pre.sent 3:im of the ~ommission should be t~ see i~ it could not get to closer 
gnps With the specific pomts. For mstance, as regarded capital shtps, the Commission would 
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need to consider what char~cteristics !endered those ships more or less aggressive and more 
or less of a menace to nahonal defen~e and the civilian population. 

Vice--:\dmiral MoNT~GUT "'! M.IR6 (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation had prepared 
the follow1~g sta~ement, m wh1ch 1t had endeavoured to suggest criteria for the determination 
of the spec1fic pomts now before the Commission : 

"The Spanis.h ~elegation, after a careful study of the various questions referred to 
. !he Na~~ Comm1Ss1on by the General Commission in its resolution of April 22nd last, 

1s of opm10n : 

" (a) That the specifically offensive character of naval armaments must be 
determined according to the destructive power of the arms, the possibility of rapid 
conveyance tc;» the places where they might be used, and the conditions permithng 
them to remam at these places for the whole time required to exert their action ; 

" (b) That the character of greatest efficacy against national defence must be 
~etermined according to criteria similar to those enumerated above, taking also 
mto account the destructive effect of the arms upon fortifications constructed by 
countries for the defence of their territory ; and 

" (c) That the arms most threatening to civilians are those the use of which 
is likely to be the more or less intentional cause of loss of life and damage to the 
property of non-combatants. 

" On the basis of these criteria the Spanish delegation considers : 

"(I) That capital ships come under cases (a), (b) and (c) mentioned above; 

" (2) That, although aircraft-carriers also seem to fulfil the three said cases, 
the Naval Commission should not pronounce on this point immediately, since any 
resolution on this subject must be conditional on the studies of the Air Commission 
with regard to the aircraft carried on this type of vessel ; 

" (3) That submarines of small tonnage and limited radius of action possess 
none of the characteristics of cases (a) and (b), and that, while the experience of the 
last war has led certain delegations to regard submarines as weapons covered by 
case (c), the possibility of sinking merchant ships without first providing for the 
safety of the passengers and crew does not belong exclusively to this type of vessel, 
but can also arise with other types. It therefore does not seem that the use of sub-

. marines of small tonnage exposes non-combatants to greater risks than the use of 
surface vessels, provided that the countries accept a resolution similar to the provisions 
of Part IV of the Treaty of London ; 

" (4) That mines moored in the neighbourhood of national ports are specifically 
defensive weapons, but that, on the contrary, mines moored in the open sea, and, 
still more, floating mines, come under case (c). 

"In virtue of the foregoing, the Spanish delegation has the honour to submit the 
following proposals for the consideration of the Naval Commission : 

" (a) Capital ships have a specifically offensive character, are most efficacious 
against national defence and are threatening to civilians ; 

"(b) No pronouncement should be made with regard to aircraft-carriers 
until the Air Commission has informed the Naval Commission of its views on aviation, 
or without reaching an agreement on the subject with the Air Commission ; 

" (c) Submarines of small tonnage and of limited range of action do not come 
under any of the three cases referred to in the General Commission's resolution 
of April 22nd, 1932, provided that States assume the undertaking only to employ 
them in the circumstances provided for in Part IV of the Treaty of London ; and 

" (d) Mines moored in the open sea and unattached floating mines or mines 
possessing a mechanism permitting them to remain near the surface are very 
threatening to civilians. " 

In accordance with the President's suggestion, the Spanish delegation had endeavoured 
to make this statement as objective and practical an possible. In its opinion, the points 
to be considered in respect of each category were : (a) the power of destruction; (b) the 
possibility of transporting this power to a distance ; and (c) the possibility of maintaining 
that power, at the required distance, for a period long enough to allow of the execution of the 
destructive purpose. The Spanish delegation believed that cap~tal ships involved all these 
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three points. They were possessed of great offensive power, could convey that P_OWer to ~Teat 
distances and could carry out their destructive P';lrpose. In fact, ~hey w!!re specially .de~Igne~ 
for that purpose. He admitted that the ~estr~chve. power of ~a pita~ !!hips was. not limitless . 
on several occasions capital ships had failed m the1r destructive obJect. But m many ~t~er 
cases the very presence of capital ships on the spot had brought a~out by force the decision 
of a dispute between a stronger and a weaker country, to the disadvantage of the latter, 
irrespective of rights and wrongs. . 

He agreed that in some cases capita! ships formed a 1_1atio~al bulw11;rk of defence. They 
could indeed be of immense use for defensive purposes, ~ut If the1r S?le ~bJect had been defen':e 
they would have been of quite a different. type and certamly sm~ller m s1ze. Thoug~ the <~:efim
tion was admittedly conventional, it m1ght, he thought: be la1d down that all capital s.h1ps of 
over 10 ooo tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. cahbre must be regarded as pre-ermnently 
offensi~e weapons. In any case, an attempt should be made to d~fine a li~it of ~~nnage an.d 
calibre which if exceeded in vessels, would allow of a demand for either the1r abohhon or the1r 
internationallsation. In view of the proposals of other delegations, he hoped that an agreement 
might be reached on this point, taking as the limit 10,ooo tons and 203 mm. calibre guns. 
Naturally the offensive capacity of any particular arm was always relative, depending as it 
did on the aggressive potentiality of the other arms. If, however, the view were adopted that the 
purpose of fleets, apart from coastal defence, was the policing of the seas, it would be impossible 
to agree on a convention if that convention allowed any Power to remain in the position 
of being able suddenly to dominate the seas. 

There were in the world more than one hundred merchant vessels capable of steaming 
over twenty knots, of considerable tonnage and strongly built so that guns of 120 mm. (4-7'') 
or even 150 mm. (5.g'') could easily be mounted in them. Consequently, navies for police 
purposes must possess at least the same speed as these merchant vessels and possess a greater 
power of attack. That result could be obtained within the 10,000-ton limit. In that case, 
would it not be possible to agree that all capital ships above that limit must be regarded as 
specifically offensive ? The Spanish delegation did not agree with the German and Soviet . 
delegations that the limit for gun calibre should be placed as high as 280 or 304 mm. If capital 
ships could steam twenty knots and were sufficiently protected, a 203 mm. limit should be 
sufficient. In fact, as the characteristics of ships should be properly balanced, the armament 
of a zo,ooo-to~ war vessel could hardly, for technical reasons, exceed 203 mm. guns. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said he must point out once more that the 'German 
delegation's attitude was ~ased in ge1_1eral o.n the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. He 
would ende~your to explam ·why cap1t~ sh1ps of ov~r 10,000 tons armed with guns of over 
280 _mm. (II ) sho~ld be regarded as sp.ec1fica~ly offensive weapons. Much had been said for and 
agamst the o~en_s1ve character of cap1tal sh1ps as a class. It would be impossible, however, 
for th.e Comm1ss1on to make any real progress unless it came down to details and raised the 
q_ueshon what wer~ the sp~cific char~cteristics of vessels of over or under 10,000 tons respec
tively, from the pomt of .vJ~W of the1r aggressive potentiality. Again, might capital ships of 
low~r tonnage possess a s1m1lar power of aggression under changed conditions ? 

Certain delegates ha~ seemed, in their speeches, to have gone beyond the Commission's 
ter'?~ of reference. For mstance, th~ French Government had itself. already reached certain 
decJSlons and had made proposals w1th regard to battleships having a displacement of more 
than IO,ooo tons ~nd carry_ing guns of over 203 mm. (8"). It had suggested that these vessels 
should be pl~ce~ m a spec1al category and should be treated in a particular manner. It was 
rather astomshmg, therefore, that the French delegate in his speech had not seemed to 
take due account of these decisions and suggestions. ' ' 

h d W~t~ ~gard to the special characteristics of capital ships, the United States delegation c: . _pom e out that thes~ were not v~ry effective against merchant vessels. He agreed that 
di~,s~rs ~ere far More. su1tab~e ~or th1s J?Urpose. Capital ships, however, in addition to their 
of ~~. a~ 1on, cou . exert an md1rect acbon such as blockade. The one outstanding example 

IS m recent bmes had been the blockade of the German coasts du 'n h 

~~~s:x;~~te~f~~~~~~ :h~d s~es:!~c~~r:· a~g~~n, the action of cruisers was .~~o!si~l~w~rth~~~ 
~~:~~t~~~ ~o n~~~~~:~i~~1;~yth~~~:~!;1.yt~:i~?~~;!~~:~:ff ~~~~:;~1~~~ ~o~wnt~ a~;~~ penods. There would be no question of sera . . . course a ways be trans1hon 
the signature of the Convention. He felt in~~~~g :h~~t~h~ afirmtamd e~t~ on the day following 

' • rs eclsJon ought to be to lay 
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down a ne~ defensive policy. If delegations were afraid to do so, he feared that an agreement 
on naval disarmament would never be possible . 

. He ~greed with the Soviet delegation's views concerning the offensive possibilities of 
cap1tal sh1ps: Moreover, a backbone of capital ships was necessary for navies if ever the purpose 
of those naVIes was to carry out an invasion-an invasion which would be aggressive .whether 
successful or not. ' 

. He fully appreciated th~ Italian delegation~s argument that the consideration of capital 
ships must be linked up With that of submannes. As Germany possessed no submarines 
however, she must leave other delegations to discuss that proposal. ' 

~e wished the ~ommission to understand that Germany was ready to accept any proposal 
for disarmament gomg beyond the terms of the Versailles Treaty if that proposal were also 
accepted by all other countries. ' 

He f~ed t<? see why an agreement sho~d not be reached to reduce tonnage. If the tonnage 
of all c:'-p~tal sh1ps were red~ced to a ~ertam !~vel, those ships would retain their defensive 
potentiality and lose all the1r aggressive capac1ty. He therefore agreed that capital ships of 
a tonnage of ov~r Io,ooo tons and with guns having a calibre of over 280 mm. should be 
regarded as specifically offensive weapons. . 

. With regard to the Fref!-ch delegation's criticis~ of the German "pocket battleship", 
wh1ch seemed to be regarded m some quarters as a ventable mystery ship, M. von Rheinbaben 
made the following statement : 

"If I understood aright, it was said that this ship, more than any other type, embodied 
the characteristics of an aggressive weapon. I am particularly grateful to the honourable 
delegate of France for giving me this opportunity of refuting the legend that has been woven 
around th~s ship, which has thereby almost become a mystery ship. 

"May I ask you to consider for one moment the position of the German naval officer 
and the German naval designer who finds himself confronted with the task of constructing 
a battleship of one-third of the tonnage of the battleships which other nations are allowed 
to possess under international conventions ? No responsible German official could assume the 
responsibility of recommending the construction of a ship which, if war were to break out, 
would simply serve as a target for foreign fleets. Apart from the loss of the lives of many 
sailors this would be equivalent to throwing into the sea many millions of public money 
raised from a nation which is labouring under the most serious financial difficulties. The naval 
designer had, on the contrary, the task of constructing a ship not exceeding the xo,ooo-ton 
limit which would prevent Germany from being utterly defenceless in a naval attack. I am 
deeply convinced that no naval officer and no statesman of any other nation would have 
felt that responsibility towards their nation to a lesser degree. 

" In the course of yesterday's debate, some of the characteristics of the' pocket battleship' 
were mentioned with a view to proving that there was a definitely aggressive tendency underlying 
its construction. Let me examine these characteristics one by one, to see whether they give 
her an aggressive character or whether, on the contrary, the German naval designers have 
not succeeded in supplying the German nation with a very remarkable means of defence. 

" One of the characteristics mentioned in order to prove the aggressive tendency of this 
type of vessel. was that her armour bore no relation to the number and calibre of her guns. 
That I admit. But it is the fault not of the guns but of the extremely low tonnage within 
which we bad to keep, and which unfortunately did not enable Germany to give the ship 
stronger armour. What are the means ~y which such a ship can defend herself_? .You ca.n 
give a ship armour strong enough to res1st apy enemy shells. If tonnage were hm1ted, th1s 
would mean that there would be no weight left for adequate guns. Such a ship would be 
valueless as a capital ship. The second means of defence for the ship is her artillery. In view 
of the weak armour which such a small ship must be given, it is essential that 
she should be in a position to defend herself against attack by means of her artillery. You 
all know that another country decided, as a direct reply to the construction of the German 
battleship, to build itself a new battleship, and that after years of research this State came 
to the conclusion that a ship of not less than 26,ooo tons could be considered as equivalent 
to the German Io,ooo-ton ship. This surplus of 16,ooo tons, which the foreign ship has over 
the German ship, was in fact large enough to give the foreign ship the necessary armour as 
well as an incontestably superior artillery. Unfortunately, Germany was not in such a 
favourable position. 

"It is furthermore said that the speed of the German battleship is essentially superior 
to that of most other existing capital ships. Speed, however, is in the first place a means 
of defence. A ship whose maximum gun-calibre is 280 mm. (u") and which must expect to 
meet other ships with a gun-calibre of 406 mm. (16") has no possibility of escaping being 
sunk within ten minutes otherwise than by avoiding more powerful adversaries. That is why 
cruisers of less powerful armour have still greater speed to enable them to get away from 
~uperior enemies. 
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,.Another criticism of the ship was that· she was bu~t with. the best material and 
according to a method of saving weight; wherever that IS possible. Both. armou~ ~~:nd 
artillery as well as speed are exclusively questions of weight. A ~aval designer Wlshmg 
to take account of these conditions is bound to use only the best maten~ and the most perf~ct 
method of construction in order to save the weight on the construction of the hull wh1ch 
he needs in order to meet the requirements of the naval officer. . 

•• It is furthermore declared that the German ship has an extl:aordinarily large radius of 
action. As you all know, a ship's radius o~ act~on is primarilf constit11;ted by the number of 
successive days she can remain at sea. A ship With a small rad1us of action may perhaps have 
to return to port every three days for refuelling. A shi.J? having twice as lar~e a r~~:dius of action 
can remain at sea six days. If, for the purposes of national defence, a certam ~tabon at se~ ~ust 
be occupied by a ship and the ship must retu~ to port after a f_ew days owmg to her lim1ted 
radius of action she must be replaced at her statiOn by another ship. Whether such replacement 
is possible depe'nds upon the n11;mber ?f sh~ps available. ~ c_ountry in the privileged po~itio_n 
of having a large number of ships at Its disposal or not hmlted as to the number of ships It 
possesses can afford to have ships with a small radius of action, getting, in return, all the 
advantages this involves in armour and guns. For there will always be the necessary replace
ment ships at hand, and such a country can easily organise a system of relief. A country, 
however, which is not only limited in the tonnage of its ships but also in the number it can 
possess has no use for ships except such as can remain at sea for.a long period before having 
to be relieved by other ships. ' 

" Thus, this new German battleship has not only met with criticism in our meeting of 
yesterday, but also in Parliamentary discussions· and even at a Naval Conference and in the 
Press, on account of its special features. The most important of these criticisms, however, 
is that the construction of this ship has cost such enormous sums. This must be admitted 
if we compare the costs with those of the xo,ooo-ton cruisers of the other naval Powers. She 
costs approximately one and a half times as much as a xo,ooo-ton Washington cruiser. But 
just as you cannot reasonably compare the costs of a I,ooo-ton submarine with those of a 
x,ooo-ton destroyer, you cannot compare the costs of a Io,ooo-ton battleship with those 
of a xo,ooo-ton cruiser. The essential element in a cruiser is her speed, which must enable 
her to avoid stronger ships and attack weaker ones. Our battleship, it is true, can avoid 
stronger ships if she wishes. But as the smaller ships have a greater speed than she, there 
can be no question of attacking these. The German ship can merely do what is required of her 
against weaker ships. She is primarily an instrument of defence, .and was contemplated .as 
such by the military experts of the Allied Powers, who drew 11-p the naval clauses of the Treaty 
of Versailles. In order to prove to the world how expensive this ship is, a comparison was 
made between the costs per ton of this ship and of other existing capital ships. I can assure 
you that had Germany had the possibility of building a 25,ooo-ton ship, this difference in 
the cost per ton would certainly not have existed. But if you are forced to give a xo,ooo-ton 
ship a certain fighting value, enabling her to be at least of a relative importance in the play 
of naval forces, you are bound, as I have already said, to use only the best material for her 
construction, and that makes high costs unavoidable. If you follow the German proposal 
and reduce capital ships to Io,ooo tons, there might-though this is purely my own personal 
opinion-be a possibility in future, in view of the enormous cost of a modern fleet, to revise 
the limited German naval programme ; you will realise that, in future, the impoverished 
German people will be able to reduce considerably the costs of its battleships. . 

"In conclusion, I should like to stress publicly the fact that the German battleship is only 
half as expensive as the capital ships of the other naval Powers, which are three times as large. 
If, therefore, you were yourselves to take up th~ construction of ships like the German ' pocket 
battleship', without increasing the number of your capital ships, you would save a considerable 
amount in construction costs, which would be welcome news to your taxpayers. 

. " If, finally, it is said that the Deutschland type of vessel upset the definitions incorporated 
m _other naval agreements, my reply is that the Treaty of Versailles, which prescribes this 
ship for us, is older than any other of the naval" agreements concluded in the meantime. If 
these agreements contain definitions which are not compatible with those included in the 
Tr~ty of Versailles, if these agreements stipulate the same xo,ooo-ton limit in regard to the 
cruisers of the five contracting Powers, which was laid down in the Treaty of Versailles in 
respect of ~he German battleship, nobody can possibly say that that was Germany's fault. 
The assertiOn that Germany's new battleship is bringing confusion into the definitions of 
other naval agreements reminds me, if I may be allowed to say so, of the tale of the lamb and 
the wolf. 

" Although the construction of the ship has meant a great effort and has involved high 
costs, and although I do not deny that every German interested in naval questions is proud 
?f the f~ct that _Germany has succeeded, in spite of the heavy restrictions imposed upon us, 
m creatmg a rehable instrument of defence, I must remind you in this connection that it has 
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be~n d«;ctared, in the course of the general discussion, that Germany would be ready to sacrifice 
this sh1p on the altar of disarmament if other naval Powers were ready to do the same with 
their capital ships. " 

. The PRESIDENT observed that the discussion on the different types of warships which 
might ~e ~egarded as specifically offensive in character could not be confined to abstract 
an~ obJechve c_hannels .. He had therefore thought it right to allow naval experts to speak of 
their own practical expenences. He said this in order to avoid any impression that the discussion 
was spreading beyond the strict limits of the agenda. · 

· . '!'!·SAITO (Japan) said tha~ the Japanese delegation did not consider that capital ships came 
w1thm the category of offensive armaments which the General Commission had desired the 
Naval Commission. to determine. The same view had also been expressed by other delrgntions. 
ReaS?~s. for not regarding ca~ital ships as specifically offensive weapons or most threatening 
to .civilians had been explamed by the United Kingdom delegate and also by the 
Umted States and French delegates, but, since other speakers held diffrrent opinions, he would 
venture to expound briefly the Japanese delegation's views on this subject. 

In ~oing so, he thought it important to have a clear conception of the nature of the 
task which was being undertaken by the Naval Commission. The Naval Commission was not 
co.nsidering the actual aggressiveness or defensive character of weapons. In a sense, all weapons 
rmght be said to possess some degree of aggressiveness or offensiveness. Even a private mdi
vidual entirely unarmed might be said to have some aggressive power so long as he had his 
fist with which to deal a blow and legs with which to give a kick. What the Naval Commission 
was discussing was not the aggressiveness of weapons but the degree of aggressiveness-the 
graduation, so to speak, of weapons according to their degree of aggressiveness. 

With that point in view, he wished to consider the question of capital ships. They formed 
the backbone of some navies, possessing as they did a power and stability far superior in many 
respects to those of other types of vessels. One of their characteristics was that no single 
bomb, torpedo, shell or mine, however powerful, could sink them, nor could they be con
structed within a short space of time. They thus formed an element of stability in the naval 
strength of nations. The power of capital ships did not, however, make them a suitable 
arm to engage in action independently of other classes of vessels. Their movements were 
usually and most effectively made in concert with the rest of the fleet. To single them out 
and to call them the most offensive weapons was neither proper nor pertinent. Capital ships 
would only become offensive weapons when the whole of the fleet was employed in offensive 
warfare. 

As compared with aircraft-carriers, which, acting independently and from places far from 
the coast, could make their destructive power felt on land as well as at sea, menacing even civi
lian populations in inland areas, capital ships were of a wholly different character. The Japanese 
delegation, therefore, could not agree with the view that, simply because capital ships were 
large in size and possessed guns of large calibre, they were of a character most specifically 
offensive or most threatening to civilians. In making these observations, he was not excluding 
the possibility of reducing the unit size and gun calibre of capital ships. That w~uld ~ a 
most desirable achievement from the point of view both of disarmament and of l!ghtenmg 
the financial burden of nations. Needless to say, the reduction should not be of s~ch a n!lture 
as to deprive capital ships of their essential character. Th~ Japan~se delegatio~ be~1eved 
that, on that basis, a method might be worked out for effectmg a suitable reduction m the 
unit size and gun calibre of capital ships. 

Mr. SwANSON (United ~tates of America} wished in the .first place to congratulate ~he 
Commission and the delegations on the atmosphere of goodwill and mutual comprehensiOn 
in which the discussions were taking place. In particular, the French, German and Italian 
delegations had explained their views with commendable frankness. 

Clearly, it was not for the Naval Commission to discuss the equalisation of navies. That 
was a political question to be decided solely by the political power of each country. Nor could 
it possibly be the object of the convention to undermine. exi~ting s;vstems of defence. ~o 
nation could be expected to reverse, or even to reorgamse, ImmedJately the whole of Its 
defensive policy. The United States of America had always relied on its navy as the most 
complete method of defence. The United States did not fear an attack from any neighbours, 
and he hoped and believed that that confidence was fully reciprocated. The American people 
believed that the best way for a country to obtain and maintain security was for it to possess 
the goodwill of its neighbours. In that case it need have no fear. 

Moreover, the United States relied on its navy to defend something which was of 
paramount importance to the whole world-the Panama Canal. His country felt that it had 
a sacred trust to protect that canal for all countries in times both of peace and of war. There 
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existed no international obligation as in the case of the Su~z Canal. It .was simply t.hat .the · 
United States of America realised its duty and was determmed to fulftl1ts moral o~hgahon. 
For that purpose, however, an adequate navy was absolutely necessary. 

On the other band the United States navy did not constitute a menace to any nation. 
The United States wa~ a party to the. Pact of. Paris, whic~ prohibite~ the employment 
of military force as an instrument of national pohcy. The Umted States mtended to adhere 
strictly to the letter and spirit of that Pact. 

The United States navy existed, then, solely for defensive purposes. His country possessed 
a fleet which, when completed, would be equal to that of any ot~er c<?untry. If after the .war 
the United States bad completed its programme of construction, 1t would have attamed 
absolute world supremacy at sea so far as technical equipment could assure such supremacy, 
and yet his country had conven~d th~ Washii?gton Confe~ence of Naval ~<;>wers and. ~ad 
agreed to reduce its navy to equahty with .certam other navies. ~y that decision, 175 mi~IOn 
dollars bad been sacrificed and gladly sacnficed, to promote secunty by good understandmg. 
It had always been and wo;ud alw:'-ys .be ~he policy of the Unite~ States to striv~ for limitation 
and reduction, without, however, mfrmgmg the nght of countnes to ensure their defence. 

He would repeat that the .Commission ~as called ~p~m to discus~ not equ~lisation but 
certain specific points concermng the offensive potentiality of certam categones of naval 
armaments. Of these, he proposed for the moment to discuss only the characteristics of capital 
ships. · 

He agreed that naval power allied with. military p~:over might constitute a thr~a~. If 
the function of the naval power was to proJect the military power beyond the legitimate 
defensive area of that power, then naval power would constitute a menace. That, however, 
was not the case with the United States of America, whose present land effectives were only 
124,ooo, a figure proportionately less than that allowed to certain countries under the peace 
treaties. 

In any case, capital ships were of no particular importance in themselves as an instrument 
for blocklade. They were comparatively slow in their movements and took a great time to 
build. It was impossible to keep the construction of capital ships secret, and they could not 
therefore form an element of surprise .. 

Reviewing all these considerations together, it was surely absurd to say that capital ships 
were a substantially offensive arm when they were in reality the arm best calculated-and 
almost solely calculated-to ensure defence. As he had saidlcapital ships formed the backbone 
of the United States organisation for defensive purposes. If that view were not admitted, 
then the whole of the United States policy would have to be reversed, with enormous consequent 
expenditure. The situation was the same with regard to certain other countries which were 
parties to the Washington and London Treaties. Capital ships, in short, being less vulnerable 
to attack, were the most efficient defensive weapons at sea. Surely it could not be the desire 
of the Conference to oblige countries which at present relied on this purely defensive arm to 
revert to the system of large armies. It should not be forgotten that it was solely the existence 
of navies for defensive purposes which had enabled certain countries to reduce their land 
armaments. The naval Powers had set a good example. It was they who had first agreed to 
limit their forces. . : . 

He had heard with great satisfaction the French delegate express a hope that France and 
Italy would become parties to the London Naval Agreement. That would be a great step 
forward towards the solid organisation of peace. 

In short, the United States of America were absolutely opposed to the characterisation 
of capital ships as offensive armaments, seeing that they regarded their own capital ships 
as their chief and first line of national defence. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) thought that it was not part of the Commission's work to 
modify the definitions given in existing treaties. It had in fact decided to take the definitions 
of the Washington and London Treaties as the basis of its discussions. 

Under these definitions a capital ship was a ship having a displacement of over Io,ooo 
tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. (8"). It concentrated great offensive power in a hull 
of gre~t defensive capacity. Its specific character could therefore be summarised as follows: 
a maximum of offensive capacity with a maximum power of resistance .. 

He did n?t need to pr<?ve that the ratio between the foot-pound of energy developed by 
th~ guns earned an~ the displacement followed the exponential law. Though cruisers' guns 
mt~ht fire more raptdly, the heavier shells fired by capital ships were far more likely to reach 
therr ta~get. I~ also seemed hardly. necessary to state that the characteristics of the construction 
?fa capital shtp were. such that this vessel might be regarded as almost invulnerable, whether 
It was fired at by artillery or was attacked by aircraft or submarines. · 

He therefore did r,tot see the least difficulty in unhesitatingly classifying capital ships in 
the ~ategory. of offensive armaments .. Even delegates who did not share the Italian point 
of VIew admttted that when a battleshtp reached the scene of operations, all the other units 
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we~e obliged to give way and leave it master of the situation. Faster ships might flee ; those 
":h1ch would not or could not were doomed to destruction. Only submarines and bombing
aircraft .could el?-deav~ur to put up a fi.ght, with some hope of success, against the capital ship. 
That bemg !ldm1tted, 1t seemed very difficult to deny that the capital ship possessed a specifi
cally offensive char3;cter as c?mpared .with other le~s protecte~ !lnd less powerfully armed 
vess~ls. Nor could 1t be demed that 1ts efficacy m1ght be deciSive when it was employed 
to. w1pe out the defence of a country which possessed no-or at any rate too few-capital 
ships. 

But there was another consideratio~. Was there any greater danger for a seafaring 
P'?wer than tha~ of the blockade of its coasts by superior naval forces ? The civilian population 
might ~ot be directl:y threatened by capital ships ; he agreed with the French delegate on 
that pomt, and considered that the rules of war should be respected. Nevertheless, history 
offered numerous examples of terrible suffering inflicted by certain blockades on thousands 
of n?n-combatants and even on the populations of neutral countries. If the blockade was 
apphe~ by a fleet supported by capital ships, no other fleet without capital ships could possibly 
bre3;k .1~ up. Fro~ that standpoint, then, capital ships might also be regarded as dangerous 
to CIVilian populahons. 

. In short, the !tali~ delegation regarded the specifically offensive character of capital 
sh1ps as proved. It believed that it had also been proved that capital ships were only indis
pensable to a fleet if other fleets possessed them. 

Mr. LATHAM (Australia) said that the convening of the Conference had raised great hopes 
in Australia, and that its work was followed with deep interest and sympathy. But the expres
sion of certain sentiments was not enough to secure positive results. A tecbnical commission 
like the Naval Commission must go very carefully into the definite questions laid before it ; 
as the President and various speakers had already pointed out, the General Commission, in 
its resolution of April 22nd, had not instructed the Naval Commission to state whether any 
given naval armament possessed specifically offensive characteristics or whether it threatened 
civilian populations, but to state what arms displayed these characteristics to the highest 
degree. ~ arms were offensive from a certain point of view. The Commission should merely 
establish a list of naval arms classified according to the degree of their aggressiveness. 

· The problem should be looked at in a practical light, and he therefore proposed to begin 
by examining it from the standpoint of his own country, though he recogmsed that that 
procedure would not allow definite conclusions to be drawn as regards other countries, as 
conditions varied so greatly from country to country. Australia was very far distant from 
centres in which armaments had reached a high pitch of development. She had no aggressive 
intentions against any country, and the navy was above all her main line of defence. 

It was highly improbable that Australia would be attacked by capital ships. Such an 
attack would be made only to support the landing of troops for the invasion of the country. 
Unless troops were landed, capital ships could only bombard the coasts, the effect of which 
would be slight. In the case of invasion, capital ships would be used to protect convoys 
and cover the landing of troops by their gunfire. They would not constitute the really aggressive 
element in the operations. · 

If merchant vessels were attacked, cruisers would mainly be employed for that purpose 
and not capital ships. From the point of view of Australia, capital ships were important 
for defensive purposes. They would assist in protection of sea-borne commerce and defence 
against invasion. From her point of view, therefore, capital ships were a purely defensive arm. 

From a more general standpoint it might be said that capital ships never came into action 
against a civilian population, but only against an adversary's fl~et. Blockades were generally 
carried out by units other than battleships; the latter were, m the case of blockade, only 
factors of support and reserve. Considered, therefore, in the light of the criteria of the 
General Commission's resolution, capital ships should be placed rather at the end than 
at the head of the lists to be drawn up by the Naval Commission. 

A country which sought to organise its defence effectively might well possess capital ships 
to protect its coasts and maritime trade. • 

The same, however, would not apply to a country which was d~finit~ly organising 
aggression, as distinct from defence. If a country had a common land fronher With the count.ry 
it intended to invade, obviously it would not employ its capital ships ; if the two countr.1es 
were separated by sea, capital ships would not be built and used as themselves aggressive 
weapons. They would in such a case be required, if at all, for the purpose of meeting the naval 
power of the contempiated enemy. They would meet other capital ships in battle and could 
protect the transport of troops against the counter-attacks of the adversary or some other 
naval Power. 

In short, he held that capital ships should appear rather towards the end than at the 
head of the list to be drawn up by the Naval Commission. However, he reserved the right, 



when the Naval Commission had replied to the General Commis~ion's reso~utio~, ~o revert 
te the question of a substantial reduction of tonnage. That question wa~ q_wte distmct from 
the question of relative offensiveness to which the attention of the CommiSSion should now be 
confined. · 

Vice-Admiriu PoUND (United Kingdom) desired to reply first. to the French delegate's 
proposal to the effect that limitation might be based on the cost per kdogramme of t.he construc
t ion of war vessels. The method suggested would be impracticable seeing that the pnce oflabour, 
raw materials and purchasing power of money varied considerably f~oll!- c~untry t~ country. 
Moreover, the most convinced supporters of. methods of budgetary lii_mtatiOn admitted that 
the naval expenditure of the various countr~es were not. comparable snter se. The ~gures of 
such expenditure merely showed whether m any particular country the expen~Iture on 
armaments was increasing or decreasing. There was a perfectly good method avail!lble for 
the limitation of naval armaments-direct limitation, which had stood the test of time. It 
would not be wise to add thereto other forms of indirect limitation which would without 
doubt cause great difficulty. 

Coming to the question of capital ships, he thought the Commission ought to decide 
what type exactly the various delegations had in mind. He assumed that they were referring 
to the large units possessed by the five great naval Powers. 

He had already said that the criterion for determining the extent to which an arm was 
aggressive was to consider whether that arm could rapidly put its adversary out of action. 
Any arm might break down the defence of a country by exercising slow pressure over a 
sufficient length of time. The delegate of the United States of America had given a wonderfully 
clear illustration of the defensive part played by capital ships. He wholeheartedly seconded 
Senator Swanson's remarks. 

Before capital ships were accused of possessing a specifically offensive character, it was 
only right that their defensive character should also be put in the balance. 

Naval forces could break down the defence of a country in two ways: (1) by preventing 
that country from obtaining supplies; and (2) by supporting an invasion. 

As the German delegate had pointed out, when the question was one of holding up the 
country's supplies, the work of blockade was entrusted to other types of vessels, capital 
ships only exercising an indirect influence. The United Kingdom delegation also believed 
that blockade by sea was made possible, not by the fact that a country possessed any given 
type of vessel, but by the general naval superiority of that country. The principal advantage, 
however, which such naval superiority conferred on the country possessing it was the power 
of defending its sea-borne trade. For a country like Great Britain, that was a point of capital 
importance. In any case, it could not be said that capital ships were able to deal such blows 
at an enemy as would put him out of action. 

The support which a fleet could afford in the invasion of a country was mainly command 
of the seas in the area in which troops were to be landed. But in this case also the result would 
be due not to the existence of vessels of any given type but to general naval superiority. 

Was the capital ship more suitable than any other kind of vessel for protecting the landing 
of troops ? Two cases might arise : either the coasts on which the landing took place might not 
be fortified, or they might. . 

In the former case the landing might take place under the fire of cruisers or destroyers 
as well as under the fire of capital ships. There remained the case in which troops were to be 
landed on a fortified coast. Certain delegations had stated that only capital ships could reduce 
coastal fortifications to silence. Experience of the world war had proved that this theory was 
unfounded, and that for easily comprehensible reasons. A warship contained a whole series 
of deli~ate instruments collected together at one single point, so that one single fortunate 
shot rmght ~ut the whole vessel out of actio~. Mc;>reover, vessels were in general visible from 
the observation posts on shore. Modern fortifications, on the other hand, were very skilfully 
co!lcealed ; their ~mmunition depots were situated at a great depth below the surface, and the 
finng was often drrected from a long distance from the guns themselves. The hazards were 
therefore most unequal. 

. Formerly the ~ituation was quite different. Most countries had a large number of capital 
ships, .many of which we!e very old. They did not hesitate to use them in attacking fortresses 
and did not much care If they were damaged. But at the present time the number of large 
vessels possessed by any cou~t~ co?Id be c?unted on the fingers and their value was so great 
that there wou.ld be great hesitation m exposmg them to the fire of fortified batteries. Moreover, 
when a warship thought th~t !t had reduced a fortified battery to silence, it often happened 
tha~ !'-s soon as the battleship Itself ceased fire the gunners of the battery again took up their 
positions and reopened fire on the vessel. 

I~ conclusion~ if all t~ese P?ints were taken into consideration together with the undoubted 
defensive part which capital ships were called upon to play, the Commission could only return, 
as regarded these vessels, a verdict of acquittal. 
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TENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May 3rd, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President : M. COLBAN. 

20. APPLICATION TO CAPITAL SHIPS OP THE RESOLUTION OP THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND (document Conf.D.JC.G.28(2)) [continuation ojth1 discussion]. 

:rhe PRESIDEN! observed that all delegations might, when the draft report came to 
be d1scussed, menhon in that report that they shared some particular opinion exprt>ssed by 
another delegation. 

Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) emphasised the importance of the discussion which had 
taken place during the last few meetings. It had shown how complicated the problem was and 
how divergent were the opinions of the various delegations. 

It seemed to show that the great naval Powers on the one hand, and the smaller Powers 
on the other, regarded the situation in rather a different light. The smaller Powers naturally 
looked at the question of large capital ships mainly from the point of view of the efficacy 
of those ships against defence organisations-i.e., the second case mentioned in the General 
Commission's resolution. All delegations, however, agreed that the same treatment should not 
be applied to all capital ships. The suggestions by certain representatives of great Powers 
that it might be possible to limit the tonnage and gun calibre of capital ships were welcomed 
by countries which only possessed low-tonnage fleets. 

Moreover, several speakers had emphasised the fact that each fleet should be considered 
as a whole, since the nature of a vessel might vary according to the composition of the rest 
of the fleet to which it belonged. That fact had been taken into consideration in the draft 
Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission, which classified capital ships of under 
8,ooo tons, the calibre of whose guns did not exceed 203 mm. (8"), in a special category, 
provided those vessels belonged to a fleet which did not possess any vessel of greater tonnage. 

It would appear in any case that these low-tonnage vessels could not rightly be regarded 
as specifically offensive or specially threatening to civilians. 

In order to allay the anxiety expressed with regard to capital ships, several speakers had 
pointed out that in practice theefficacyofthese ships against coastal defence was not very great. 
He would not discuss that point. He would merely say that small countries wh1ch did 
not possess large units did not all share that opinion. Nevertheless, in order to reply on 
this point to the General Commission's question, the Naval Commission might simply note that 
capital ships were, of all warships, the most dangerous to coastal defences, and that any steps 
taken to abolish or reduce this class of vessel would doubtless increase the feeling of security 
in the different countries which, as Mr. Gibson had said, was the very object of the American 
proposal upon which the present discussion turned. Consequently, the Swedish delegation 
would be glad if the Naval Commission replied to the question submitted to it in such a way 
as to allow the General Commission to decide in favour of limitation, commencing with capital 
ships. For its part, the Swedish delegation could see no objection to indicating capital ships 
of over Io,ooo ton5--()r even 8,ooo tons, as mentioned in the draft Convention-for inclusion 
in any list to be submitted to the General Commission in response to its request made in the 
resolution of April 22nd. 

The Swedish delegation would also agree to limiting the calibre of capital ships' guns. 
Nevertheless, it was obvious, he thought, that a warship with a small radius of action and a 
moderate speed was of a decidedly defensive character, even if it possessed a gun of 280 mm. 
(u") or 305 mm. (u") calibre. 

Colonel RIAZI (Persia) said that the naval programme which his Government had 
commenced to carry out was a very modest one. Nevertheless, the Persian delegation, in spite 
of the fact that the extent of Persia's coast called for a fairly strong fleet, was prepared 
to accept, for the first phase of disarmament, any unanimously adopted arrangement. The 
Persian delegation would, however, urge that any resolutions which might be adopted should 
not affect the legitimate interests and security of countries which did not possess large naval 
forces. 
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ff · e or defensive characteristics of the 

The Persian delegation thought that the·n~de!!~; relatively. If, moreover, t_he question 
various types of warships could only be deternu th t for a country whose coasthne was not 
were studied in the abstract, it would b~ found d a.th large-calibre guns, any yesselcarrying 
fortified and which did not .l?ossess w~shlpS ~~!ntv:liscussion, the scope of w~1ch was ~orld
such guns would be aggressive. But m t~e P th d finition of vessels possessmg specifically 
wide the Persian delegation thought t ~t d eh e the Land Commission had fixed th~ range 
offen~ive characteristics con!d only be att~~efen~~ purposes. When that r~nge and calibre 
and calibre of guns authonsed for co~s of greater range or calibre rmght be regarded 
had been determined, any vessel carrymg guns . 
as a specifically offensive ar!fiameht. p . d 1 gation shared the opinion expressed by the 

With regard to submar~nes, t. e erslan ed~us of action could not be regarded as specifi
Finnish delegation. Subma~me: ":1t~ a s~~~a restrictions of a humanitarian character laid 
cally offensive armaments If t e m e~na I and stricti observed. . 
down in the Treaty of Lof!don ~ere ~mv~rsal%. non-offen;ive character of aircraft-carriers 

No opinion con?lernhmgA' t Ce o ~~!~~~ bad reached a decision with regard to military 
could be formed untl t e 1r om . 
aviatic;m. h p . del gadon felt that all armaments connected with chemical or 

Fmally t e erslan e II ff · d inhuman 
bacteriologi~al warfare should be regarded as specifica y o ens1ve an · 

The PRESIDENT read the following proposal submitted by the Roumanian delegation : 

" As regards the application to capital ships of the Gen~ral Co!Dmissio!l's resolution 
· of April 22nd, 1932, the Roumanian delegation, in. regard~ng th1s quest~on fr'?m the 
point of view of t~e mariti~e inter~sts of Roumam~, cons1ders that cap1tal ships, by 
reason of their rad1us of action, the1r speed and the1r heavy armament, are the most 
efficacious of all surface ships against national ~efenc~. . • . . 

.. States which are unable to possess cap1tal ships and _wh1ch;;cannot hne all the1r 
maritime frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarmes to protect themselves 
against the aggressive action of large surface ships. " 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that m!'st of the speak~rs, w~e 
showing that they possessed a profound knowledge of the questions under cons1derabon, 
had perhaps rather lost sight of fundamentals. ; 

Three quite definite questions had been submitted to the Naval Commission, and on that 
Commission's replies the decision to be taken by the General Commission would doubtless 
depend. The discussion had, however, proved that views were very divergent. True, _most of 
the delegations, including the Italian, German, Chinese, Spanish, Swedish, Roumaruan and 
also the Soviet delegations, had replied affirmatively to most of the questions raised by 
the General Commission. But as the minority was composed of great naval Powers, such as 
the United States, the United Kingdom, Japan and France, he would venture to put forward 
a few more arguments. . 

In the first place, the Naval Commission would, he thought, be wise if it entirely discarded 
the idea of replacing the qualitative reduction of armaments by methods for regulating naval 
warfare. 

The General Commission had taken a clear decision recognising the need for qualitative 
reduction; that decision, which had perhaps been preceded by a good deal of heart-searching, 
had been reached unanimously. It was the Naval Commission's task to assist the General 
~!Dmission with its experience and knowledge. No one would thank the Naval Commission 
1f, mstead of ans~ering the questions submitted to it, it expressed an opinion that all that was 
n~eded was t? s1gn some vague manifesto condemning the torpedoing of merchant vessels 
Without. wammg or the ~mb.ar~ment of coasts without previous notice. Nor would anybody 
be particularly pleased With 1t If, after a special study of modern fleets it stated that these 
fleets _presented no characteristics-or hardly any-that could reason'ably be regarded as 
?fiens1ve: It was really not possible .to f!~aintain that a code of the procedure to be permitted 
m war-trme could replace the qualitative and quantitative reduction of naval armaments. 

I~ had also been _argued that the abolition of capital ships would upset the complicated 
mach~nery of t~e nat~onal defence of the great naval Powers. It had been stated that the 
9uest1on of cap1tal s~1ps was not a new one; that it had been discussed at Washington and 
m London, where a list had been drawn up of the tonnage permitted for each unit and for the 
whole. of each fleet, an~ that any new decision which put capital ships into the category of 
offens1ve armaments m1ght gravely perturb the programme of naval construction. 

He was really perplexed to kno'! what connection these matters had with the reduction 
of arm!i~ents .. When the representative of the United Kingdom had submitted to the General 
ComiDISslon his pr?posal_for qualitative reduction, and when the representative of France 
propose~ that cap1t~ sh1ps and large submarines should be placed at the dis osal of an 
mtemahonal force, did they ~eally believe th:'-t .no change would be made in the !'nocation of 
naval strengths ? Moreover, 1t was not the mJss1on of the Naval Commission to decide whether 



-49-

capital ships shoul~ be ~~olished, i~ternationalised or reduced in tonnage. It was not called 
upon to reply t? t.his polihcal queshon but merely to certain technical questions raised by the 
General Comrruss1on. 

InS? .d.o~ng, the Naval.Commission ought to take into account, as regarded capital ships, 
the P?SSlbi!ihes of these ships from a tactical point of view. Any endeavour to link up this 
9-ueshon W1t~ the len~h of coasts: the numb~r and quality of naval bases, possible combinations 
m cases of d1spute-10 short, national secunty and the particular conditions of each country
could only lead them straight into a blind alley. 

If they were to avoid losing themselves in an inextricable maze, they ought to considt•r 
fundamentals anew. 

S~veral of the pre~ious s~akers had observed that, in order to undertake offensive 
operations ~t sea ~nd, 10 particular, to land troops in foreign territory, it was not enough to 
pos.sess capital ~h1ps: the command. of t~e seas had also to be secured, either totally or 
regionally. Obvu;msly such co_mmand Implied the existence of certain advantages such as naval 
bases, the qu~nhty and quality of vessels of the various categories, preparedness of effectives 
and the capacity ~f ~he commanders of a modern fleet. But these questions also lay quite outside 
the Naval Comrruss10n's terms of reference. The Commission had to consider not the whole 
problem of the command of the seas but only part of that problem. 

T~e only question ~hey had to_ elucidate was the part played by capital ships in offensive 
op~rahons. To determ10e that po10t, they m~st co.ns1der 10 w~at respects capital ships were 
be10g developed and what were the changes m the1r construction and armaments during the 
last twenty years. Though he could not go into minute details, he would quote one or two 
examples. 

If the characteristics of Japanese capital ships in 1911 of the Setsu type were compared 
with those of the Nagata type in 1920, very marked differences would be noted. Tonnage had 
risen from 21,000 to 34,000 tons, the range of the guns from 10 to 18 miles, and the gun
power represented by the total broadside-weight of all the guns having the main artillery 
calibre from 4,876 to 7.944 kg. 

In the case of British capital ships, the progress which had been achieved between 1917 
(Temeraire type) and 1927 (Nelson type) was still more marked. Tonnage had risen from 22,ooo 
to 40.400 tons, speed had passed from 21.5 to 23.5 knots, the range of the main armament 
guns had increased from 10 to 20 miles and the broadside-weight from 3,084 to 9.450 kilos, 
while the radius of action had passed from 6,ooo miles (at 13 knots) to 14,000 miles (at 15 knots). 

Identical or similar changes had occurred in American and other capital ships. 
What was the conclusion to be drawn from these figures ? In spite of the fact that 

geographical conditions have not changed, in spite of the apparent absence of new operations 
to be undertaken by high seas fleets, the characteristics of capital ships which had been most 
extended and developed were the most specially offensive ones (gun-power, radius of action 
and tonnage). 

Apart from qualitative characteristics, the Soviet delegation recognised the great 
importance to be attached .to the experience acquired during the world war. The German 
representative had quoted in this connection examples which confirmed the opinion of the 
Soviet delegation-namely, that capital ships were essential to offensive operations by a 
fleet, particularly when that fleet intended to invade foreign territory. 

The Soviet Union had itself experienced immediately after the world war in its 
own territory the effects of the offensive capacities of these sea monsters. All attempts 
at foreign intervention which took place during the civil war, starting from the Black Sea 
coast, were always supported by the fire of capital ships which had come from afar, which 
threatened the national defence and which decimated the population. 

For instance, in 1919, a squadron of warships, flying the flags of several countries, included 
eight capital ships. It was only the fire of these ships which made it possible to land troops 
in the Crimea, in the Caucasus and at Odessa. It might, of course, be said that these attempts 
had proved very unfortunate for those who made them; he could, however, assure the 
Commission that their lack of success was not due to the weakness of the capital ships employed. 
The entire failure of the armed invasion was due to quite different causes. 

Moreover, the newspapers, in referring to the events at Shanghai, had explained that the 
old Woo-Sung ramparts had not been carried by storm because capital ships were unable 
to approach up the Yang-Tse-Kiang. 

These examples were sufficient to prove that modern capital ships were necessary for the 
success of naval operations in foreign waters. In these operations, the decisive part was 
played by capital ships !'Wing to the properties they possessed from a tactical point of view. 
It was capital ships that made success possible. 

Consequently, to the question raised by the General Commission, the Soviet delegation 
replied that capital ships were: (a) specifically offensive, (b) particularly dangerous to national 
defence and (c) particularly threatening to the civilian population. 

It had already been pointed out that a limited number of capital ships of a certain type 
could be used for defence. A technical study of the question had led the Soviet delegation to 
believe that a tonnage of 10,000 tons was quite sufficient to allow these vessels to be 
provided with all the requirements for the defence of a country when operations were conducted 
in the territorial waters of that country. 

lilA VAL COMMISSION &. 
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Moreover, defensive capital ships must be sufficient}y arme~ to meet the atta.cks of en~my 

fleets. The Soviet delegation considered that an II-12 mch cah~re was the maximum cahJ;>re 
allowable for the guns of these vessels. It had therefore been very mt.erested to _hear the ~pan!sh 
delegation propose a maximum calibr.e of ~ i~ches. A more detailed techmcal exammahon 
would make it possible to give a defimte opm10n on these figures. . . 

In short, the Soviet delegation felt that the decision to be ta~en by the Nav~ C?mnn~s10n 
with regard to capital ships should not allow any doubt to rem.ai~. If the Comnnss10n Wis_hed 
to achieve any result at all, it must not merely enumerate the opm10ns express.ed by the vam;>us 
delegations. The decision to be ta~en should not be a lecture on naval taches but somethmg 
intended to further the cause of d1sarmament. 

The PRESIDENT read the following proposal submitted by the Netherlands delegation : 
"The Naval Commission is of opinion that capital ships, in proportion as they are 

larger and more heavily armed, are of a character more specifically offensive and more 
efficacious against national defence. " 
He invited that delegation to give any explanations it might consider necessary. 

M. MORESCO (Netherlands} said that the statements of the various delegations had certainly 
helped to make it easier to appreciate the characteristics of capital ships and the use to which 
they could be put. Those statements were, however, scarcely such as to ~oint to the possibility 
of arriving at a unanimous conclusion as regards the reply to be given to the General 
Commission. It was clear that the Naval Commission would not be able to ignore the question 
of capital ships since, under the terms of the resolution ofApril22nd, it was bound to examine 
the whole series of naval armaments. It would therefore be obliged to -give a decision on the 
question whether or no capital ships complied with the criteria enumerated in the resolution 
and, in particular, the first two criteria-that is to say, whether they should come under the 
category of weapons " which are most specifically offensive and which are most efficacious 
against national defence ". · 

If the Commission were to accept the statements of the representatives of the three 
most important naval Powers, its reply would have to be in the negative. The United Kingdom, 
the United States and Japan had stated that, in their opinion, capital ships were not more 
specifically offensive than any other type of warship. In the first speech of the general discussion 
it had even been stated that no type of warship was of a specifically offensive character. 
M. Moresco wondered what sort of impression would be produced by such a statement if the 
Naval Commission were to adopt it. He thought it would be an extremely unfortunate 
impression. 

It would make an unfortunate impression, in the first place, on the General Commission, 
which had adopted the resolution in question unanimously. The members of the Naval 
Commission were present during the discussion of that resolution or had in any case followed 
that discussion, and they might be blamed for having failed to warn the heads of their 
delegatio~s. It. might be said that. they ~ad allowed t~e h~ads of their delegations to adopt 
a resolu~10n which they .knew was u~possible of execution, mstead of warning them that the 
conception of the offensive or defensive character of weapons was of no value in the case of 
naval armaments . 

. What was more serious, it would produce an unfortunate impression on public opinion, 
which demanded that real progress should finally be made in the direction of a reduction in 
armament~. The gen~ral discussion at the plena.ry me~tings had led the nations to hope that 
a result m1ght be ach~eved. Were they to be disappomted again ? · 

It was _the more Im_Porta~t to take account of that danger, inasmuch as any failure to 
find a soluho~ of a parhc~ar Important questio~ ~ight have regrettable results with regard 
to other q?eshons d~alt with b~ the Naval Commission or by other commissions. 

Certam delegations had. t~Ied. to reassure the c.ommission by pointing out that, if they 
refused to acknowledge th~ dishnch~n.bet.ween offensive and defensive weapons, that would not 
p~event. them from acceptmg a~y lim1tahon of t~e tonnage of warships : a limitation of that 
kmd m1ght be useful for financial reasons, and In any case the question would be examined 
afresh in three years •. as was provided in the London Treaty . 

. M. Moresco c~ns1der~d that this argument could be reversed : if the Naval Commission 
adm1tted .th.at cap1tal sh1ps •. or at least those exceeding a tonnage to be fixed, presented the 
charactenshcs enumerated m the resolution, it did not follow that existing ships d' 
that tonnage would ~ave to be. destroyed ~mmediately .. Indeed, according to what ~~~eb~~~ 
proposed by the Itahan dele&ahon, they m1gh~ exa~ne such a system of progressive abolition 
as would make the undertakmg to destroy sh1ps equivalent in practice to an u d t k' t to replace them. _ _ n er a mg no 

He would not discuss the alternative proposed in th 1 r h · 
time had not come to deal with it. It seemed to him tha: reso u Ion~ a~ e considered that the 
appropriate decision without fear of u settin the the Commission was free to take any 
considerable expenditure or '"ving ris~ to otter obl?rest~nt systems of defence or of entailing 

Wh t d . . .,. . Jec Ions. 
. a ec1s!on was appropnate ? 

F1rst of all, the Commission ought to take its stand h 
law that, when a clause was capable of being interpr t d 0.n \ e w~ll-known principle of civil 
understood in the sense which would give it ract' ale m wo different ways, it should be 
would prevent its producing any effect If t~e C IC ~ff.ect rather than in the sense which 
an offensive or defensive weapon according to the omm~ssdlon s.tated that a warship was only 

- use ma e of 1t, the resolution of the General 
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Commission would ~ave n~ effect. Certainly it was true that a sword-stick could be used as a 
support a~d an ordinarx shck coul~ be used to assault a person. It was none the less true that 
a swor~-st1ck was of a more specifically offensive character " than an ordinary stick though 
that d1d not prevent its being ~~re efficacio~s for the purpose of defence; the one' did not 
exclude the other. If the Comrmss10n were to mterpret the resolution in the simplest and most 
nat~ral w~y. it would state that ~ proportion. as they are larger and more strongly armed, 
cap~tal sh1ps are of a more specifically offenSive character and are more efficacious against 
national def_en~e. Those were the ~imits of the Commission's present task. It was not obliged 
to propose limits on tonnage_ or calibre.. If the delegations could agree on such limits, it would 
be preferabl~ to do so, ~~t 1t seef!!ed lf!!probable that such a difficult question, involving so 
~any techmcal and pohhcal cons1derat10ns, could be settled immediately or in a very short 
hme. 

Mor~ver, the Nav~ Commission would be able to deal with it during the discussion 
of the ~mts referred to 1t by the General Commission, and in particular the question relating 
to Article 14 of the draft Convention. 

He was of opinion that, if the Commission replied in the sense which he had indicated 
it would thereby enable the General Commission to take a step forward. That was the mor~ 
desirable inasmuch as the difficulty in connection with capital ships would no doubt arise in 
the case of the other types of vessels also, and it was therefore essential to overcome that 
difficulty immediately. 

Captain SoLSKI {Poland) pointed out that the application to capital ships of the General 
Commission's resolution interested in different ways the members of the Commission who 
represented the countries with maritime interests. It was not only a question of the require
ments of the various fleets but also of the menace to the various Powers constituted by the 
existence of capital ships in the vicinity of their territory. 

He desired to stress the fact-and he did so with great satisfaction-that during the 
discussions on capital ships most of the speakers had examined the characteristics of tho~e 
ships in the light of the peculiar obligations and position of their own countries. 

The discussion, which the Polish delegation had followed with the very greatest attention, 
showed once more that, whenever there was a question of examining from a practical point 
of view the necessity of maintaining for the defence of a country this or that force, or of 
discussing the reason for this or that composition of those forces, it was necessarr to regard 
the question within the natural framework of the requirements of defence and o the inter
national obligations of the country in question. Thus, during the present discussion, which 
was confined to the characteristics of one type of warship, the Naval Commission had been 
furnished with important explanations by various delegations, who had based their contentions 
on the provisions of Article 8 of the Covenant. 

No doubt all the delegations were prepared to admit that the Powers with overseas 
possessions had the best technical reasons for basing their system of naval defence on capital 
ships, the true backbone of their fleets. 

It was none the less true that in certain parts of the world there were fleets possessing 
large capital ships (or ships of inferior tonnage but of equivalent power), whereas other countries 
in the same part of the world had no equivalent naval armaments. Consequently, although, 
in the case of the countries with overseas possessions, the Polish delegation was prepared to 
admit that their capital ships were primarily of a defensive character, in the particular case 
of restricted theatres of operations m certain districts there could be no doubt that capital 
ships might be used as an offensive weapon. 

In view of that fact, the best practical method would perhaps be that which had been 
followed in the naval disarmament already carried out, and which was based on the special 
situation of various countries. 

Furthermore the Polish delegation had been very much impressed by the statements 
of Admiral Pound who had said that the success of naval aggression did not depend exclusively 
on the compositio~ of the aggressor·~ ~eet but in the long run o~ hi~ ge~er:'-1 n.aval superiori~y. 
Captain Solski was theref<?re of opm10n that, as regards qu31-htat1ve hm1tahon, the relahve 
numerical value of the vanous fleets should be largely taken mto account. 

The last remark he would make would be in connection with a problem affecting the very 
existence of each country and of special importance for the civilian populations-the problem 
of blockades. 

Several of the previous speakers had pointed out that a blockade could be carried out, 
not only by capital ships, but by naval forces of whatever composition, provided that they 
were generally superior to the adversary's forces. 

The position of the Baltic countries rendered them vulnerable to any blockade. That 
applied, in particular, to countries which, like Poland, had no outlet except on that sea. 
What possibility of defence had the less developed fleets ? 

Captain Maroni had answered that question by saying that all vessels composing modern 
fleets must give way to capital ships, with the exception of the submarine-the weapon ol 
the weak-which could alone venture to oppose them with any chance of success. Submarine! 
could therefore still more easily defy superior naval forces when the latter were composed 
of ships other than capital ships. The Polish delegation reserved the right to raise thos1 
questions again when the time came. 
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Commodore Ono (Norway) said that the Norwegian delegation entirely concurred in 
the observations of the Swedish delegation. 

Cemal HiisNii Bey (Turkey) was of opinion th~t .capital s~ips ce~tainly possessed th~ 
three characteristics defined by the Gen~ral Co.mmtssH~n, and m particular the first t~o . 
they were specifically offensive, very effective agamst national defence and were an arm whtch 
threatened the civilian population. . . . . 

Without entering into technical details, whtch would prolong the dtscusston and had been 
developed by other delegates, he would q~ote an historical example to show how these powerful 
armaments were instruments of aggress10n par excellence. 

The attack on the Dardanelles by large capital ships coming from distant countries to force 
the Straits and cover the landing of troops in Turkish territory had amply demonstrated 
what such ships could do. If these operations had finally proved unsatisfactory for the attackers, 
that was not by any means:-as h.ad already been e~plain~d in th~ course of the discussion-:
due to the inefficacy of capital shtps from an offenstve pomt of v1ew; the Dardanelles affa1r 

. merely showed how great was the genius of the man who had directed the defence, and who now 
presided over the destinies of the Turkish nation. Moreover, the sacrifices made and losses 
suffered by the Turkish people at that time were considerable. Finally, the large battleships 
of the Allied Powers had remained a permanent menace to the Turkish population during 
the whole of the campaign which the Turkish people had had to conduct to safeguard its 
independence. Accordingly, the Turkish delegation held that capital ships were pre-eminently 
offensive armaments. 

The PRESIDENT noted that there were no more speakers on the question of capital ships. 
The Spanish and Netherlands delegations had, however, put forward certain definite proposals. 
Moreover, many of the speeches made during the last two days had also contained suggestions 
which might possibly be transformed into proposals. He therefore thought the best course 
would be to refer all these matters to the Bureau. The Bureau would try to find a formula which, 
even if it did not secure unanimous approval, would at any rate make clear the views. of 
the Naval Commission on this question. 

He proposed that the Bureau should follow the system which had already given good 
results in other cases-namely, to invite those delegations which were specially interested 
in the question to appoint members to work with the Bureau. Nobody, of course, would 
be excluded, and every delegation had the right to send a representative. The only object 
of a voluntary restriction of numbers would be to expedite business. He felt that he could 
not allow the discussion to come to an end at the stage if had now reached. The Commission 
should surely endeavour to reach as definite an opinion as possible, and an opinion endorsed 
by the greatest possible number of delegations. 

Agreed. 

21. APPLICATION TO AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D.fC.G.zB (2)). 

The PRESIDENT said the Commission now had to consider the second point on its agenda 
-namely, aircraft-carriers. In. this conn~ction the Spanish delegation ha~ raised what might 
almost be regarded as a pr.e~10us question-name~y •. that, although arrcraft-carriers also 
~eem t? fulfil t~e three condtho.ns, the Naval ComiD1ss10n should not pronounce on this point 
m~mediate!Y·. smce. any resolution on the subject must be conditional on the studies of the 
Air Commtsston w1th regar~ to .the aircraft carried on this type of vessel. 

He had reflected on th1s pomt at some length. In the first place, the Spanish delegation 
had agreed to the ag~n~a. ,which in~luded a discussion on the application to aircraft-carriers 
of the General Commts~lo!l s resoluhon. He assumed the Spanish delegation's intention to be 
t~at the N~val Co~m1s~10n should not reach any decision regarding the characteristics of 
mrcraf~-carners .whtch might embarrass the Air Commission or even hinder it in its discussions 
regardmg the aircraft themselves; in other words, the rights of the Air Commission in this 
~ftter should be res.erved: But, since the Air Commission would need to be in possession of 
a t~e elem.ents wht~h might. h~lp it in reaching a decision, the Naval Commission mi ht 
poss~bly assist the Air CommiSSIOn by endeavouring to decide whether aircraft-carriers ~id 
~r did .no.t possess all or any of the characteristics referred to in the resolution of the General 

omm!ss!on. The. Naval.Co~mission should, for instance, be in a position to sa to the Air 
fb'mmi~SIOn) that, If certam aircraft (whatever the decision reached regarding thes~ aircraft in 

emse ves were put on certain ships, the combination would or would not -
ali of the char~cteristics referred to in the General Commission's resolutionpos;;:st~om~ or 
~~ ed t.he Spamsh delegation whether, in view of these considerations it wotdd agr ~~ ~re 

Iscussion should nevertheless take place. • ee a a 

Vice-Admiral 'MONTAGUT Y MtR6 (Spain) said that ' · · 
ddega~ion had in view the President's own remark t ' ~h pre~entmg Its proposal, t~e Spanish 
be dectded only by joint discussions between two 

0 
° eCe ec~ t~at some questions could 

r more Omffilsstons. Surely this was one 
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o~ the cases in point. The Air Commission would have to consider the characteristics of all 
!lrrcraft, not only bombers, but fighters and scouts. If the Air Commission concluded for 
mstan~e, that all :urcraft were non-offensive in character, and the Naval Commission concl~ded 
that aircraft-earners possessed specifically offensive characteristics, then the two Commissions 
would have reached two incompatible decisions. If however the President felt that it was 
desirable to discuss this point with a view to ascertaining certai~ preliminary views the Spanish 
delegation would raise no objection. ' 

The P~ESIDENT ~ssured the .sp.anish delegation that all incompatibility between the decisions 
of the var10~s ~echmcal comffilSSlOI_lS would be avoided by the fact that the Bureau of the 
Naval.C~mmiSSion kept constantly m very close touch with the other Bureaux. If the Naval 
Commission could reach agreement, and if its conclusion could then be incorporated in a joint 
report, the three .Burea~x would s~bmit that report to the General Commission. As a matter 
of fact, the question of aircraft-earners had been dealt with fairly fully by the various speakers 
in the general discussion. 

M. C~arles. DUMONT (France) said that the French delegation's views as expressed in the 
general d1scuss1on had not varied. Though the point in question was referred to in the 
Washington and.London Treaties, nevertheless the delegations possessed full powers and could 
vote on all questions, even those which had already been discussed at the time oftheconclusion 
of the Washington and London Treaties. The French delegation believed that the standard 
displacement specified in Article IS of the draft Convention could be reduced. Even if, as 
the French delegation ardently hoped, a decision were reached to abolish large bombing 
aircraft, it also hoped that aircraft-carriers would still be allowed in fleets, but only for such 
reconnaissance aircraft as might be necessary for scouting purposes and to protect convoys. 

M. MoRESCO (Netherlands) thought the answer to the question raised in the General 
Commission's resolution depended upon whether bombing aircraft were to be allowed or not. 
If bombing aircraft were retained, then aircraft-carrierll would certainly come within the scope 
of the three cases mentioned in the resolution, and more particularly the first and second of 
these cases. 

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) pointed out that under the London Naval Treaty 
the tonnage of these vessels allowed was IJS,OOO tons each to the United States of America 
and Great Britain, Sx,ooo tons to Japan and 6o,ooo tons to France. The aircraft carried on 
these vessels were extremely useful for scouting purposes, and up to the present their use for 
such purposes had not been criticised. As regarded bombing aircraft, the London Treaty 
had fixed a definite distribution of naval power and the ratio of aircraft allowed to each 
Power for protection against submarines. Bombing aircraft would be useful for the protection 
of fleets so long as submarines were maintained. Submarines were highly offensive weapons, 
particularly if the regulations laid down in the London Treaty concerning action against 
merchant vessels, and indeed against warships, were not complied with. It would not be 
possible to consider the abolition of aircraft bombing unless submarines were also abolished. The 
definite usefulness of the defensive employment of bombing aircraft against submarines should 
be taken into consideration if any question were raised of the redistribution of naval power. 
It would· be contrary to the spirit of the London Treaty to abolish aircraft-carriers and n~t 
submarines. The spirit of that Treaty ought to be adhered to, and there should be no redis
tribution of naval power otherwise than in the li~h~ of the clauses of. tha~ Treaty. Wou!d 
it, for instance, be logical to contemplate the abolition of !laval bombm.g If fleets ~ere still 
exposed to bombing from land ? He therefore agreed with the Spamsh delegation that . 
land and naval bombing must be considered together. . . . 

The United States delegation felt that there ought to be no red1stnbuhon of naval power 
before December Jist I9J6 when the London Treaty might come up for reconsideration, 
unless the signatories to that Treaty consented t~ such a change as would be e?'pressed in a 
universal agreement. It would be eminently desrrable, however, that such a umversal agree
ment should itself embody the decisions of the London Treaty. · 

The PRESIDENT said that the special attention of the Air ~mmiss!o~ would be drawn 
to the points which had just been raised, but naturally the A1r Commission would be free 
to take such· decisions as lay within its competence. 

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said, in regard to the reference which had just been made to 
the London Naval Treaty, that France desired and intended to honour her signature. But 
Article 23 of the London Treaty itself laid down that : 

" The present Treat~ shall. r:emain in force until t~e JISt December, I9J6, • • . 
Unless the High Contractmg Parties should agree otherwJSC by reason of a more general 
agreement limiting naval armaments, to which they all become parties • • • " 
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Provision had therefore been made in the London Treaty it~elf ~or th~ decisions of ~he 
resent Conference, which was consequently free to raise any question, mcludmg the allocation 

~f tonnage and other modifications, provided a general agreement were reached. 

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that in this matter, as in other~, the attitude 
of the German delegation was governed by the terms of t~e Tr~aty of Ve~satlles. Germany 
was prohibited under that Treaty from constructing or possessmg atrcraft-carners, on the ground 
that these were aggressive weapons. 

A new argument had, however, been I?ut forwa~d to. the effect that a!rcraft-carr~ers were 
specifically aggressive only when they carne.d bombmg aircraft, and that If they ~arne~ other 
aircraft-for instance, for scouting or reconnaissance purposes-they would lose their spec!fically 
aggressive character. He would point out, ~owever, that there was no need fo_r r.econna~ssance 
and scouting aircraft to be carried ?n special vesse!s. If the .General ~o~m1sswn decided to 
allow small scouting aircraft, such aircraft could eastly be earned on ex1stmg vessels. 

The United States delegate had suggested that carriers of bombing aircraft were necessary 
to deal with the submarine menace and that they were one of the best arms for detecting 
and destroying submarines. He ventured to disagree with that view. In fact, during the 
war, very few submarines had been sunk by aircraft. If, however, submarines were abolished, 
as the German delegation proposed, there would be no need to revert to this argument. 

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that the Soviet delegation was 
of opinion that aircraft-carriers were specifically offensive armaments within the meaning 
of all three points of the General Commission's resolution. In any future war, if a fleet were 
in its own waters, it would not require aircraft-carriers. Those would be required only if a 
fleet were carrying on operations in foreign waters-i.e., if it were again engaged in offensive 
warfare. Consequently, all aircraft-carriers should be regarded as specifically offensive under 
all three headings of the General Commission's resolution, whatever type of aircraft they might 
carry. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) reiterated the· Italian delegation's opinion-the reasons for 
which it had already explained-that all aircraft-carriers were pre-eminently aggressive and 
dangerous to national defences. The question of aircraft-carriers was naturally bound up 
with bombing aircraft. It was possible, of course, that bombing aircraft might be abolished, 
but the Naval Commission could not, in the present discussion, be oblivious to the fact that such 
aircraft still existed. Reconnaissance and scouting work could perfectly well be done by 
aircraft carried in other types of vessels. · 

· ~he PRE~IDENT understood that certain delegations had not been prepared to discuss the 
question of atrcraft-carriers immediately. The discussion might therefore be resumed at the 
next meeting. 

A few days previously he had said that the work of the Commission was well advanced 
He felt that the time had now come when the Naval Commission should make an effort t~ 
pro~ress as rap.idly a.s possible. Its future work might be divided into two stages : (r) termi
nation o~ the ~lscusston of t~e :poi?ts on the agenda and discussion by the Bureau of the agreed 
form_ula m .whtch the Commtsston s. conclusions might be submitted ; (2) the drawing up iri a 
public sess1o!l ?f a draft report wh!ch, when it had been co-ordinated with the reports of the 
other Commtsswns, could be submitted to the General Commission. 

ELEVENTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, May 4th, 1932, at ro a.m. 

President : M. COLBAN. 

22. MEETING OF THE BUREAUX OF THE THREE TECHNICAL COMMISSIONS. 

The PRESIDENT, before inviting the Com · · t · 
decisions reached at a meetin of the Bureau mtsston o carry ou.t Its agenda, explained the 
taken place under the Preside~cy of M Politisx oTfhthe tChree ~ec~mcalh commissions which had 

Lrogr · . . h · · ese ommiss10ns ad all made c 'd bl ess m exammmg t e questions submitted to th b th G onst era e 
and and Air Commissions would not however be a~f t y e 1 eneral .Commission. The 

• • e o compete thelf work and adopt 
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a final reP<>rt before Whitsun. Neve~theless, it was understood that the Naval Commission 
should endeavour to terminate the discussion of its agenda as soon as possible, so that the 
Rapporteur might prepare a draft report. This would then be examined by the Bureau, assisted 
by the representatives of any delegations particularly interested. 

The question of chemical and bacteriological warfare would be examined later by a mixed 
commission appointed by the three technical commissions. 

23. APPLICATION TO AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL (OM!IIISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf.D.fC.G.28(2)) : [cot~linualion of the tiiscussion.] 

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) observed that several delegations had 
endeavoured to prove that aircraft-carriers possessed characteristics which corresponded 
to the criteria proposed by the General Commission, so that these vessels were to be 
regarded as arms " which were most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national 
defence and most threatening to civilians". He did not think these accusations were 
justified if levelled against the vessels themselves. The latter were very vulnerable, very 
slightly protected and armed with very light guns. All the offensive or defensive charac
teristics of aircraft-carriers were to be looked for, therefore, in the aircraft they carried. 

Such aircraft were of three different types: bombers, reconnaissance aircraft and fighters. 
Most aircraft-carriers carried about an equal proportion of all three. The number of 
reconnaissance aircraft was, however, generally more than one-third of the total, whereas 
the number of bombing aircraft was generally less than one-third. 

He would consider each type separately. 

I. Bombing Aircraft. 

He would start with these because, although reconnaissance aircraft were incomparably 
the most important in the view of the United Kingdom delegation, it was bombing aircraft 
which most delegations doubtless had in mind when attributing a specifically offensive character 
to aircraft-carriers. He agreed on this point with the Spanish representative : the Naval 
Commission could not give a final reply on this subject before the Air Commission had reached 
a decision with regard to air-bombing in general. 

He thought, however, that the great offensive power attributed to the aircraft carried by 
aircraft-carriers had been rather exaggerated. The vessels which carried these aircraft were, 
as he had already said, very vulnerable. The number of aircraft aboard each vessel ~as 
naturally limited and they could never be so large as the large bombin~ aeroplanes used from 
land bases. The performance of their aircraft was also poor compared w1th land-based aircraft, 
because they had to have the special qualities which enabled them to land in the small area 
of the deck of a ship-and from recent personal experience he could assure the Commission 
that it looked very small from the air. The operation of an aircraft-carrier was also not such 
a simple matter as might be supposed ; when aircraft took off from or landed on the deck 
of an aircraft-carrier the latter had to steam at high speed directly into the wind. All naval 
officers in the Commission would realise what a restriction this imposed on operations. More
over, the United Kingdom delegation was prepared to accept a reduction in the present size 
of aircraft-carriers. The Commission, therefore, would doubtless realise that the scope of an 
attack carried out by bombing aircraft having an aircraft-carrier base could not be so extensive 
as some seemed to think. However, as already mentioned, he did not think the Naval 
Commission could give a decision on the subject of the use of bombing by aircraft from a 
carrier until the Air Commission had dealt with the whole question of bombing from the air 
generally. 

2. Reconnaissance Aircraft. 

There were more reconnaissance aircraft on aircraft-carriers than other types of aircraft. 
They were, in fact, the aircraft-carriers' raison d' etre. At the previous. meeting .the S~anish, 
Italian and Soviet representatives had argued that to operate reconnaiSsance aircraft 1t was 
not necessary to have special vessels ; these .craft could. perfectly w~ll be carried in o~dinary 
warships. It was true they could be so earned; the difficulty lay m the fact that arrcraft, 
after taking off, could not re-alight on ordinary warships. In that case, then, only seaplanes 
could be used ; but, unless the surface of the sea was quite calm, these would be very likely to 
sink when alighting, and their crews would be drowned. It was a known fact that dead calms 
_were rare on the high seas. It was therefore indispensable that fleets should possess a vessel 
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. 1· 1 . d · . ft-carriers \\'er~ the only vessels which answered that t>n which airrr;tft couh.l a 1g 1!, ,m a1rcra 

requirement.. . . f . . . d f >r two nnin p. urposes : First, they might be said to 
Reconn·u-;-;ance ancra t \\eie use t ' · f · ld b bl" d · ' ·- . - f fl •t A fleet which did not possess a1rcra t-carners wou e m 

constitute the e) eo; 0 ~ ~e ··hi h would know all its movements, and might also be supported 
m the facbe of a_n eneftmy ee t'I·n''g cfrom neighbouring coastal bases. Secondly, reconnaissance 
l'erhans y a1rcra opera . f f · · t d · '- . -- ·I n a fleet was passmg close to the coasts o a oieign coun ry, ~n 
a~rcralft \H'~e ~e~ess,Ir~t~a~eked by bombing aircraft coming from the land. At the prevwus 
ran t Je nhs ·So .· etmdg 1 t h d stated that a fleet which happened to be in the neighbourhood 
meetmg t e O\ H' c ega e a · · h Th t emark obviou I 

f th t ritor of a foreign country was m·cessanly 111 t e wrong. . a r s y 
0 e er f t th fleets of countries which had overseas possesswns. Those fleets were 
could _not apbP1.Y do one tha!·r way to those possessions, to pass near the coasts of a foreign 
sometimes o Ige , c • . - • ft · I th t "t was absolutely necessary for them to possess reconnaissance atrcra country. n a case, I . . k · ·t · ft · 
as well as fighters to defend thems~lves agamst any atr attac ·, or agams atrcra commg 
to throw flares to facilitate a submanne attack. 

J. Fighter Aircraft. 

The representative of .the United ~ingdom sa\~ no necessity for discussing this question. 
Fighter aircraft were obvwusly essenhal_ly defensive. . . 

On examining these two tyi'es. of, air~raf~ then, reconnaissan_ce. and fighter aerop!~nes, 
in the light of the General CommiSSIOns cntena, the Naval CommissiOn could only say Not 
guilty ". 

The PRESIDEI'T pointed out that the Commission should consider the various weapons 
from the naval aspect only, and was not required to form judgments as to the_ different. t~pes 
of aircraft. A report of the discussion would, moreover, be sent to the Air Commtsswn, 
which would bear it in mind in connection with its own work. 

Captain RoscA (Roumania) briefly summarised the Roumanian point of view .on 
aircraft-carriers. The Roumanian delegation considered that these vessels were most threatemng 
to civilians, as they increased the radius of action of bombing aircraft, enabling them to attack 
objectives within a country at a great distance from the coast. 

Aircraft-carriers, which were necessarily intended for reconnaissance aircraft, would 
be less threatening to civilians if bombing aircraft were abolished, the bombing of land 
objectives or merchant vessels by any aircraft or the torpedoing of merchant vessels by torpedo
aircraft being prohibited at the same time. 

M. SAITO (Japan) thought that, as the President had already suggested, the Commission 
should consider vessels with similar characteristics at the same time as aircraft-carriers- that 
was to say, cruisers with landing-on platforms for aircraft. The Japanese delegation considered 
that, so far as their more or less aggressive character was concerned, these vessels did not differ 
from aircraft-carriers properly so called. 

The Japanese delegation attached great importance to the question of such special cruisers, 
and drew the Commission's attention to the fact that, at the present time, no navy possessed 
such ves~els, and it would_ seem very desirable to prevent their appearance. 

_Dunng the !?eneral discussion, M. Saito had explained why the Japanese delegation 
~.onsidered that am;raft-carriers an~ vessels of th~ same kind should be classified with weapons 

whose character IS the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national 
defence or most theatening to civilians". The reasons were as follows : 

I. These vessels were very mobile, and could therefore be used for a surprise attack. 

2. They complicated the question of national defence. 

3· They increased the aggressive character of a fleet. 

4· They were more suitable for offensive operations than for coastal defence. 

5· Being a new weapon, they could be used for destructive purposes as yet unforeseen. 

~1. Saito _wou!d not rep~at the explanat~ons he had already given, but would sim 1 clear 
up certam pomts m connectiOn With the vanous arguments which had b t f pdy · 

It h, d b. 1 · d th t b 1. 1 h een pu orwar smce. 
. . . . a cen c aune at o a o IS 1 t e vessels under review would disturb the internal 
cqu1hbnum of a fleet and would necessitate changes in naval strat Th J · 
thought, on the contrary, that the abolition of these vessels w~~lyd. . e lafpatnhese dele~;attonf 

stmp 1 y e questiOn o 
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nati_on defence and would bring about very little change in the relative strengths of the various 
nav:1es.; The effects of their abolition would, indeed, be reciprocal, and no navy would be 
preJudiced. 

~n atteml?t ha~ also been made to show that, if those vessels were prohibited from 
carrymg ~o~bmg attcr~ft, the problem would be solved. The Japanese delegation was not 
of that opimon. It considered that the possession of an aircraft-carrier or similar vessel would 
~nable a fleet which was al~o generall~ superi~r ~o undertak~ more readily offensive operations 
m remote areas .. Clearly! attcraft-carners or s1milar vessels mcreased the aggressive character 
of a fleet, and 1t was d1fficult to understand why they should be considered indispensable 
to a fleet not designed for offensive operations. 

To . those ":ho maintained that those vessels were necessary for the transport of 
reconna.Issance aucraft, _the Japanese delegation replied that, in its view, a small number of 

. those aucraft could easily be transported on an ordinary vessel and launched by means of 
a catapult. 

· The Ja.panese d~legation fu~y agreed with the other ~elegations that aircraft-carriers 
were efficacious agamst submannes. It should be recogmsed, however, that submarines 
were the very ":capons which a navy inferior in the strength of surface craft required for 
purposes of national defence. Consequently, to say that aircraft-carriers were efficacious 
against submarines amounted to confirming that they were among the most efficacious weapons 
against national defence. 

The suggestion bad also been made that a fleet ought to possess aircraft-carriers to protect 
itseU from attacks by a land air force. But the Japanese delegation thought that such circum
stances would never occur unless the fleet went near the coast of the enemy country with 
aggressive intentions. 

The Japanese delegation therefore felt that the vessels under review should be considered as 
typically offensive within the meaning of the General Commission's three criteria independently 
of any decisions which the other technical commissions might take. It had already been made 
clear at the Washington and London Naval Conferences that aircraft-carriers could be discussed 
independently of air forces. 

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation considered that 
bombing aircraft were specifically offensive weapons and were threatening to civilians, but that 
their radius of action was relatively small. Aircraft-carriers made good this defect by enabling 
bombing aircraft to carry out their work of destruction in the most remote countries. It might 
be said that their role with respect to aircraft was analogous to that of guns with respect 
to shells. The Spanish delegation therefore considered that aircraft-carriers were specifically 
offensive weapons and were threatening to civilians. 

Necmettin SADIK Bey (Turkey) sa:id the Turkish delegation considered that aircraft
carriers corresponded exactly to the General Commission's three criteria. These vessels, by 
transporting aeroplanes to great distances, gave them great radius of action. It could therefore 
be said that they were specifically offensive, were most efficacious against national defence, 
and were very threatening to civilians. . 

In the very unlikely event of bombing aircraft being omitted from the category of offensive 
weapons prohibition to transport them on aircraft-carriers would not alter the fact that these 
vessels ~ere weapons of great_ offensive potentiality, for, in spite of all, they would still be 
able to carry bombing aircraft to a distance. 

The PREsiDENT noted that consideration of aircraft-carriers was concluded, and invited 
the Commission to turn its attention to submarines. 

24. APPLICATION TO SUBMARINES OF THE REsOLtJTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf.D.fC.G.28(2)}. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that various speakers had already referred to submarines 
during the discussions. He drew the Commission's attention to the following concrete proposals 
which had been made in this connection : 

I. In the statement it had submitted at the ninth meeting of the Commission the 
Spanish delegation had explained the following proposal contained in document Conf.D.74 : 

"No submersible vessel may have a displacement of more ~han I,~O? tons or a radius 
of action greater than that which the Conference may determme as givmg the vessel an 
aggressive character." 
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I d t C f D /c G :25 1 the Yugo-Iav delegation had proposed the abolition :z n ocumen ou . . . . -

of sub.marines having a large range of action. · 

3 The Roumanian delegation had stated at the tenth meeting o~ the ~ommi_s~ion 
that ,; States which are unable to possess capital ships and which cannot h_ne their mantl!"e 
frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarines to protect themselves agamst the aggress1ve 
action of large surface ships ". 

4. · The German delegation had proposed at the six~h meeting of ~h.e Commission in 
that all submarines should be designated as correspondmg to the defimtwns proposed by 
the General Commission. This proposal had been confirmed by the German delegate. 

5. The Danish delegation had proposed in document Conf.D.II2 that a distinction 
should be drawn between submarines of over and under soo-6oo tons, 

6. The Soviet delrgation had proposed that the tonnage of submarines should be limited 
to 6oo tons. 

M. MoREsco (Netherlands) stated that ~he Netherlands delegation was able to ~ccept 
the Spanish proposal-namely, that su.bmarmes of small t~nnage should not be .cons1_de~ed 
as specifically offensive weapons, proVlded that the countnes adopted a resolution s1milar 
to Part IV of the Treaty of London. 

M. Moresco pointed out that, according to the Spanish proposal, the aggressive character 
of submarines, as· of other vessels, increased in proportion to the increase in tonnage. Radius 
of action, speed, reserve fuel and the number of torpedoes carried depended upon tonnage. 

The armament of a submarine should also be considered, however, from the point of view 
of its efficacy in the event of surface action. If not only its tonnage but also the calibre of its 
guns were increased, it might become a kind of submersible armoured ship, the water 
surrounding it serving as a kind of armour. 

If, moreover, the Conference decided to limit the armament and tonnage of 
submarines and to submit this class of vessel to the rules of international law laid down in 
the Treaty of London, measures must also be taken with respect to armed merchant vessels. 
The existence of the latter must not incite submarines to break the rules in question. This 
point should be examined later, and M. Moresco only mentioned it as a reminder.~ 

In reply to a point of order raised by Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MrRo (Spain), the 
PRESIDENT confirmed that the Commission should confine itself for the moment to examining 
the questions put to it by the General Commission. It was not required to say that a 
particular weapon should be abolished or internationalised. 

Sir Bo~ton. EvREs-MoNSELL (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom advocated, 
as a hum_amtanan measure, the abolition and prohibition of submarines. The opening discussion 
at t_he Disarmament Confere~ce had revealed a widespread desire for the abolition of weapons 
wh1ch could be used aggressively against non-combatants. The abolition of submarines was 
urge~ for th~t reason. T~e essentif11 objection to the submarine was that it was a weapon 
particularly liable to be m1sused : !n any future war, countries employing submarines would 
be strongly t~mpted t~ u~e _them.~~ whate.ver way might be most effective for immediate 
p_urposes. Ow~ng to. therr lu~ute~ VISIOn, wh1c_h made it difficult for them to identify vessel'! 
Sighted. (especially m a fading light), submannes were liable to be accidentally misused. Of 
cour~e,lf all States adhered to the rules laid down in Part IV of the London Treaty, the chances 
of m1suse would be greatly reduced. . 

Th~ existen~e of submari~es imposed upon all navies higher requirements for destroyers 
and anh-submarme craft. Bes1des being a direct contribution to the reduction of armaments 
therefore, the abolition of submarines would lead to lower levels in the destroyer category' 
and fewer vessels of the exempt class. 

The C?st of building submarines was more than twice the cost per ton of surface shi s 
~~y ~-~qwred depot ships and sho':e establishments ; they were expensive to maintain a~d 
t e1r .1 e wa~ reckoned ~t only thirteen years: Their abolition would roduce ver reat 
fina~tlal f~av~ng,hfubth~~ mcreased by the acceptance of lower levels for d~troyers ana ~ther 
sma era . uc a ohhon presented no practical difficulty. Submarines were easil defined 
could not be c?nstructed or maintained in secret and had no commercial use If ~ · ' 
were once abolished, experience in their building and use would be lost a d ' su ldmalnnes 
b•fore t" Jd b "ld · . · n years wou e apse - any na ton cou UJ up a submanne service again. 

1 
See minutes of the fourteenth meeting of the General Commission. 
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. . Certain delegat~ons opposed t? the abolition of submarines had suggested that the object 
m v1ew could be ac~eved by reducmg their maximum size; that view had just been supported 
by the.rep.res~ntatlve of the N~therlands. The United Kingdom delegation did not agree that 
reduction m s1ze would b~ a satlsf~ctory substitute f~r abolition ; the economy achieved would 
be .m~ch less, bec!lus~ a.ntl-submar~ne vessels would. still be necessary. Moreover, as experience of 
~uilding and m~ntammg submannes would. contmue, the measure would not be so effective 
m war as abolition. 

Nevertheless, ~he U~ited Kingdom delegation had given the matter of reduction in size 
mo~t careful consideration, and these were the conclusions it had reached : Delegations 
wh1ch had stated their reasons for desiring to maintain submarines had said they required 
th~m for defensiv~ purposes in the vicinity of their home and colonial territories. The United 
Kmgdom delegation had accordingly investigated the problem of reduction in size to see 
whether a tonnage could be found below which submarines would be suitable only for coastal 
operations. Unles~ the reduction i!l size ac~ieved that differentiation, it would clearly be 
~seless: . An analys1s of past submarme operations had led to the conclusion that the dividing 
lme m1ght be. put at a standard displacef!lent of 250 tons surface (340 tons submerged). 
Small su~marmes of that tonnage (they m1g~t be called " coastal" submarines) would meet 
the requrrements of those who need submannes for defence of home or colonial territories 
but would not be suitable for .prolonged operations away from their base. Though unabl~ 
to c~rry out. l?rolonged operations, they would have a sufficient radius of action and sea
keepmg qualities to enable them to be sent to a base in any part of the world. 

The United Kingdom delegation would consequently be prepared to support a reduction 
in the maximum size of submarines to 250 tons surface displacement (340 tons submerged). 

Reduction to any figure higher than that would be quite a different matter and could not 
be supported by the United Kingdom delegation, because it would not succeed in limiting 
submarines to the true "coastal" type. 

There was no point in reducing the size of submarines and at the same time increasing 
their number, so that, if size were reduced by agreement, it would be necessary, when the 
reduction came into operation, for a corresponding reduction to be made in the total tonnage at 
present allocated to certain Powers by the London Naval Treaty and the tonnage which might 
be allocated to other Powers at the present Conference. 

Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) observed that the question whether submarines could and 
should be regarded as coming within the terms of the three cases defined in the General Com
mission's resolution had led to a discussion in which very different opinions had been expressed. 
Before the Commission finally decided on its attitude, he wondered whether it would not be 
desirable-as had already been proposed-to draw a distinction between the various types 
of submarines. In the case of surface vessels, several delegations were agreed that certain 

·Categories of vessels might be regarded as more specifically offensive than others. The 
discussion had shown that the offensive capacity of surface vessels increased in proportion 
to their displacement, their radius of action, etc. He would suggest that in the case of sub
marines also the larger types could be more easily used in operations of an offensive character 
than smaller types. The latter were much more effective as instruments of defence than as . 
instruments of aggression against t~e maritime defence~ of a country. Althoug~ so~et~mes 
their tactical procedure·of attack m1ght assume an offensive character, they were, m pnnc1ple, 
more suitable for strategic defence than for offensive operations. Though the discussion had 
shown that doubts existed on this point, there was an ever-widening agreement in favour 
of adopting rules to oblige submarines to observe the same attit~de with regard to merc~ant 
vessels as was now incumbent on surface vessels. That would certamly help to allay the anxiety 
of those who demanded guarantees against the possible misuse of submarines. 

The practical task before the C?mf!lission was .therefore to seek out amon~ the various 
types of submarines a limit below which 1t could be nghtly argued that the defensive character 
of the vessel became its preponderant feature. 

Of course there would be difficulties in fixing this limit-difficulties which should not be 
under-estimat~d. A number of different factors would have to be taken into consideration. 
The lowest limit would be the best. Other factors should, however, be borne in mind. Satis
factory defensive qualities should be maintained, and the craft should be safe to handle; 
painful experience had demonstrated the importance of that point. Due regard should be had 
for the comfort of the crew, particularly in the case of submarines having to navigate in 
northern seas or under extreme climatic conditions. 

In these circumstances, he thought that a tonnage of 250 tons would not be 
adequate. That limit might be fixed as a result of negotiations at which each delegation 
would be able to express its view_:>. This e.xchange of ~dews mig~t take pla~e in a 
small specially appointed sub-committee, or m the Draftmg Committee to wh1ch the 
President had referred on the previous day. He was willing to leave the decision regarding 
this point of .procedure to the Bureau. 
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111 Charles DUMONT (France) observed that the Spanish delegation had rais~d a lli~~ly 
import~nt question to which the President had given ~n answer that reflected h1s unfailmg _ 

picacity. The Naval Commission was not, under 1ts prese':lt terms of refer~nce, called 
~~ to discuss either the abolition of any category or categone~ o_f ":essels or, mdeed, the 
question of the tonnage of any particular class of vessel. The _Co_mm1sswn s so_le duty at present 
was to reply to the questions which had been sut>~itted to 1t !n t~e resol~tion of the General 
Commission. It had discussed capital ships and a1rcraft-carne~s m the hght of th~ General 
Commission's resolution, and it had now in the same way to consider wh~ther sub!Dannes _were 
specifically offensive armaments, whether they were specially efficacious agamst nat1<~nal 
defence or specially threatened the civilian population. Those and no others were the pomts 
they had to decide. 

It was the Commission's present task to consider t~ese'points as the}:' affected capital 
ships, aircraft-carriers, mine~ and .submarines and to g1ve, as far as possible, a clear and 
categorical answer to each pomt as 1t affected e3;ch. ca~egory of !1-rmaments. The clearest of the 
three criteria suggested in the General Commission s resolution-the clearest, at any ~ate, 
as regarded submarines-was that which asked whether any of these arms were specially 
threatening to the civilian population. The civilian population throughout the whole world 
was beset with anxiety owing to the e?'perience of the late war .. If the c;o~!erence wer~ able 
to say that if ever the terrible expenence of war occurred agam, the c1vihan population at 
least woull be secure, then the League of Nations could claim that some progress had been 
made. He had listened attentively to the misgivings expressed by the First Lord of the British 
Admiralty lest countries whi~h possessed sub!Darines might be temp~ed in time of st~ess 
to misuse them. In reply to th1s he would say, m the first place, that qmte clearly submarmes 
were the least menacing of all naval craft, if the rules laid down in Part IV of the London 
Treaty with regard to merchant vessels were faithfully observed. 

Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell had asked what would happen if submarines violated international 
law. Personally, he felt that, if the Conference had to consider possibilities of the violation 
of international law by, the various countries, it had better dissolve without further discussion. 
Ever since the League of Nations had been in existence, the great anxiety of France had 
been to secure the proper enforcement of its pacts and the application of sanctions by the 
community of nations in the case of their violation. If that problem could not be solved, 
hothing could be solved. It was, however, a general problem which lay entirely outside the 
scope of the Naval Commission's present discussion. He might say, however, that he was 
convinced that the meetings held under the auspices of the League were gradually creating 
and strengthening respect for international law- and the condemnation of any violation of 
such law. -

. ~-e repeated, .then, that s~bmarines were. of all naval craft the least capable of menacing 
a cl\•p.ian population. Submannes were only mtended to attack warships. They were entirely 
un~wta_ble for the bombardment of co~sts and coastal defence. Could anyone possibly 
ma~ntam that the Dardanelles attack, for mstance, could have been undertaken by submarines? 
They were perfectly i';lc!lpable in th~mselves of carrying out a blockade. They were therefore 
not a menace to the Civilian population on land, and would not be a menace to civilians at sea 
if the rules of international law were observed. In short, submarines were not a menace to any 
country, though they were the very soul of the defence of many countries. They were sentries 
posted to keep watch on the capital ships of other fleets : _ if a powerful fleet were tempted 
to abuse its power, the unknown risks of submarine defence would act as a deterrent. 

~ubmarines, th~n, were not specifically offensive craft, though all craft might be to a 
certam extent offensive or defensive according to their role. · 

Some ~elegates ha~ seemed incli~1e~ to suggest that an attempt might be made to define 
the defensiVe ?r offensive charactensh~s of submarines in relation to their tonnage. The 
F~ench d~legah?n was pr~pared to c?ns1der the e~pediency of reducing tonnage in connection 
With caJ:IItal sh1ps a':ld a~rcraft:carners; but With regard to submarines the situation was 
rather different, par~1cularl_y as 1t affected France. The position of France in this matter could 
only be unde~stood m the hght of recent naval history. France had during the war abandoned 
her constT?~hon programme of capital ships. After the war she found herself in a very weak 
naval pos1t1on, and had therefore tried to organise her defence by means of submarines 
In t~e last ten ye~rs she had made great progress in this respect by dint of hard work heav · 
sacnfice and considerable bol~ne~s in the technical field. So ~uch so that Article ' of th~ 
~ndon Treaty dccorded spec1al nghts to France in this matter, allowing her submarfne craft 
~n~~~~~~~~~~erfyP !~ ~po~!f~~ipi: o~er wo,rds, 

8
compt ensatib' on had been allowed for France's 

h · ll · ranees 2 • oo- on su marines had been produced t 
~ef~~~~sc~~l~~: aJe~fh~:s~a~~~~o~l~~osti!i~!': :r~~~a:a~~~~~~~e i~~~eFmatt~r ~fter t~ubmari:lde 
nevertheless go into this matter and would se · th G · re!lc. e ega 10n '_V?U 
could be taken with regard to the maximum di:p~~ce~ente~~t~ cfommiSSion fwhat decisions 
clauses of the London Treaty. • 1 ue regard, o course, to the 

In the Naval Commission, however the only t' t 
possessed offensive or defensive characteri~tics frues !Onida p~esent ~.1s w~cther sub_marines 

· e wou pomt out m th1s connection that 
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they were of immense defensive utility in the protection of merchant-ship convoys their employ
men~ ~or that purpose being entirely proper; but for that purpose also they m~st possess the 
requ!s1te t?nnage a~d speed. He therefore requested the Commission to give its most careful 
consideratiOn to th1s aspect of the question, particularly when applying the various criteria 
to such cases. He could only repe_at his st.atement that, if such submarines conformed-as they 
W?ul? conform-to the rules of mternationallaw, they would possess no offensive character 
Withm the te!~s of the G~neral Comm_ission's resolution. Any decision on the part of the 
Naval CommiSSIOn re~atmg the que_stion of t_he ~ffensive or d~fensive c~aracter of ships by 
tonnage alone would mvolve a detailed enqmry mto the national navies of the various 

, co!lntries-an enquiry which w?uld be complicated and possibly dangerous. He did not 
thmk, however, that the offensive character of vessels could be determined by the factor 

· of tonnage. Even vessels of heavy tonnage might be used defensively. For the small nations 
and for France and Japan, submarines used legitimately, their action being governed by 
rules for t~e t~eatment of _merchant vessels, formed an indispensable element of defence. 
He hoped 1t m1ght be possible subsequently to revise the Hague Convention in such a way 
as to make it totally unnecessary, in any circumstances, to arm merchant vessels. That would 
provide a· further guarantee of the exclusively defensive use of submarines. The essential 
poi~t was that the whole question should be examined in a spirit of absolute objectivity, 
havmg regard to the needs of all. France required her submarines only for the defence of 
her coasts and communications. She therefore felt-to quote the expression used on two 
occasions by the United Kingdom delegate-that iri the case of submarines also, the 
Commission should " return a verdict of acquittal ". 

l\1. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that the Versailles Treaty p10hibited 
Germany from possessing submarines, on the ground that these vessels possessed an essentially 
aggressive character. If that view were correct, all submarines should be abolished. 

He noted that certain delegations were in favour of drawing a distinction between various 
classes of submarines, arguing that the smaller types of these ves$els were of a purely defensive 
character. As he had stated on a previous occasion in the course of the discussion, he was 
surprised that the views of the French delegation, as expressed in the Naval Commission, 
seemed to take no account of the French proposals put forward before the Conference on 
February 5th-namely, that certain forms of armaments should be internationalised. Again, 
some delegations had argued the inoffensiveness of capital ships, while others had upheld the 
inoffensiveness of submarines. Was the Commission to conclude, therefore, that only cruisers 
and torpedo-boats possessed aggressive characteristics ? He was afraid that, if the Commission 
continued to proceed in this manner, it would reach no conclusions at all concerning the criteria 
submitted to it. The German delegation deplored the slowness of the Commission's progress, 
particularly in view of the President's observation that possibly two more weeks might elapse 
before the Commission came to a definite decision. The Commission had to remember that it 
was dealing with problems which had aroused great public interest, the hopes of the public 
being centred on their solution. The Commission should make every effort to avoid deceiving 
those hopes. The Treaty of Versailles had given a precise definition of the armaments to which 
the criteria contained in the General Commission's resolution applied, and the German 
delegation felt that; generally speaking, these definitions should be sufficient. 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission's discussions were bound to take some time. 
The Commission was faced with a problem which, as it had not been discussed thoroughly 
by the Preparatory Commission but had only been touched upon in a sub-committee of that 
Commission, was not mentioned in the draft Convention. The Commission was therefore 
treading on new ground an~ dealing wi~h questions of .very great impo~tance. It was quite 
comprehensible that the vanous delegations should des1re to go deeply mto these questions, 
to clear the atmosphere and see whether some common policy could not be evolved. The 
Commission was not wasting its time : its discussions would provide the Conference with 
valuable material for its future work. 

When he had said that the representatives of the three commissions would not be able 
to submit their proposals for some time, he had not meant that there was any excuse for delay. 
On the contrary, the Commission should endeavour to ter.minate the discussion of its present 
agenda as soon as possible, since public opinion was awaiting the evolution of some practical 
and constructive policy. 

-
· M. Charles DuMONT. (France) assured the German dtlegate that it was not from lack of 
courtesy that he had omitted to reply to that delegate's reference on a previous occasion 
to the apparent divergence between French policy as explained in the Naval Commission 
and as outlined by the French delegation on February 5th. In point of fact, the French 
proposals made on February sth did not really come within the scope of the present limited 
discussion. The French proposals to internationa!ise certain armaments were based, not on 
the idea that these armaments were specifically aggressive, but on the idea that it was necessary 
to provide the League of Nations with a powerfulforce. The Naval Commission was not discuss
ing that point. In only one case did the French proposals suggest, on the ground of their 
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. 11 d 'vest themselves of certain armaments-
danger to civilians, that nations should act~a Yft 1 r to the League of Nations. In other 
namely, bombing aircraft-and ha~d these alrcra th~k armaments but place them, in certain 
cases the proposal was _that countnes should ~l~~h t was quite unconnected with the intrinsic 
circumstances, at the disposal o~ t~e League. ·na uestion a art as he had just said, from 
offensive or dde~sive ~haractenshcs of hth~f~~~st~e ~resent dis~ussion on the criteria r~ferred 
the case of bombmg _a,~craft. ShureGiy, t elr C ~ission had no connection whatever With the 
to the Naval CommiSSIOn by t e enera om 
Fr<"nch proposals made on February 5th. 

M N RHEINBABEN (Germany) thanked the French delegate for his explanation. That 
point ~t~ew had not occurred to him when studying the French proposals. 

TWELFTH MEETING-

Held on Thursday, May 5th, 1932, at 1o a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

25. APPLICATION TO SUBMARINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D.jC.G.28(2)) (continuation of the discussion). 

Captain MARONI (Italy) observed that the Italian Government's views on ~ubmarines h~d 
already been explained at the London Naval Conference, at the plenary meetmg of the Dis
armament Conference, in the General Commission and by himself in the Naval Commission. In 
no other sphere was the close interdependence of offence and defence more clearly demonstrated. 

All previous speakers had rec~g!lised that submarine action against ~erchant ves.sels 
must in future be subject to the conditions and rules accepted for surface warsh1ps. Submannes 
therefore need only be considered from a purely military point of view. From that point of 
view they were, in the Italian delegation's opinion, clearly both offensive and defensive in 
character. 

They might be offensive directly or indirectly. Their action might be particularly effective 
when combined with that of other units of a fleet in carrying out a preconceived plan of attack. 
Moreover, the very existence of submarines made it necessary to develop means of defence, 
torpedo-boat destroyers, convoy vessels, etc.-in other words, to increase definitely the 
aggressive power of fleets. . 

The defensive character of fleets was still more easy to prove. Submarines were the most 
efficacious defensive arm for less powerful fleets ; it might even be said that only by means of 
submarines could these fleets oppose aggressive operations threatening the territory or food
supplies of their respective countries. 

That submarines constituted a defensive weapon could not be denied when it was realised 
that they were the only weapon which could be employed with any hope of success against 
capital ships. The potential defensive capacity of submarines should therefore, in the Italian 
delegation's opinion, be considered in relation to the potential offensive capacity of capital 
ships. If the latter were abolished, submarines would no longer be necessary. That correlation 
was proved by the fact that the tonnage of capital ships had been considerably increased 
to enable them to resist submarine attack. It might be said that the huge modern warship was 
largely the outcome of submarine development. 
. Th~ Italian Gover~ment had .studied !his double aspect of the question with great care, 
~n the hght of the very 1m port ant mterests mvolved, and had reached the following conclusion: 
1t ha~ in_structe~ the Italian deleg3:tion-with a view to reconciling the right of each country tO: 
prov1de 1tself With the most effective means for ensuring internation~ defence with the Italian 
~overnment's firm intention to co-operate in bringing about a definite and substantial reduction 
m armaments-to propose to the Conference the simultaneous abolition of submarines and 
capital ships. 

In reply to the vario'!s proposa~s that had been made that the tonnage of submarines 
~h~uld ~~educed, the ltal1an delegatio~ could not agree to any appreciable reduction, because 
m 1ts opm10n t~at wou_l~ amount J>rach~ally to a unilateral abolition of submarines without 
a~y corresponding abolition '?f capital sh1ps. Such unilateral abolition would make the strong 
st1ll stronger and the weak still weaker. 
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C_aptain So~SKJ (Polan?) observed. that, in their statements concerning capital ships 
and at~craft-car!lers, the vanous delegations had endeavoured, by adducing the special needs 
of thetr respective countries and in some cases their wide maritime interests to prove the 
necessity for maintaining the most powerful and costly naval armaments. The C~mmission had 
n?ted that most delegations representing countries which possess few if any capital ships and 
arrcraft-carriers, while admitting the special defensive needs of the great naval Powers, were 
u~able to agree that these vessels were solely defensive, particularly in the case of Powers 
Without overseas possessions. But the question of submarines was of great importance to 
all countries having maritime interests, both to those whose defence was already ensured by 
great surface units and to those who were obliged to base their defensive system on smaller 
craft. · 

Poland with her thirty-two million inhabitants had an outlet to only one sea - the Baltic. 
The whole economic organisation of the country was directed towards that sea. Fifty-one 
per cent of the foreign trade of Poland was sea-borne. There was a very large volume of trade 
between the interior an~ the sea-coast, particularly as regarded the most essential raw materials, 
6o to ~o per cent of whtch was sea-borne. The traffic of the port of Danzig had, from 1913 to 
1930, mcreased from about two million to more than eight million tons, while the traffic of the 
new port of Gdynia_ had risen in a few years from nil to three and a half million tons. 

Naturally, the principal thought and duty of each State was to ensure the safety of its 
sea-borne trade. At the present time, in most cases, that safety depended on the existence of 
defensive naval forces, which, in the Polish delegation's opinion, might be modest but should 
be strictly based on the requirements of national defence. Their composition should vary 
according to the geographical and political situation of the various countries and the degree 
of security attained. They might be small and consist of relatively small vessels, but they 
must include submarines, the only low-tonnage craft which could face capital ships. 

He need not repeat all the very convincing arguments in favour of maintaining submarines 
which had already been advanced during the discussion. He would merely emphasise the 
fact that submarines could be used against capital ships only and were in no way a menace 
to the coastal defences of a country, least of all to fortifications. No delegation had been able 
to prove the contrary; the one reservation made with regard to submarines concerned solely 
the question of the uses to which they were put. 

After examining the details of this question from a practical point of view, the Polish 
delegation had concluded that, though public opinion and the conscience of the nations 
condemned the manner in which submarines had sometimes been employed during the world 
war, they might perfectly well be employed in other ways which WO\lld be quite in keeping 
with the rules and usages of naval warfare. . . 

There was one new fact which might profoundly modify the action of submarines against 
merchant vessels-the only action in which submarines directly threatened the non-combatant 
population. He referred to the provisions of Article 22 of the Treaty of London, which subjected 
submarines to the same rules as surface vessels. This part of the Treaty had been signed by the 
five principal naval Powers, who possessed between them So per cent of all the submarines 
in the world. It was therefore incorrect to maintain that all submarines were a greater 
menace to non-combatants at sea than surface vessels. 

· Poland was prepared to follow the example given by the Powers which had signed the 
Treaty of London, and she hoped that the provisions of this Treaty would become a universally 
recognised rule of international law. If the Commission thought that this question lay outside 
the questions referred to it ~y the General Comm~ssion, it migh~ never~heless draw that 
Commission's attention to the tmportance of the question from the pmnt of VJeW of the peaceful 
development of international trade. ' 

Commodore OTTO (Norway) proposed to examine the question of submarines in the light 
of each of the three criteria proposed by th~ General Commission. 

In the first place, it could hardly be maintained that submarines ~ere a particularly 
offensive weapon against surface wa~shi~s. They had been so, t? a certam degre~, fiftee~ to 
twenty years previously, but, c?nstdenng t_he numerous devtce~ for protectl?n agamst 
submarine attack which had been mvented dunng the war and after, tt must be admttted at the 
present time that submarines, operating independently, of the other units of a fleet, had rather 
limited chances of launching a successful attack against surface ships. Those chances in any case 
limited to such a degree that submarines could ~ot b~ characterised as specifically offensiy~ 
Nor were they particularly suitable for co-operation w1th a fleet of surface vessels m offens1ve 
operations. 

Submarines were much more a defensive weapon for the protection of coasts. There they 
could operate at comparatively short distances from their bases and in close co-operation 
with other naval forces. From that point of view, they were a very valuable weapon for 
small navies, particularly when the number of surface vessels of those navies was strictly 
limited. 



-64-

Very little could be said as to the efficacy of submarines against national defences. It 
was not greater than that of surface vessels, and was probably less. 

Finally, the danger presented by submarines to ~on-combata':lt~ at sea, crews and 
passengers of merchant ships, depended not on their special charactenshcs but upon the way 
in which they were used. 

It would be very desirable: however, to reduce the tonnage an.d radius of action of sub
marines, and the Norwegian delegation was in favour of such reduction. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT y MrRo (Spain) obs.erve~ that the Span!sh delegatio~ h~d 
already expressed its views with regard to submarmes .m. the proposal .•t had ~mbo~1ed m 
the statement it made at the nin.th meeting of the Commission. It took as 1ts startmg-pomt the 
principle that all States should accept the provisions of Artic!e 22 <?f the Treaty of London. 
That point had already been explamed by other delegates, mcludmg the French delegate, 
whose observations he entirely endorsed. 

Two objections only had been ·raised to the arguments put forward by the Spanish 
delegation : 

Firstly, certain delegations had argued that submarines were a very serious menace to 
capital ships and that they led to the construction of larl?er an~ larger, capital ships a~d an 
ever-increasing number of torpedo-boat destroyers, thus mvolvmg very heavy expenditure. 

He did not deny that, but would point out that the object of the Disarmament Conference 
was not to enable countries to construct large navies on the cheap, but to enable small Powers 
to defend themselves against possible attacks by a stronger naval Power. 

. Secondly, the German delegation had stated that in its opinion the offensive nature of 
submarines had been settled by the fact that Germany had been prohibited from possessing 
these vessels under the Treaty of Versailles. 

That, he thought, was a valuable argument hi discussing the question of the equality 
of rights ; but i_t did not prove that submarines were weapons <>fa specifically offensive character 
or were particularly threatening to civilians. The authors of the Treaty had been mainly 
governed by a desire to ensure naval supremacy for the victors and to deprive the vanquished 
of weapons which might endanger that supremacy: the submarine was certainly such a weapon. 

M. SAITO (Japan) reminded the Commission that the Japanese delegation's opinion had 
alrea~y be~n explained during the general discussion. He would therefore merely amplify 
certam pomts. 

Submarines were not a very powerful weapon. Their guns were of a smaller calibre than 
those of almost all other warships. They carried torpedoes which could not be compared-as 
regarded their power of destruction-with those carried by destroyers or cruisers. Their 
communication facilities, their speed and their field of vision were very limited. Even in the 
case of submarines having a large radius of action, that radius was much less than the radius 
of large surface vessels. · 

Consequently the combatant value of a submarine was undeniable less than that of a' 
surfac~ vessel. It would be quite unjust to classify submarines in the category of specifically 
offensive vessels. 

The only c~arac~eristic peculi~r t_? sub~arines was that they could submerge .. But, once 
submerged, the1r achon, commumcatlon facilities and field of vision diminished still further 
and they could not face a surface vessel. They could only keep on the watch and wait until a 
surface vessel drew near .. Only then could they utilise all their means and combat even very 
powerf~l surface vessels w1th some chance of success owing to their invisibility Submarines 
possessm~ as they d:id such negative fighting power, should therefore be regarded as a defensiv~ 
arm 1~a~•cularly suitable for lesser navies. Their abolition, as proposed by certain delegations 
~0~ fg!Ve ~ofpld~te sup~emac~ to the great naval Powers and would prevent less powerfui 

eed s rolml eft en mgillthe!f tern tory. The powerful fleets would become still more powerful 
an sma er eets st weaker. 

pos~:s~agd :l~r:e~a~i~~~;~~~fo~ou:~~ ~~t~e discussion that large submarines, or submarines 
The Japanese delegation did not sh~re t~at ~ni a~y cT~ beffreg~rded as spe~ifically offensive. 
submarines .now in existence could not be c!m;~;:;d wi~ho t~nrvf p~enttahty of th~ largest 
from the pomt of view of speed guns and t d h a .o . su ac.e vessels, seemg that, 
believe that the submarine of the type co~{/ ort ~ ~y 7hrepd!stmctly mferior. He could not 
Convention could be regarded as a particula:rp affe 1.n e reparatory Commission's draft 

Y o ens1ve weapon. 
Moreover, a reduction in the tonnage of subm · 1 

quences in different countries The eneral condit' annes wou ~ produce very different conse
peculiarities of a country, as ~ell asgthe revalentl~s, geographical si~u~tio~ and topographical 
seas, should all be taken into considerati~n in deter e.te.oroltohglc~l conditions m the neighbouring 

mmmg e s1ze of a submarine. For instance, 
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a count~y possessing long coasts, scattered possessions or great stretches of sea to defend needed 
submannes large enough to allow them t'? fulfil their defensive mission. Experience had proved 
to the ~apanese fleet that small submannes were not very practicable from the oint of view 
of remammg at sea and ~he ~omfort of those who had to live in them. Moreover, fn seas where 
waves were ~ener~y htgh It was often impossible for a small submarine navigatina under · 
water to use Its penscope - a fact which greatly diminished its efficacy. b · 

. . It had also been said that submarines could ~e ~isused .. The Japanese delegation would 
pomt out, however, _that su~ace ve~s~l~ could be snmlarly mtsused with even more deplorable 
result.s from the pou~t of vtew of c_tvihans: . I.t could not, therefore, be said that submarines 
were m any ~ay particularly menacmg to ctvtltans. They would cease to constitute any menace 
whatsoever If, as the French delegate had suggested, all States subscribed to Article 22 of the 
London Naval Treaty. 

Finally, the Japanese delegation P?inted out that submarinesofa tonnage of not more than 
2,ooo tons, such as those cont~mplate~ m the draft Convention, were an indispensable defensive 
weapon for less po":er!ul navtes and dtd not correspond to any of the three criteria proposed by 
the ~en~r~ C?mmisston. The Japanese delegation was unable to approve proposals for the 
drastic hmttation ?f the strength of submarines without regard to the strength of surface vessels 
and naval forces m general. 

Necmet~in SADIK Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation regarded submarines of . 
over ~ certam tonnage, powerfully armed and having a wide radius of action, as specifically 
o~enstve weapons. _On the o~her hand, submari.nes under a certain tonnage to be determined, 
withou_t a lar_ge ra?ius of action, were an essenttally defensive arm, and particularly useful for 
countnes whtch dtd not possess a powerful fleet. · 

· If, however, all the delegations agreed to regard all submarines without exception as 
specifically offensive weapons, Turkey would not raise any objection. 

Rear-Admiral TEH YuEN Lu (China) thought that submarines should be considered with 
reference to surface vessels. As the Italian delegate had pointed out, only submarines could 
face capital ships-that, indeed, was their principal use. If, therefore, the Conference, in 
order to bring about the substantial disarmament which the whole world wished, decided 
to abolish capital ships, submarines would lose their principal raison d'etre and could 
hardly be utilised for any purpose except to attack merchant shipping. They would then 
become a serious menace to non-combatants at sea, if the rules of international law, as defined 
in Article 22 of the Treaty of London, were not respected. 

Consequently, the Chinese delegation proposed the simultaneous abolition of capital 
ships and submarines. 

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) said that, as the United States delegation 
had explained its point of view with regard to submarines, he would not repeat the 
arguments already put forward. He would simply confirm that the" American delegation 
was prepared to agree to the abolition of submarines, considering that they were not an essential 
part of a navy, and that their abolition would not disorganise the existing fleets. 

Mr. Swanson was surprised that the horrors of the last war appeared to have been so 
soon forgotten. For his part, he had a very clear recollection of the feeling against submarines 
of both peoples and Governments at that time, when almost all the Press did not hesitate to 
call them cruel assassins of the sea. At the present moment, however, they seemed to be 
considered the most valued defenders of home and country. 

· An attempt bad been made to show that the submarine would cease to be a danger to 
civilians if the provisions of Part IV, Article 22, of the London Naval Treaty were made general 
and adopted by all States. The Am~rican del~gation. thought the ~anger w~uld not be 
entirely removed, however, and feared, like ~he Umted Kmgdom delegation, that, m the event 
of a new war, the horrors of the last war mtght be repeated. 

It would seem, indeed, that the officer in charge of a submarine, even if he endeavoured, 
in all good faith, to apply the rules laid down in Article 22 of the Treaty of London, would 
find it most difficult to comply with them strictly, as the officer in charge of a surface vessel 
would be able to do. A submarine was not provided with adequate means for taking on board 
the crew and passengers of a merchant ship. It had no lifeboats, nor could it take a vessel 
into port. It would consequently have to rely either on the boats on board the merchant 
ship, or on any surface vessels which might be on the spot, for the safety of the crew and 
passengers. 

The officer in charge of the submarine might, however, have decided that the ship's boats 
would suffice to take the members of the crew and the passengers to land, whereas, owing to 

NAVAL COMMISSION 5. .. 



-66-

· a1 ulation some error of judgment or some other reason, they might n?t all be 
some dnuscf c d d. There would undoubtedly then be violent protests. The officer m charge 
Jande sa ean soun · d k" · · b h" t · of the submarine would be accused of failing to respect the un er~a mgs g1ven y IS co~n ry , 
the occurrence would be exaggerated to the full extent neces~1tated by propaganda., and 

· reprisals would probably take place, followed by counter-repnsals. Horrors as ternble as, 
if not worse than, those of the world war ~ould be Jet loose. . 

I th e way should the officer in charge of the submarine rely on surface vessels 
on th: spo~ :~~ake th~ crew and passengers on board, subsequent .events mig~t prevent these 
vessels from doing so. The consequences would be the same as m the previous case. 

The Commission must aim at reducing the. inhumanity of.war .as ~ar a~ possible, and the 
abolition of submarines would appear to be an Important step m this direction. · 

On the other hand, the United States delegation .fully .appreciated the attitude of the 
small Powers towards submarines, particularly of countnes which h~d ports, or seas ~Om!flan~ed 
by narrow straits to defend. It had apparently been felt that Improvements I~ ltstemng 
devices on board surface vessels would diminish the importance of submarmes. The 
contrary had occurred, however : submarin~s had been provided with improved. listening 
devices, which increased their offensive capacity to such an extent that the use which would 
be made of them in a possible future war could not be foreseen. 

The object of the Disarma~ent Conference was n~t only to prevent .a new war, but also 
to reduce expenditure on naval armaments. The existence .of sub~annes. had led to the 
construction of surface vessels of greater tonnage and with an mcreasmg number of 
compartments in order that they might be more resistant to torpe??es. It had ~so led to 
the construction of an excessive number of destroyers. The abolition of submannes would 
appreciably reduce budgets. 

Finally, Mr. Swanson stated that he had spoken during the present discussion partly 
on account of the proposals which had been made for limiting the displacement of submarines. 
For the moment, the United States delegation reserved all questions concerning the limitation 
of submarine displacement. It felt that, if submarines were maintained, it must be borne in 
mind that the countries with overseas possessions, which were prohibited by treaty from 
constructing submarine bases in those possessions, needed submarines of sufficient tonnage 
to enable them to make long voyages. The American delegation thought this· point of 
view should be taken into consideration in determining the offensive or defensive character 
of submarines of large tonnage. · . 

The PRESIDENT stated that the discussion regarding submarines was closed. 

26. APPLICATION TO MINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf. D./C.G.z8(z)). 

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission had now to cQnsider the question of automatic 
contac~ J?lin,es, solei~, of course, in the .light of the three points specified in the General 
CommiSsions resolution. In that connection there was a proposal contained in the Netherlands 
memora~dum (docu~ent ~onf. D.Io8) to the effect that "it should be prohibited to lay 
automatic contact mmes m the open sea " ; a proposal by the Spanish delegation in the 
stateme~t it subJ?litted to the Com!flission at its ninth meeting to the effect that " mines 
moored m the ne1g~bourhood o~ national ports are specifically defensive weapons, but that, 
on the ~~mtrary, mmes moored m the. open sea and, still more, floating mines, came under 
~ C , 3;nd that, c?nsequently, .mmes moored in the open sea and unattached floating 
mmes or. mmes ~o~s.essm.? a mecham~m permitting them to remain near the surface are very 
threatemng to c•vi!!an~ ; and_. agam, a Danish proposal contained in document Conf.D.uz 
to ~he effect that ~mes are m themselves a definitely defensive weapon, but their appli
catio~ may be offensive w~en they are laid near the enemy coasts or on frequented routes 
b~ m•';le-layers •. more particularly torpedo-boats, destroyers and submarines. The laying of 
mmes m such c1r~um~tances !flUSt be _regarded as a definitely offensive act. At the same time, 
howeve~, the mme IS peculiarly suited for certain defensive purposes-for example, the 
protection of the. ~orts and anchorages of a country. The best procedure as regards mines 
would be to proh1b1t the use of automatic contact mines in the open sea. " 

. Admiral SuRIE (Netherlands) reminded the Commission of the great n~mber of non
belligerents a!ld ne~trals who had l?st their lives .owing to the sinking of merchant vessels 
~y contact m•.nes la1d at sea. The eighth Convention of the second Hague Peace Conference 
m I<)07 had la1d down rules for the employment of such mines in warfare but even before I 0 
the world had seen how dangerous such mines could still be long after hostilities had ceaiel. 



The Hague Convention on the laying of contact-mines was based on the principle of the 
freedom of sea-routes open to all nations. The recent war had shown that those rules were not 
suffic~ent t~ prevent a huge loss of life among non-combatants. Moreover, during the war 
certam mantime routes had been completely barred. He might add that even in the discussions 
at the Hague Conference in 1907 certain delegates had foreseen these possibilities. 

T~e res?l~tion adopted b~ the General Commission afforded an opportunity to express 
a defimte op~mo':l on th1s question. The N~t~erlands delegation desired to submit the following 
proposal, which 1t hoped the Naval CommiSSion would unanimously accept: 

. " The Naval Commission is of opinion that submarine automatic contact mines laid 
m the open sea are extremely threatening to civilians." 

Another and a ve~ delicate question was how th~ eighth Convention of the Hague 
Co~ference could be mod_ifi~d so as to afford greater secunty. That, however, was a question 
which t!te Nav~ CommiSSion could not discuss. Article 4 of the 1907 Hague Convention 
concemmg the nghts of neutrals to lay contact-mines off their coasts had given rise to a long 
and complicated debate. The expression " off their coasts " had been used because it had been 
found i~poss~ble to define" the extent of the territorial sea". Nor, for that matter, had the 
first CodificatiOn Conference at The Hague in 1930 been able to agree upon the extent of the 
territorial sea. Consequently, the expression" open sea " might give rise to difficulties, but he 
thought that that question might be left to a special committee. . 

At present he was only asking the Naval Commission to express an opinion concerning 
the danger to civilians of automatic contact mines. 

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom)' observed that the essential difference between 
automatic contact mines in the open sea and other weapons was that directly the mine had 
been laid it passed entirely out of control of those who had laid it. It was doubtless that 
difference which had led the Hague Peace Conference to attempt to frame rules which had 
subsequently been embodied in a Convention. He agreed with the Netherlands delegate that 
these rules did not succeed in providing complete safeguards against the indiscriminate laying 
of mines, though they would prove very useful if their spirit were observed as well as their 
letter. 

The Commission's present task was to apply the three criteria of the General Commission's 
reselution to these mines. In the first place, the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation 
was that these mines were offensive. in a tactical sense Their object was blindly to 
destroy or cripple ships. Even where mine-fields formed part of a general strategic plan, 
of defence, the United Kingdom delegation felt bound to reply that these mines were 
specifically offensive. The answer to the second point, whether such mines were a menace 
to national defence, was in the negative. With regard to the third criterion, mines once sown 
passed out of human control, their subsequent effect being governed entirely by chance, so 
that they might be just as likely to blow up an inoffensive passenger liner as a warship. 
Consequently, this type of mine sown in the open sea was definitely a threat to civilians. 

The United Kingdom delegation had carefully considered this matter. It had taken 
the meaning of the Netherlands proposal to be-and in the light of the statement they had 
just heard this seemed to be the right interpretation-that prohibition should apply to mines 
sown " on the high sea " and not to defensive mine-fields laid off a country's own coast. The 
United Kingdom delegation was anxious to do all it could to protect merchant shipping, but 
it could not be entirely oblivious to the lessons of the late war, especially as mines had proved 
to be one of the few measures which had proved an effective defence against submarines. 
In laying their mines the British navy had always adhered to the rules of the Hague Convention 
and had always ad~ised neutrals whe~ mine-fi.elds were laid ; but so lo~g as s~bmarines exis~ed 
it would be impossible to forgo the laymg of mmes as a defence. The Umted Kmgdom delegation 
could therefore agree to the prohibition of the use of automatic mines on the high sea, provided 
submarines were also abolished. 

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) welcomed the proposals of the Netherlands delegation. 
Like the United Kingdom delegation, the German delegation replied affirmatively to the 
application of the first and the third of the criteria to mines, and negatively to the application 
of the second. 

The attitude of the German delegation had hitherto been based on the stipulations of the 
Treaty of Versailles; but that Treaty contained no restrictions with regard to the laying of 
mines. As he had said on another occasion, however, Germany was ready to accept any 
measure which went even beyond the stipulations of the Treaty of Versailles, provided it were 
accepted by the other nations as well. 



-68-

· h t the Italian delegation regarded automatic contact 
Captain M~RONI (Italy) said t ~ dangerous to the civilian population, particularly 

mines as offenSive weapons «:xtreme Y avi ators The experience of the war had shown, 
if their presence .were ~ot notified to e~ensfvel ~ ainst submarines. The Italian delegation 
however, that mmes m1ghht bNe tuhsed1 d ds sugge!tio~ provided submarines also were abolished, 
could therefore approve t e e er an 
as Italy had proposed. 

27
. APPLICATION TO COAST FoRTIFICATIONS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL 

COMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D.jC.G.28(2) ). 

The PRESIDENT ointed out that the next item on the agenda was" Coast Fortifications". 
Th t t" had Jfeen raised at the· Conference and had consequently been put on the 

a dquesf 1tohn N al Commission to allow of its discussion, if necessary, though most 
agen a o e av . · h" th C · · • et dele ations were agreed that the matter only JUSt came Wit . m e . ommiSSion s comp enc~, 
if tg all w uld the Commission therefore agree to pass th1s question by for the present~ 1t 
bei~g ~de~tood that it might be of interest and might in some ways be connected Wlth 
naval questions ? 

·Agreed. 

28. APPLICATION TO RIVER CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION 
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D.jC.G.28 (2)). 

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should discu~s the questi~n of river craft 
and monitors. The Hungarian delegation had a proposal to submit on the subJect. 

General TANCzos (Hungary) desired to submit the following proposal by the Hungarian 
delegation : 

" With a view to specifying' in accordance with the resolution of the General 
Commission dated April 22nd, those weapons whose character is: 

" I. The most specifically offensive ; 
" 2. Most efficacious against national defence ; 
" 3· Most threatening to civilians ; 

the Hungarian delegation considers that the following vessels should be designated as 
corresponding to the above definitions : 

" Surface river war vessels specially constructed for use on European rivers, whose 
standard displacement exceeds 250 tons and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 3.15 -: 
(8o mm.) · 

" This proposal is complementary to that concerning river-craft submitted by the 
Hungarian delegation on March 15th, at the fourth meeting of the Commission." 

One of the essential objects of the qualitative reduction of armaments was to give national 
defences the required superiority over powers of attack. The recent war had on many occasions 
shown that it had only been possible to carry thorough offensive operations along or across 
rivers through the effective .support of river fleets and, in particular, the larger units of such 
fleets. Monitors and river gunboats of a certain tonnage and armament were therefore of a 
specifically offensive character. They were also very efficacious against national defences owing 
to their strong armour and relatively powerful guns. They could break down resistance along 
rivers and were built to carry an attack-even by surprise-far into the interior of a country. 
They were thus a very definite threat to civilians. 

Personally, he was of opinion that the problem of river-craft could be examined only 
in connect~on with th~ national require!'lents and special circumstances of each country. 
The defensive or offensive nature of certam armaments also could be decided only in the light 
of the special considerations mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant. 

M. VON RHE~NBABEN (Germany) supported the Hungarian delegation's proposals,. which 
he held to be emmently sound and reasonable . 

. M. VENT~OFF (U~ion of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Soviet dele
gation also WIS_he~ t.o m~lud~ two other types of vessels as coming within the terms of the 
Gener~ Comm~s10n s cntena. The first of these were sea-going monitors, which had been 
placed m a special category under the London Treaty. Owing to their gun-power and mobility, 
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these ves;;els had ~een specially co.nstructed to attack coastal defences. They were therefore 
an effective offenstve weapon agamst such defences. The second case was that of certain 
Washing~ on c~isers, which, being lightly armoured or unarmoured, of Io,ooo tons displacement", 
arme_d wtth 8-mch guns, and possessing great speed and a great radius of action, were a 
formt~able menace to maritime commerce and an almost indispensable instrument for the 
enfo.rc_tf!g of blockades. They were therefore specifically offensive and were threatening 
to ctvihans. . 

Captain Rossi-SABATINI (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the size and displacement of river 
craft were already limited by the conditions of fluvial navigation, so that they were bound 
to be of smaller tonnage and power than sea-going warships. The same criteria could not 
be applied to ~hem as ~ere applied. t<? sea-going vessels. The Yugoslav delegation did not 
constder that nver momtors came wtthm the scope of any of the three cases mentioned in the 
General Commission's resolution. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation shared the Hungarian dele
gation's opinion arid supported its proposals. 

Captain RoscA (Roumania) said that the Roumanian delegation regarded monitors 
as being of a specifically defensive nature, on account of their small tonnage, their small 
armament and their field of action, which was limited to rivers where their draught allowed 
them to navigate. As floating batteries they were used for the defence of river estuaries. 

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission was of opinion that a careful distinction had 
to be drawn between river- and sea-craft. River-craft, indeed, came within the category 
of " exempt" vessels, which had not yet been discussed. Both in the London Naval Treaty 
and the draft Convention, provision had been made for a much higher tonnage than the 250 
tons to which reference had just been made. The question of the adjustment of such tonnage 
would be considered in due course. 

The Commission had come to the end of its present agenda, but it had only accomplished 
the first half of its task. It would now have to endeavour to submit a report which should 
be something more ·than a mere summary reflecting differences of opinion. He proposed 
that the various delegations should discuss informally among themselves the points which 
had been raised, in order to see whether: some greater measure of agreement could be reached. 
The Commission might then meet to complete this exchange of views. It would be desirable 
to avoid a great mass of detail in the Commission's report. That document ought to be as 
clear and definite as possible : the nearer its recommendations came to unanimity the better 
it would be. 

He hoped therefore that the various delegations would enter on this further stage of their 
work in a spirit of cordial collaboration and that they would be prepared to make certain 
mutual concessions. 

THIRTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Saturday, May 7th, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

29. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF M. DoUMER, PRESIDENT OP THE FRENCH REPUBLIC. 

The PRESIDENT desired to express his horror and grief at hearing of the incomprehensible 
assault which had caused the death of the President of the French Republic. 

(The members of the Commissions rose as a tribute of respect to the memory of M. Paul 
Doumer.) 

M. Doumer had died at his post, thus giving his own life to his country, to which he had 
already given his four sons ; no man could do more than that to merit a place in history as 
a good and loyal citizen whom all would remember with admiration. 

France had lost a statesman who had risen step by step to the highest position in 
his country. The family of M. Doumer had lost a father and a husband after they had lost so 
much else. 

On behalf of the Naval Commission, the President addressed his deepest sympathy to 
the family of M. Doumer and to the ':"'hole of France, hoping that the me.mory of the admirable 
work accomplished by the late Prestdent would soften the pangs of gnef and compensate to 
some extent the loss sustained. From the depth of his heart he also addressed his sympathy to 
l\1. Charles Dumont and the French delegation. He knew that his own emotion was shared by 
all the members of the Commission. 
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He would say no more, but would invite the .Commission to. pay its heartfelt tr.ibute to 
the deceased, who had been illustrious through the greatness of h1s country and the h1gh office 
he had held therein. 

In the circumstances he proposed that the Commission should suspend its work until 
May gth. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) said that it. was with very great emotion that, on ~e~alf 
of the French delegation, he thanked the Pres1dent and all the membe~s of the Comm!SSIO~. 

He could assure the Commission that the sole thought of the President of the Republic 
had always been to promote the cause of peace and work for the betterment of the human race. 

FOURTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Monday, May gth, I932, at IO a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

30. APPLICATION TO RIVER-CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED 
APRIL 22ND 1932 (document Conf.D.jC.G.28(2)) (continuation of the discussion). 

Captain RoscA (Roumania) drew attention to the Roumanian delegation's statement, 
during the discussion on the Hungarian proposal, that the purely defensive character of river 
vessels resulted from : 

(a) Their special construction, which prevented their use as sea-going vessels ; 
(b) Their limited radius of action along the river itself, and this only where the depth 

of the water exceeded their draught ; 
(c) Their limited armaments (the most powerful river monitors in existence carried a 

maximum of three 12o-mm. (4.i) guns). 

Monitors could, of course, be regarded as floating batteries for the defence of river 
frontiers in marshy regions where land artillery could not proceed. The same was the case on 
deltas and at river mouths, where, in the absence of sea-going naval strength, floating batteries 
represented the sole artillery capable of use for local defence. 

The efficacy of river-craft was, however, reduced in view of-

( a) The relative ineffectiveness of the guns carried, as compared with that of the same 
guns on land ; · 

. (b) Their high degree of vulnerability, especially in the presence of fixed or floating 
mmes . 

. Lastly, the Roumanian delegation drew the Naval Commission's attention to the following 
pomts: 

I. If the Hungarian proposal were adopted, the calibre of floating batteries proceeding 
along waterways could not exceed So mm., (3.25•) whereas the calibre of land guns proceeding 
on a parallel ~ourse along the banks, on tractors or by rail, only a score or so of metres away 
from the tloatmg batteries, would not be limited. 

2. Sea-going ve~sels, wh~se to!lnage, speed and armaments were infinitely superior to 
those ?f the largest nver momtors m existence, could proceed up rivers to take part in war 
operations. For example 5,ooo-ton cruisers carrying six or eight 150-mm. (5-91 guns 
could proceed up the D_anu~e. H~ recalled the fact that, during the world war, allied 
gunboats and vessels With 1mprov1sed armaments, among them guns of a calibre up to 
~~~ ::::·t~~· 271. had proceeded up the Danube as far as 350 kilometres (217 miles) from 

h" ruld such hea-going vessels be regarded as purely defensive in character if monitors 
w IC were mu~ smaller and p~orly arme~, were regarded as offensive in chara~ter ? ' 

ffi In cofncl_us!On, tfhe Roumaman delegation considered that in view of the low degree of 
e cacy o nver-cra t none of the three c ·t · · th G ' 1 C . . · April 22nd applied t~ them. n ena m e enera omm!SS!on's resolutiOn of 

limit!~~~~o:e;;~';: ~~:=s~f~~n~~ory ~0 the L~n~on Naval T~eaty had decided to exempt from all 
obviously because of their lo.: c ar~ctenshcs defined ~n. Article .8 of that Treaty-this 
category and should thus be deem fidghthnbg ~alue. All ex1shng momtors, came within this 

e o e exempt vessels ". 
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.General ~AN~zos _(Hungary) pointed out that the Preparatory Commission had not 
envisaged qualitative disarmament and had therefore not provided for limitation of the vessels 
at present under discussion. 

As r_egarded land guns, which _could proceed along river-banks by tractor or rail, as the 
Ro~man~an d~legate had stated, 1t should be remembered that these invariably acted in 
conr~mchon With the other land forces ; hence they could not be used for surprise action. 
Momtors, o~ th~ other hand, cou~d move swiftly up certain rivers and be used for a surprise 
attack. In h1s View, s,ooo-ton crmsers could not be used effectively on the lower Danube and 
their use was in any case impossible above the Kaza gorge near the town of [Orsova]. L~stly 
the Preparatory Commission had classed warships not exceeding 6oo tons as " exempt 
vessels " solely on account of the way in which it envisaged disarmament . 

. Captain SOLSKI. (Pola~d) s~ated. that the Polish delegation viewed floating batteries 
as 1_ntende~ for use m conJunction w1th land weapons. Thus in certain countries the small 
flotilla of nver-craft formed part of an army corps. These vessels were useless on the high 
seas and must therefor~ b~ regar~ed as fl?at~ng batte~ies supporting land artillery. . 

If the Land Comrrnsswn dec1ded to hm1t the cahbre of land guns the Naval Commisswn 
might, in the light of such a decision, consider limitation of the cahbre of the armaments 
carried by monitors and river-craft. 

The Polish delegation considered that the question of river-craft should be referred to the 
Land· Commission. , 

General TANczos (Hungary) could not agree that the question of river-craft should be 
referred to the Land Commission. The crews of the vessels in question were assimilated 
to those of other vessels in the fleet. The vessels themselves formed part of the navy and were 
under the naval high command. Moreover all the States had shown river-craft under naval 
armaments in the reports which they had submitted; thus the Naval, not the Land, 
Commission must examine the question. 

The Preparatory Commission had, moreover, drawn a clear distinction, where defences 
against sea-borne attacks were concerned, between fixed defences and mobile defences. In 
the case of the latter, after a statement that "vessels of small sea-going efficiency and low 
power of endurance " should be considered capable of use for coast land-defence only, the 
Commission had made the following reservation {document C.7J9.M.278.1926.IX[C.P.D.28] : 
Report of Sub-Commission A, page 141) : 

" But in this case proximity to the coast of another State or to an important commer
cial trade route would confer on such craft, in spite of their limited radius of action, a high 
offensive value. 

"Further, since all such craft are capable of being transported either as a whole 
or in sections, they cannot be considered as purely defensive." 

The PRESIDENT thought that the Naval Commission was quite in a position to consider 
the question of river-craft. 

JI. GENERAL STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS MADE DURING THE DISCUSSION 
OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document 

Conf.D.fC.G.28 (2)). 

The PRESIDENT explained that there was no question of reopening the discussion on the 
various criteria submitted to the Naval Commission by the General Commission. The present 
aim should be to extract from the discussion the clearest and most definite replies possible 
to the questions. Most delegates who had spoken had put forward arguments in favour of 
one solution or another, based on the special circumstances of their own country or the result 
of their personal experience. . . . 

The discussion had perhaps somewhat exceeded the lim1ts of what was stnctly necessary 
in order to formulate a reply to the General Commission. Without omitting anything from 
the various statements made which might doubtless be of service to the General Commission, the 
aim should now be to sort out and classify the opinions of the various delegations. That was 
the difficult task with which the Rapporteur of the Naval Commission had to cope. 

The Commission had before it a number of definite proposals regarding the reply to be 
made to the General Commission. These proposals had been submitted in particular by 
the German, Netherlands, Italian, Spanish and Danish delegations respectively. Moreover, 
suggestions had been made in the course of the discussion which indicated the opinion of each 
delegation. · 

With a view to clearing the ground, he proposed that the Commission should first examine 
the question of capital ships. 
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M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, desired, before the discussion opened, to outline to 
the Commission the present state of its work. . 

The views expressed had been very dive~gent. Nevertheless he thought that, on certam 
points at least, some measure of agreement m1ght be rea~hed. . . . 

With regard to capital ships, the opinions of the vanous delegatiOns m1ght be summansed 
as follows : 

I. The United Kingdom and the United States delegations had m~in!ained that capital 
ships should not be regarded as coming under any of the three cntena of the General 
Commission's resolution. 

2 The French delegation thought that capital ships were both defensive and offensive. 
It w~ nevertheless prepared to s~ate that the larg~t of these ships .m.o~mting the largest 
guns were relatively more threatenmg as regarded national defence and CIVilians. 

3· The attitude of the Japanese delegation was very similar to that of the Fre~ch 
delegation. Though defending capital_ships, the Japanese del~gation .stated t_hat a reduction 
in this category of vessels would be desrrable both from the pomt of v1ew of disarmament and 
in order to lighten the financial burdens of the various countries. 

4· The Italian delegation held that the question of capital ships should be considered 
concurrently with that of submarines. 

5· Finally, a large number of delegations had stated their opinion· that capital ships 
were particularly offensive and were very efficacious against national defence; many of these 
delegations had also declared that capital ships were threatening to civilians. In this group, 
however, there were several shades of opinion, particularly as regarded the third criterion 
--i.e., whether capital ships were threatening to civilians. 

Nevertheless it might be possible in this case to discover a general formula which would 
·meet all the opinions of this group. The report must also contain, however, the necessary details 
concerning the attitude of the various delegations. 

He would remind the Commission of the following proposals : 

(a) The German delegation had declared that certain clauses of the Treaty of 
Versailles ought to be used as a guide in replying to the General Commission's questions. 
It therefore r,roposed that capital ships of over zo,ooo tons mounting guns exceeding 
28o-mm. (II ) in calibre should be regarded as responding to all three criteria. 

(b) The Soviet delegation had proposed as maximum limits Io,ooo tons and 305-mm. 
{12") guns. . 

(c) The Spanish delegation had proposed as maximum limits Io,ooo tons and 
203-mm. (8") guns. 

{d) ~e Danish delegation, like the Soviet delegation, considered that certain 
battle-cruisers should be regarded as specifically offensive arms. . 

(e) The Swedish delegation was prepared to regard as specifically offensive 
armaments capital ships of more than zo,ooo (or even S,ooo) tons. 

If the Commission's report we_re drawn !II? as matters now stood, the Rapporteur could 
do no !D~re than reproduce these different opm10ns. It would be very desirable if the Naval 
Com~u~swn w~re t_o try to ascertain how far it might be possible to harmonise these differences 
of opmwn, wh1ch m many cases referred only to minor points. 

M. MoRESC? (Net~eri:mds) asked the Rapporteur whether he intended to draw a distinction 
between the vanous cnter_1a o_f the resolution. In other words, whether he would say : " Certain 
vessels respond to the cntena of the General Commission's resolution " or " Certain vessels 
respond ~o the first, second or third of these criteria". Obviously there ~ould be more chance 
of reachmg an agreement if the former-i.e., the more general-of these two formulre were 
adopted. 

on th~· WEI~TM~Nh{Sweden), ~appo_rteur, thought that the reply to this question would depend 
. r~h s 0 td e present discussion. For the moment, as many delegations had defined their 

Vl~W~ WI regar to eac~ of these three criteria separately and as there was no unanimous 
~~~~~:·r.n~~~~ld be obhged to state what was the attitude of each delegation as witnessed 

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) agreed with the Presid t d R · 

~:;;;:S~~~o fJ~~~~Je:~:r ~~~~~~~f:!~ ~~~~~Ie 0~~mber ~ht~: vari~~~~~i~~~~~h!t~~h ~~~~~e~~ opinion of the French delegation concernin g ca i~:loug_ to repeat what, m br~e~, was ~he 
most nearly approached the views of th Ag t~ dsh1Ips,. as that was the opmwn which e rgen me e egat10n, 
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· ~· WEST~A~ (S'Yeden), Ra~porteur, replied that the French delegation had drafted a 
note expressmg Its views regarding the General Commission's resolution. In that note it 
summarised its views with regard to capital ships as follows : 

. " To sum up, capital ships such as those which at present exist in the principal 
nayies are ~oth defensJve and offensive. All that can be affirmed is that the biggest of these 
ships cany~~g the large~t calibres a~e relatively more offensive against national defence 
an~ the Civilian population than capital ships of smaller tonnage carrying guns of smaller 
caltbre." 

M .. QUINT~~A (Argentine) said that the Argentine delegation agreed with the French 
delegation's opmion. Moreover, the Argentine delegation could see no objection to limiting to 
the lo~e~t figure t.he to~nage per unit of these vessels, with a view to reducing their offensive 
potenbaltty and ltghtenmg the financial burden of the various countries. 

. ¥r. SWA:NSON (Unite.d Sta~es of A!Dericl?-) was of opinion that the President had been very 
Wise m ~llowmg great la~ttude m the discussion. It was indeed very important to ascertain the 
exact VIews of the vanous delegations on the points set out in the General Commission's 
resolution. This statement of views was bound to be of help to the Conference in drawing 
up its General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments. 

It should be clearly understood, however, that the Naval Commission was not at present 
called upon to discuss the size of vessels. The Naval Commission was intended to be a technical 
and scientific body; it should justify that reputation by giving a technical and scientific 
reply to the questions submitted to it by the General Commission. With that end in view, the 
Chief Naval Adviser to the United States delegation had prepared a technical reply. 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) recognised that the Naval Commission 
was now discussing the replies to be made to the General Commission's questions from the 
point of view of capital ships only. Nevertheless, he thought that the observations he proposed 
to submit concerning naval weapons as a whole might lead to a clearer point of view with 
regard to capital ships also. 

He then read the following statement: 

"The general discussion and the discussion of separate categories have covered a very 
wide range. It is apparent that many views have been advanced which involve issues that 
still await action by the General Commission as matters of principle. Offhand, five or six 
could be received by any one of us. 

" Some confusion appears to exist by reason of the use of technical terms in a loose 
sense. The terms offence and defence, for example, and such derivations as strategical 
offensive, tactical defensive, have definite technical meanings in military science. They are 
exactly descriptive of certain military operations and situations that occur in war. They 
have no relation to the question of aggression. Aggression is a political issue. While 
the exact definition of the term aggression is not within the authority of this Commission, 
the Commission may usefully take cognisance of its meaning as established by common 
usage if confusion with technical terms is at the same time avoided. 

" The second criterion of the resolution-viz., or those most efficacious against national 
defence-was added on the motion of the United ·states delegation. This criterion was 

. offered merely in elaboration or explanation of the first criterion, which reads whose 
character is the most specifically offensive, and not as establishing a second category of 
specifically offensive armament. This point has been made by the delegate of the 
United Kingdom. 

" In formulating the report of this Commission, it is manifestly of the first importance 
that there should be no misunderstanding and no difference of opinion with regard to the 
meaning and scope of our terms of reference. Unless there is a clear un~erst<~;nding as to 
our terms of reference, it is difficult to conceive how any useful or even mtelhgent report 
can be made. The character of the discussion which has taken place would suggest that 
the Commission is far from unanimity on that essential point. . . . 

" If we examine the resolution that forms our terms of reference m the hght of tts 
origin and subsequent development .t~o~gh discussion in the .General C?~mission, i~ is, 
we believe, clear that the term offensiVe ts mtended to cover the tdea of poht1cal aggressiOn, 
and that the offensiv~ operati?ns envisal?ed are those directe~ !Igainst th~ te~rito~ial 
sovereignty of the nation. suffenng a~gres~JOn. In other words, 1t IS the spe.c1al s1tuatton 
of a nation threatened w1th sudden mvas10n upon the outbreak of war wh1ch forms the 
background of the first twc;> crit~ria: Th~ third criterion-viz., most threatening to 
civilians-appears open to discuss1o!l m a w1der field.. . . . 

" This conception of the meanmg of the resolution IS supported by the d1scuss1ons 
which have occurred in the Naval Commission itself, in which the terms aggressive and 
offensive have been used almost interchangeably. 

t Doc. Conf. D.fC.N.fC.R.s. 
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"Under such an interpretation of our terms of reference we find ourse~ves faced_with 
a concrete technical question, perfectly appropriate to. dis_cussion by a techmcal co~m1ttee, 
less liable than many others to misleading or doctrmaue treatment, ~nd holdmg forth 

romise of a solution embodying immense benefits to the cause of re_duc:tiOn _of armaments. 
p " Roughly phrased, that question as regards the first two cntena might be put as 
follows : . . . . 

" Assuming the threat of armed aggression directed to~ard I~vas.IOn of tern tonal 
sovereighty, are there any weapons which, by reason of their spec~fic, mherent char~c
ter, offer greater advantages to the aggressor than to the natiOn threatened w1th 

. ~ ' aggression r · . . . 
" If in the whole range of land, sea and air armament any Important ~ategones of 

weapon can be so defined and adequately dealt with, a most important result will have been 

achieved. · f h 1 t' f th "That this is indeed the correct and intended meamng o t. e reso u Ion .. o . e 
General Commission is indicated by the use of the word character m t~e first. cntenon. 
This obviously refers t? the intrinsic na~ure of the we3:pons to be exammed wtth respect 
to the functions for whtch they were designed, or to which they may be devot~d, and not 
to the matter of their relative or absolute physical strength as weapons. To hst weapons 
in the order of their physical strength as an indicati?n of thei~ r~ative offensiveness would 
be an absurdity, since if the strongest or most offensJve were ebmmated we should be faced 
with a remaining list of exactly the same nature. Moreover, such a treatment of the 
question would be to ignore or disregard the fundamental principles of naval science. 
It is precisely the intelligent consideration of such questions that forms, in the present 
state of the proceedings at least, the most important reason for this Naval Commission's 
existence. 

" Again, all considerations of relative total national strength should be excluded 
from the technical question before us. As pointed out in the beginning, such considerations 
lead directly into the questions of principle which plainly involve the most important 
final issues of this Conference as a whole, and which have not as yet been reached on the 
agenda of the General Commission. It cannot be assumed that all the work of the 
Preparatory Commission, all the careful and arduous planning of the last two months 
devoted to the one end of establishing an orderly and effective procedure for the Conference, 
has been suddenly scrapped and thrown aside in favour of final settlement by this new 
principle of qualitative disarmament, which, in its inception, was designed only as a 
helpful measure which might bring some important result in itself and, in any event, 
promised to simplify and facilitate the solution of other basic problems. 

" In conclusion, therefore, it seems necessary that our Rapporteur, in preparing his 
report, be guided by an interpretation of the terms of reference that is not only strictly 
pertinent to the literal terms of the resolution before us but also in consonance with the 
procedure adopted by the General Commission. 

" Although the discussion which has taken place in this Commission has been so wide 
in character, and although it offers so many difficulties in the formulation of a useful report 
unless we can arrive at some closer interpretation of our terms of reference, it should not 
be overlooked that this broad treatment of the subject has covered much of importance 
to the final outcome of the Conference and much that would be useful to the General 
Commission in the consideration of questions as yet untouched. The substance of this 
discussion should not be lost. · 

" If the Commission were to adopt the suggestions here outlined regarding the 
definition of our terms of reference, it would be possible to formulate a draft of a useful 
definitive report upon the proceedings in accordance therewith. As a separate part of 
the repo~. or ~s an appendix, it would be useful and pertinent to give an account of the 
whole discussiOn which has taken place, incorporating verbatim texts of individual 
statements or explanations which any of the Powers here represented may desire to 
submit." 

'J:?le PRESIDENT felt bound, before calling upon the n~xt speaker, to emphasise the point 
to whtch he h~d already !eferred in his opening remarks-namely, that the Naval Commission 
must try to giV~ ~ ~efimte replies as possible in regard to the thl,'ee criteria enumerated in the 
Gene~al Com~Isston s resolution. The general discussion had been of great value : certain 
questions ou~s1de the Naval Commission's immediate terms of reference had been touched upon. 
T~ose questiOns were of course reserved for the General Commission and would doubtless be 
discussed by that Commission in due course. 

d 
1 

Sir. Bolt~n EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) agreed with the view of the United States 

1 
e ~a~IOn t at~ clearer definition of the Naval Commission's terms of reference was necessary 

bn tha Uco~tnecd tKu~n hde would refer the Commission to a paragraph from the first speech mad~ 
y e m e mg om delegate : 

th t" It is nec~ssary to be quite clear in our minds as to what we mean when we say 
~ t weapon hs most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national defence . 

an suggest t at t_he underlying idea is to select those weapons which enable the attack 
~~ ab a~~essor rll;pidly to break down the defence of the State attacked and that this is 

e as1s rom wh1ch we should look at the various naval types." _ ' 
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In the view of the United Kingdom delegation, it was essential to obtain a clear definition 
of the terms of reference. It would then be easier to proceed to draw up a report on the various 
naval types. 

The Unit~4 King~om delegation als<? considered i~ desirable to combine the criteria (a) 
and (b). Until the Umted States delegation had menhoned the point, he had been unaware 
tha~ (b) ~ad been framed on the representation of that delegation. In his first speech the 
Umted Kmgdom delegate had also said that : 

" In the case of land and air armaments there may no doubt be a difference between 
(a) and (b) of the resolution, but so far as naval armaments are concerned it seems that 
they amount in effect to the same thing, and it is consequently proposed to deal with (a) 
and (b) together." 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) thought that the Rapporteur's proposal 
to divide the various delegations into groups was the best course that could be 
followed. The Commission had now before it a number of proposals, some of which were 
rather l~ngthy. Among others, he noted the proposal of the United States and United Kingdom 
delegations that the first two criteria in the resolution should be combined, and the 
Netherlands proposal that a single reply should be given to all three criteria. He agreed with 
the Preside.nt that it was i~possible to form an opinion on all these proposals im~ediately; 
the delegations must have hme to reflect. There was also the French proposal, which made a 
number of definite suggestions, not only as regarded the matters now under consideration by 
the Naval Commission, but as regarded limitation, abolition, regulation, internationalisation 
and even budgetary questions. If the Commission began to discuss this proposal in detail, 
it would find itself going once more over all the ground it had already covered-and even 
further. Some delegations had already expressed the opinion that the Commission was going 
beyond its terms of reference. Personally, he thought the Commission would be wise to reply 
only to the questions put to it by the General Commission, and its reply should be couched in 
a technical form. As it seemed impossible to obtain a unanimous or almost unanimous 
view, it would be better, he repeated, to divide the delegations into groups. He suggested a 
resolution on the following lines : 

"The Naval Commission is of opinion that all the naval arms may be indicated as 
possessing offensive characteristics, but they may also be used defensively. Their defensive 
nature depends upon the way in which they are employed as well as on the undertakings 
given in peace-time by the various countries regarding their employment and the manner 
in which those undertakings are honoured in war-time. 

" The above consideration, together with the different geographical and political 
conditions of the different countries, makes it quite impossible to state the point at which 
such armaments cease to be defensive and become offensive. 

" In the opinion of ..•...••.•..........••. delegations this point begins ..•••••... 
In the opinion of other delegations it begins ..•.....•...........••••.. " 

Captain RusPOLI (Italy) agreed that a clear understanding of the Commission's terms of 
reference was absolutely essential. The Commission, however, would never emerge from the 
tangle of arguments if it lost sight of the primary object of the General Commission's task, 
which was also reflected in the questions submitted to the Naval Commission-namely, 
the reduction of armaments. The three parts of the General Commission's resolution should 
be read in the same spirit in which they had been framed and also in conjunction with the 
General Commission's resolution in document Conf.D.jC.G.26(i), to which the resolution of 
April 22nd itself referred, so that the texts of the two resolutions might be considered together 
as follows: 

" In seeking to apply the principle of q.ualitative disarmament, the Co~ference is of 
opinion that the range of land, sea and a1r armaments should be exammed by the 
competent special commissions with a view t~ the selection of certain classe~ ?r descrip
tions of weapons the possession or use of which should be absolutely proh1b1ted to all 
States or internationalised by means of a general convention." 

That should be the Commission's object. If it limited itself to the letter of its terms of 
reference it would flounder into a hopeless morass. On the contrary, it should always bear in 
mind the primary object of the whole Conference, which was the limitation and reduction of 
armaments. 

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) observed that the Spanish delegation 
had seemed to suggest that the United States delegation or the United Kingdom delegation 
was pursuing a course which would lead to the reopening of the whole discussion. That was far 
from the case. Surely, without reopening the discussion it should not be difficult for the 
Bureau to give a clear definition of the criteria (a) and (b) which would be of the very greatest 
help. 



The Italian delegate had seemed to think that the Naval Commissi~n ought itself to bear 
in mind the possibilities of reduction. Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell subm1tted that the ~aval 
Commission had no mandate whatsoever to discuss this matter, which would be duly cons1dered 
in another place. , · d d 

He would like to touch on one other point ; the Rapporteurs observations ha seeme . to 
suggest that Japan differed from the United Kingdom b~cause she advo,!=ated !'- reduction 
in the size of capital ships and their guns-the inference b~mg th!lt the Umted Kmgdom. w~s 
not in favour of such reduction. On the contrary, the Umted Kmgdom delegate had sa1d ~n 
his first speech that " the United King~om delegation was ready ~o g~ve its most sympathetic 
consideration to such proposals". It still adhered to that determmat10n. 

111. QuiNTANA (Argentine) th~ught the discussion was_show~ng a tendency to.spread .. At 
the beginning he had said he cons1dered that the general d1scuss1on had thrown qmte suffic1ent 
light on the matter to enable the Naval Commission to formulate an answer. He had added 
that by way of simplifying matters the _Argentine d~legation w~s prepared to agree to the 
French delegation's proposal. After heanng the Spamsh delegate s remarks, however, he was 
bound to say that he did not mean that the Argentine delegation was prepared to adhere to the 
whole of the French proposals, but only, for the moment, to that part of them which referred 
to capital ships. · 

There had been some discussion as to whether the Naval Commission should reply to all 
three questions together or to each separately, or even, as the United Kingdom delegation had 
suggested, to the first and second together and to the third separately. Personally, he thought 
that it should be possible to give a single reply to all three questions, since in reality the gist 
of each question was very similar to that of the others. The Commission should surely decide 
the point as soon as possible. 

111. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) expressed satisfaction at the manner in which the 
discussion had been developing that day. For the first time it seemed just possible that some 
useful decision might emerge. The Commission had heard many speakers, and the speeches 
had proved that it was not an easy matter to group the. results of the discussion in the form 
of separate replies to the three criteria submitted by the General Commission. Some delegations 
had suggested that the answers should be drafted from a purely technical point of view. Others 
had argued that, in the first place, a clear definition must be reached of the terms of reference 
themselves. There was a great difference between these two points of view. He did not think 
that the Naval Commission's reply would be satisfactory if it were based on purely technical 
considerations. As had been pointed out, the same arms might be offensive and defensive. 
It had also been observed that the nature of armaments might vary according to the intentions 
of the country which possessed them. From a technical point of view; it might be possible to 
say that certain arms were defensive or offensive according to the spirit in which they 
were or would be employed, but that would not be a very useful reply. He wondered whether 
the Commission would not be better inspired to base its answer on the hypothesis that, if 
a giv~n c~mntry desired to attack another country, certain armaments would be more 
offens1ve m character than others. He believed that the observations of the United 
King~om and the United States delegations were framed in that sense. If they presupposed 
a des1re on the part of a country to launch an attack, they could then say, on the basis of 
that supposition, which weapons possessed the characteristics indicated in the General 
Commission's criteria. 

He ventured to refer once ~ore to the Treaty of Versailles. The covering note to the 
Treaty, dated.June 16th, 1919, d1d not-he admitted the point was a delicate one-necessarily 
correspond w1th Germany's own views, but, in any case, the introduction to the military 
clauses of the reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the observations of the German 
delegation on the conditions of peace read as follows : 

. "· · · [the]_req~i~ement~ in regard to German armaments were not made solely with the 
obJect of rendenng 1t 1mposs1ble for Germany to resume her policy of military aggression. 
Th~y are also the firs~ steps towards that general reduction and limitation of armaments 
W~1ch they seek to bnng a~out as one of the most fruitful preventives of war and which it 
Wlll be one of the first duties of the League of Nations to promote." 

N ;h~ Tre~t~ of Versailles therefore gave a very clear definition of the object which the 
beara k ~mmlss•on shoul~ keep in view in formulating its reply. The cases in question should '7 e ~~~om t~e pomt of view of" a policy of military aggression "----1 e the case of a 
cdoufnt_ry w lC . meditated an attack. Only on that basis would the Commi·s~ton succeed in 

ra mg a satisfactory reply. 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (F ) 'd th t 'f th N l C · · 
d ff t . 1 

ranee sa1 a , 1 e ava omm1ss1on wanted to make a clear 
an e ec 1ve rep y to the qu f b 'tt d t · h 
th t 't h ld es lons su ml e o 1t, t ere could be no doubt in the first place 

a 1 s ou answer those questions t · tl t h · 1 · · · considerations It h ld · on a s nc Y ec mea bas1s, om1ttmg all non-pertinent 
· s ou giVe a separate reply to each question in each category, because. for 
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one. and the s~me type the answer might ~e different under.a ?iff~rent heading. To combine the 
vanous headmgs would lead to confusiOn.. Th~ C.om~mss10n s re_Ply must necessarily take 
the fo~m. of a short account of the proceedings, md1catmg the vanous groups of ideas. The 
Com~ISSIOII: could see now that it would only reach a relative and incomplete agreement. 
The discussion had not, however, been sterile. A number of suggestions had been made which 
~ould be r~ferred to t~e General Commission-suggestions that might pave thewayforqualita
t!ve reduction, as desrred by the General Commission, and might also produce other construc
tive proposals leading to economy. 

M. SAITO (Japan) observed that the various technical and intrinsic characteristics of 
v~ssel~ had be~n .thoroughly dis~ussed. The discussion had shown that there existed a great 
diversity of opm10ns. The Pres1dent had rightly pointed out that the Commission should 
en.deavour t? define as clearly as possible the nature of the various vessels, in order that it 
m1ght submit an answer to the General Commission which would help the latter in its work. 

In view, ho":ev.er, of the diversity of opinions to which he had referred, he doubted whether 
the Naval CommiSSion could do much more than its Rapporteur had suggested thus providing 
the clearest possible picture of the various opinions held. ' 

He agreed with the Italian delegation that the Naval Commission should endeavour to. 
keep in mind the main objective of the General Commission when it had asked the Naval 
Commission to indicate certain weapons as coming within the three criteria submitted. If the 
Commission kept that point in view and followed the lines suggested by the Rapporteur, it 
would make a useful contribution to the work of the Conference. It was necessary, he thought, 
to determine first whetheF or not the replies to (a) and (b) should be amalgamated; but, in 
making his report, the Rapporteur should not find it difficult to characterise the various 
armaments according to the result of the Naval Commission's discussion, whether (a) or (b) 
were treated together or separately. 

Captain RusPOLI (Italy) explained that he had not intended to imply that it was for 
the Naval Commission to decide on reductions. He had meant that, in interpreting the text 
referred to it by the General Commission, it should not lose sight of the fundamental reason 

. for which the Conference had been convened. It would be better not to adhere too strictly 
to the letter of this text. All categories of arms were specifically offensive when used to attack 
less-armed nations. It was impossible to limit considerations of national defence to the 
possibility of invasion. As a matter of fact, there was as yet no agreed definition of" national 
defence". National defence was a far wider question than defence against threatened invasion 
only : for some countries at least, national defence connoted also the maintenance of their 
supplies in time of war. 

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) disapproved the tendency to insist on scientific definitions 
at the outset. Nevertheless he had listened with great interest to Admiral Hepburn's statement. 
Definitions were a long and thankless task.. He supported the observations of the Italian 
and Spanish delegations and of the French delegation (as regarded the first part of its note). 
The Rapporteur should, he thought, give a very concise summary of the opinions set out 
in the discussion and should endeavour to group the various delegations on general lines, 
bearing in mind the desire of the General Commission to secure assistance in preparing the 
way for qualitative disarmament. The replies should, if possible, be framed in such a way 
as to enable the General Commission's resolution to become subsequently operative. If the 
Naval Commission simply said that it could not answer the questions, it would not be acting 
in conformity with the Conference's wishes. 

The second part of the opening paragraph of .the Fr~nch note could !lot of cour.se be 
considered at present. But the Netherlands delegation entirely concurred w1th the particular 
observation that " the same ships may be used to protect and attack the civilian population. 
It may nevertheless be admitted that the biggest ships carrying the biggest guns are those 
which are likely to cause the greatest damage to the non-combatant population ". If the power 
of attack were reduced, there would be less danger of attack, because small nations could not 
build big armaments. It could be said, indeed, that the most powerful armaments possessed 
the greatest potentiality for offence. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that his views had been adequately expressed by 
the Italian delegate. If the General Commission had required only a strictly technical opinion, 
it would have appointed a committee of experts. Though the Naval Commission was called 
a technical commission, it was only technical in a limited sense, as not all of its members were 
naval technicians. Did not this prove that the Naval Commission was intended to combine 
technical knowledge with political judgment ? That was the light in which he read point I 



of the French note. The Naval Commission should give an answer from a strictl.y technical 
point of view, but on the basis of certain political suppositions. Only then would 1ts reply be 
clear. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, observed that his suggestion concern~ng the general 
outline of the report (i.e., to group the various views) seemed to have bee~ fa1rly fav~urably 
received. With regard to the observation of the United Kingdom d~legatlon c.oncern~ng the 
possible reduction of tonnage and calibre, he had noted the passage m the Umted Kmgdom 
delegate's speech to which Sir Bolton Eyres-Mo~sell had referred, but .had not ventu~ed to 
draw any definite inference from that passage, seemg that at the end of h1s speech of Aprilzgth 
the United Kingdom delegate had called, as regarded capital ships, for a" verdict of acquittal". 
Certainly, however, the General Commission would have to consider many points not 
before the Naval Commission-for instance, the financial aspect of the problem, which 
obviously might lead to other results than those arising from the discussions of the Naval 
Commission itseU. 

The PRESIDENT stated that the discussion was now closed. Several possibilities had 
been suggested: to reply separately to points (a), (b) and (c) or separately to points (a) and (b) 
combined and (c) or to all three points together. It was also necessary to define the exact 
scope of the reply. Finally, the French delegation's note must also be taken into account. 
He thought it might perhaps be rather dangerous to follow the suggestion of the United 
'Kingdom delegation and ask the Bureau to define the questions and make specific proposals. 
Personally he thought it woul~ be better to appoi~t a drafting ~ommi~tee to review these points, 
composed of the representatives of the Argentme, the Umted Kmgdom, Finland, France, 
Germ~y. Italy, Japan, Ne~herl:mds! Poland, Spain, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and 
the Uruted S~ates of A~enca, 1t bern&' underst.ood that a!ly other ?elegation not represented 
on the draftmg c?mffilttee, but particularly mterested m any special point, could always 
send a representative to be present while that point was being discussed. 

The President's proposal was adopted. 

FIFTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Friday, May 27th, I932, at ro a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

32. EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE 
DRAFTING COMMITTEE (document Conf.D.fC.N.Jo). . 

it byTt~e ~RE;:?EN~ call~d upon the Commission to examine the draft report submitted to 
. e. ra .mg omm1ttee. Whe_n such amendments had been made to that re ort as the 

;~::::::::~~~~s r:;~1~:e t:i~g~eecnetssoanryt'oltthwoGuld belcoCllate~ w~th the reports of the othfr. technical 
e enera ommtsslOn. 

reply~o ~~s~~~=r~Sc~!e~l~~~l?f~:!~~ti~!~~nded. the Co~mission that, in considering its 
the outset. Certain delegations had thought that ~prtil zzndf :~had ~nc?untered a difficulty at 
clear to allo~ of a definite reply. e erms 0 e reso utton were not sufficiently 

In particular the United States delegatio h d · 
able to give a satisfactory answer to the n. a J?Omted out that, in order to be 
category of arms fell-or did not fall-withinq~~stt:ns ral~e~ and sta~e th.at any particular 
to .c~nstder the use to which such arms mi ht b: err~s ~. t e res~!utlOn, It wa~ not enough 
opmwn of the United States delegation th: b put m n?rmal war operations. In the 
ha~ pr~posed, however, that the Com~issio~r~h~~W state~ m those terms was insoluble. It 
whtch, m the case of armed aggression a ainst th . co~stder wh~ther there were any arms 
reason of their spe~ial characteristics, gr:ater adv~!~~!~r;alt~overetgnty of a State, offered, by 

Other delegations, however, had not been able 1 ° e all'gress?r than to the defender .. 
tha~ all arms were of an offensive nature when em 1 ° agree With .th1s view and had stated 
gahons thought that the problem of national d f p oye~ fofd offensive purposes. Those dele
standpoint of an invasion or violation of territ: ~~ce s 0~ not be regarded from the sole 
vaster one. na sovereignty; the problem was a much 

There had also been differences of opinion on h . 
bound to refer to the terms of Article 8 of th C ot er pomts. Some delegations had felt 

e ovenant and had said that the Naval 
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Commis;;ion ought to frame its reply in the light of that article-i.e., taking into consideration 
the national safety, international obligations, geographical situation and circumstances of 
each country. 

Other delegations had argued that the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd 
was re~ll:y an endorsement of the prin~iple of qualitative disarmament. Consequently, the Naval 
CommiSSion was called upon to dec1de on what arms these measures of disarmament-i e 
abolition or internationalisation, or placing at the disposal of the League of Nations-sho~ld 
apply. 

F~nally, in order to expl~in, as far as possible the opinions of the various delegations 
~egarding the Naval CommiSSion s terms of reference, the latter adopted an interpretation 
~ntended to serve as a guide for delegations in their replies to the questions raised. The 
mterpretation was as follows : 

".supposin& one Sta~e either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or (b) undertakes 
off~ns1ve ?perabons agamst a';!other St~te •. what are the weapons which, by reason of 
the1r specific cha~acter, and Without preJudice to their defensive purposes, are most likely 
to enable that policy, or those operations, to be brought rapidly to a successful conclusion?" 

It should be noted, moreover, that very few delegations had stated whether they adopted 
standpoint (a) in preference to standpoint (b). 
. Owing to the wide divergence of opinions which had become manifest, the Naval 
Commission had had to abandon all attempt to give a unanimous reply to the General 
Commission's questions, and had had to content itself with stating in its report the view of 
the various delegations or groups of delegations. 

Nevertheless, as those views were fully developed and explained, the report would provide 
the General Commission with useful information which would help it to reach decisions 
concerning the limitation and reduction of armaments with a full knowledge of the facts. 

He would emphasise the fact that certain delegations, while clearly admitting their inability 
to declare that any given arm did or did not come under the criteria of the resolution of April 
22nd, had said that they had no wish to prejudice the question whether any given arm should 
be prohibited or not. This latter point would be settled by the General Commission, which 
would be obliged to take into consideration very many aspects of the case-more especially, 
financial and political-which lay outside the domain of the Naval Commission. The General 
Commission would therefore be called npon to solve a still more difficult and far-reaching 
problem. It was to be hoped, however, that it would be able to discover factors for agreement 
and compromise which were not available to the Naval Commission. 

The draft report was read and discussed chapter by chapter. 

Introduction and Part I. Capital Ships. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that obviously each delegation was only responsible for its 
own statement. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation, which had helped to draw up 
the report, approved that document and did not intend to propose any sort of amendment. 

Having noted, however, that certain delegations, though they ha.d n.ot ~greed with the 
conclusions of the Italian delegation, nevertheless shared that delegation s v1ews on funda-
mentals, he thought it might be desirable to m.ake a brief statel_llent. . . 

In endeavouring to reply to the questionsra~sed, each delegation had taken as ~ts startmg· 
point the proposals submitted at the beginning of their work, and it was in the hght of that 
observation .that he requested the Commission to take the following explanations into con· 
sideration : . . 

The Italian· delegation regarded capital s~ips as defined b:y the Tr~at1es-u., v.essels of 
over xo,ooo tons and mounting more t~an 8-mch guns-as bemg ~pec1fically offensive, ~ven 
if navies were still to include submannes. On the other hand, 1t held that submarmes 
would be offensive only if navies no longer included capital ships. 

vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT y MIR6 (Spain) said that after hearing Captain Maroni's expla
nation the Spanish delegation entirely agreed with the Italia~ deleg~tion's views. _!doreover, 
on examining Part I of the report he noted that all delegations, w1th the exception of the 
three greatest naval Powers, were agreed on the fundamentals of the reply to be mad~ ~o the 
General Commission with regard to capital ships. He therefore proposed that the opm10n of 
all these delegations should be set out in one single text without introducing any new arguments, 
and that the various reservations should be omitted. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, observed that several.deleg~tio.ns had informed him 
that they agreed with the conclusions adopted by the Argentme, Fmmsh, French, German, 
Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Spanish, Swedish and Soviet dele.gations. These were the 
delegations of Denmark, Greece, Roumania~ Turkey an.d Yugosl~v1a.. . . 

Moreover, the Danish delegation had mformed h1m that 1t Withdrew 1ts reservation 
in regard to capital ships. 
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Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) dec!ared that the Swedish deleg~tion w~mld wit~draw 
its statement regarding capital ships, wh1ch had already been set out m full m the Mmutes 

_ M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Roumanian delegation a~eed with the 
Spanish delegation's statement. -

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT v. MrR6 (Spain) said that, if th~ other ?elegations withd_rew 
their statements the Spanish delegation w~uld be prepared to ':1'1thdra':l' 1ts ow~. There m1ght 
be a footnote stating that certain delegations (Denmark, Sov1et, SJ?am) considered that the 
tonnage limit should be fixed at Io,ooo tons, whereas other delegatwns preferred 8,ooo tons. 

General VATEFF (Bulgaria) asked that the Bulgarian delegation should ~e included ~mong 
those whose conclusions figured in the report after the statement of the Italian delegatiOn. 

Rear-Admiral voN ScHOULTZ (Finland) considered that if most of the reservations were 
omitted, there would no longer be any mention of figures regarding displacement or tonnage 
for capital ships. It was necessary to avoid any ambiguity on the subject, and for that reason 
he asked for the insertion of the following in the report : 

" As an accumulation of mechanical force and as a concentration of offensive 
armaments, the modern capital ship is a means of destruction without equal. This is why 
it cannot be characterised as other than specifically offensive and as possessing the most 
efficacity against national defence. 

" In view of the great range of _its guns and the destructive force of its projectiles, 
a capital ship is at the same time most dangerous to the civil populations of the sea 
coasts. 

" The offensive qualities of capital ships-which do not, on the other hand, prevent 
their being employed with as much efficacy for defensive purposes, decrease with the 
diminution of their tonnage. 

" Consequently, the delegation of Finland would agree with any unanimous resolution 
of the Naval Commission which would have in view the reduction of the tonnage of capital 
ships." 

Part II. Aircraft-carriers. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out the importance of the following observation at the beginning 
of Part II: 

" Pending the results of the discussion in the Air Commission, the following state
ments in regard to aircraft-carriers have been made in the NavaiCommission." 

The Bureaux of the three technical Commissions would examine the possibility of co
ordinating the opinions expressed by these Commissions. If any changes in the present report 
were the~ dee~~d necessary, the Naval Commission would be convened, so that it might 
express 1ts opmwn. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the delegations of Denmark, Roumania, 
Turkey and ~ugoslavia had just informed him that they agreed with the reply of the Finnish, 
German, Italian, Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Spanish, Swedish and Soviet delegations 
to the three questions which had been put. 

Moreover, the Greek delegation had informed him that it agreed with the first paragraph 
of that reply. 

M. SATO (Japan) asked that the text of paragraph 4 of the Japanese declaration should 
be replaced by the following : 

" 4· The character of these vessels permits of their being employed more advan
tageously for aggressive than for defensive purposes. 

. "Coast-defence air operations can b~ carried out more _effectively and more econo
mically by a shore-based coast-defence a1r force than by a1rcraft carriers." 

Part III. Submarines. 

M. ~ESTMAN !Sweden), Rapporteur, informed the Commission that the Latvian and 
Rou~aman del~gabons agreed with the opinion of the Finnish, French, Italian Polish and 
Spamsh delegab_ons. The ~atvian delegation also agreed with the conclusions of the Finnish, 
French and Polish delegations regarding the defensive character of the submarine. 

ii~-Admbi~al MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation accepted these 
cone us1ons su Ject to the reservation set out in the previous paragraph of the report. 
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M .. WESTMAN (S~eden), R~~porteur, said that the Danish, Greek, Turkish and Yugoslav 
delegations agreed ~th the opmton of the Netherlands Norwegian, and Swedish delegations. 

~ommodore DE T AMM (Sweden) said that the_ Swedish delegation would have been prepared 
to discuss the figure of 6oo-700 tons as a posstble tonnage limit above which the offensive 
nature of submarines would be regarded as predominating. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Danish delegation withdrew its 
statement regarding submarines of more than soo-6oo tons. 

Rear-Admiral DE SouzA E FARO (Portugal) said that the Portuguese delegation also 
·agreed with the opinion of the Netherlands, Norwegian and Swedish delegations. 

Pari IV. Automatic Contact Mines. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, informed the Commission that the Roumanian 
. delegation agreed with the two suggestions of the French delegation, and that the delegations 

of the United States of America and the Argentine agreed with the joint statement of the 
United Kingdom and Italian delegations. 

Moreover, the Netherlands delegation asked that the following declaration should be 
inserted in the report : 

"The Netherlands delegation, considering 'that the Naval Commission had unani-
. mously agreed to its proposal that automatic contact mines laid ' in the open sea' are to 
be regarded as one of the arms which are most threatening to the civilian population, 
regrets that, in the present report the expression 'open sea' should have been replaced 
by the words ' outside a coastal zone to be defined . 

· " The discussions show that this substitution should not be regarded as being intended 
to modify the meaning of the declaration or to prejudice the principle of the freedom of 
the seas on which it is based. 

" Consequently, the Netherlands delegation wishes to state that in defining the coastal 
zone the above principle should be strictly adhered to." 

Pari V. River War Vessels. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that Part V of the report was· merely a summary of the 
Naval Commission's discussion on river craft. The Commission, it will be remembered, decided 
to express no opinion on these craft. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, pointed out that the Roumanian delegation had 
asked for the insertion of the following statement : 

" The Roumanian delegation urges that the question of river war vessels should 
be discussed from the general point of view of all river war vessels on rivers in every 
continent." 

General TANczos (Hungary) desired to. specify that the Hungarian delegation reserved 
the right to revert to the question of river war vessels in due course. 

The PRESIDENT repeated that it was understood that each delegation was only responsible 
for the statements ascribed to it. 

The Commission adopted the report as a whole, with the changes indicated in the course of 
the discussion. 

SIXTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Tuesday, May 31St, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

33· . REPLY OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION TO .THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO IT BY THE GENERAL 
COMMISSION IN ITS RESOLUTION OF APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf.D.fC.G.z8(z)). 

The PRESIDENT said that letters had been sent to the President of the Conference and to 
the Presidents of the Air and Land Commissions informing them that the Naval Commission 
had completed its reply to the General Commission's questions, and that a copy of that reply 
was enclosed. The letters further added that the Bureau of the Naval Commission would hold 
itself at the disposal of the other Commissions' Bureaux, with a view to considering jointly 
the reports of the Naval, Land and Air Commissions. 

NAVAL co••tSSION I. 
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He had received a letter dated May 30th, I932, from the Brazilian del~~ation encl?sing that 
delegation's observations on the N~val Com.mission·~ report. The Braz1han delega~10n asked 
that these observations should be mcluded m the Mmutes. They were as follows . 

" Capital Ships. - As the Brazilian constitution prohibits all '!ars ?f aggression .ll:lld 
as Brazil has undertaken to submit all international disputes to arbitration, the Brazilian 
delegation considers that, for Brazil, cruisers constitute the main nucleus of the country's 
mobile defences. . 

" The Brazilian delegation therefore endorses declarations Nos. I, 2. and 3 of the Umt~d 
States of America, the United Kingdom and the Japanese delegations, as set out m 
the report, though it admits that ' ~n the cas~ of an attack, th~ gre!lter the ton~age 
of these ships and the higher the calibre of their guns, the greater IS their efficacy agamst 
naval and coast defences '. 

"Aircraft-carriers. - The point in discussion is not the comparative vulnerability 
of aircraft-carriers, because these vessels are auxiliaries and not units of the fighting line .. 

. The nature of the assistance they are intended to afford implies that the range of action 
of shore-based aircraft is insufficient, in relation to the area of operations contemplated 
for the fleet; otherwise, the advantages of shore-based aircraft would have been preferred. 
The presumed intention therefore underlying the existence of aircraft-carriers is that 
hostilities will take place outside the territorial waters and even very far away from 
those waters-an intention which connotes offensive operations and a war of aggression. 

"It must, however, be admitted that, in the case of countries possessing overseas 
colonies-and in this case only-and for reasons of economy, aircraft-carriers may possess 
a defensive character. 

"Submarines. -The Brazilian delegation agrees with the opinion expressed by the 
delegation of the United States of America in the report, with the following 
additional remarks. First, the idea put forward by several delegations that the reduction 
of the tonnage of submarines would give these arms a defensive character cannot be 
admitted, because it would involve an examination, by comparative methods, of the 
concept of the open sea or limited maritime areas as the possible theatre of naval operations 
for all nations. With regard to submarine mine-layers, the very idea that these vessels are 
intended to operate in foreign waters deprives them of all defensive characteristics. 

"Automatic Contact Mines. - The Brazilian delegation agrees with the views 
expressed concerning the endorsement of the Hague Conventions for the limitation of the 
zone within which mines can be laid and on the communication of information regarding 
these zones. It is understood that the remarks concerning the defensive nature of mines 
do not refer to those laid by submarine mine-layers." 

The President stated that the Rapporteur would probably be able to add the name of 
Brazil to various groups of countries mentioned in the report in the light of the Brazilian 
statement, which would appear in the Minutes, so that that delegation would have been treated 
in every respect like the other delegations. 

34· hEM 2 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B oF PART II oF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION : 
~ULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continuation of discussion) 1 • 

Paragraph 2.1 

The PRESIDF;NT reminded the Commissi~n that at its fourth meeting it had adopted 
pa~agraph I of th1s annex. It now had to consider paragraph 2 and the following paragraphs. 
With regard to paragraph 2, a number of proposals had been laid before the Commission 
by the Ja~anese dele~at:on 1 the United. Kingdom delegation •, the Spanish delegation,~ 
the ~unganan deleg~h?n - as regard~d nve~-craft-and the German delegation •. He also 
remmded the Commission that the Umted Kmgdom delegation had submitted the following 
proposal : . 

" In pa;agraph 2 (a) for ' Capital ships : 20 years . • . ' read • Capital ships : 26 
years ..• 

"In paragraph 2 (b) for' Aircraft carriers: 20 years • ·. :"read • Aircraft carriers.· 
26 years ••. '" 

1 For previous discussion, see Minutes of the third, fourth and fifth m t' 
• F M" ee mgs. 
1 

or text, see ~nutes of the fourth meeting, pages 14 and 1,5. 

, For text, see Mmutes of the fourth meeting, page 17. 
For text, see Mmutes of the fourth meeting, page 1,5. 



Further, the following proposal had been submitted by the Chinese delegation : 

" I. Capital Ships. 

" Owing to the technical progress made and the high cost involved in the construction 
of modem vessels of war, the age-limit of capital ships should be extended as far 
as possible . 

... 2. Surface Vessels exceeding J,ooo Tons but not exceeding 10,ooo Tons Standard 
Displacement. 

" The age-limit of these vessels should be not less than 20 years. 

"J. Surface Vessels not exceeding J,ooo Tons Standard Displacement. 

. " The age-limit of these vessels, whose efficiency is less, and whose cost of construction 
1s lower, than that of larger vessels, should be 16 years, as proposed by the Spanish 
delegation." 

The Soviet delegation had also submitted a proposal, namely : 

"In conformity with its proposals made verbally at the meeting of the Naval 
Commission on March 17th, 1932, the Soviet delegation has the honour to state as follows 
its opinion in regard to the age-limits of warships : 

" Ships of 7,ooo tons and over : 26 years ; 
" Ships over 1,200 tons and up to 7,ooo tons : 20 years ; 
" Ships of 1,200 tons and under : 16 years ; 
" Submarines : IS years. 

" The reasons why these various limits have been chosen were stated in the Soviet 
delegate's speech at the above-mentioned meeting." 

In addition to these, suggestions had been put forward at the fifth meeting of the Naval 
Commission, held on March 17th, by the Netherlands, Argentine, Swedish, French, United 
States of America and Italian delegations respectively. 

The Commission had had ample time to try to reach complete agreement in the course of 
private conversations. Accordingly, he thought there was no need to reopen the general discus
sion. He proposed that the Commission should at once consider paragraph 2, taking each 
category of vessels separately, unless it preferred the Spanish delegation's proposal to divide 
all vessels, for purposes of replacement, into those under and those over 1o,ooo tons displace
ment respectively. Every decision now taken must be more or less provisional because it 
was impossible to foresee, at the present juncture, what categories and types of ships would 
be mentioned in the Convention and what definition would ultimately be adopted. The 
Commission was at present working on the definition in Annex III which it had provisionally 
adopted as a useful guide. 

(a) Capital Ships. 

The PRESIDENT said that in regard to capital ships the Preparatory Commission had 
adopted the limit of 20 years as an example drawn from the London and Washington Treaties. 
The Japanese delegation had proposed to subdivide vessels into those under and those over 
20,000 tons, suggesting an age-limit of 20 years for the former and 26 years for the latter. 
That delegation had, however, stated that it would not press for the maintenance of this 
subdivision. The United Kingdom delegation had proposed 26 years, the German delegation 
20 years, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 26 years, the French delegation 25 years, 
the Netherlands, Argentine, Chinese and Swedish delegations as high an age-limit as possible, 
the United States delegation an age-limit of over 20 years and no replacement before it was 
absolutely necessary, while Italy had proposed 25 years. 

Senator SwANSON (United States of America), M. Charles DuMONT (France), M. QUINTANA 
(Axgentine) and Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) stated that, in order to secure 
unanimity, their delegations were prepared to accept the United Kingdom proposal of an 
age-limit of 26 years for the replacement of capital ships. 

Captain BIORKLUND (Sweden) observed that as regards capital ships it seemed possible 
to reach an agreement on the figure of 26 years if the delegations which had proposed a lower 
age-limit would accept a solution which would be, so to speak, more economical to their own 
countries. As the age-limit decreased with the tonnage, it should be mainly the countries 
possessing small capital ships which would ask for a lower age-limit. Sweden was one of those 
countries, yet she would accept the figure of 26 years even for capital ships of less tonnage. 



The PRESIDENT presumed that the Swedish dele&'ation's dec.la~ation might be taken. to 
mean that the Commission accepted paragrap~ 2 (a). Wtth an age-hmtt of 26 years .as applym.g 
to smaller vessels which were regarded as capttal shtps only on account of the caltbre of thetr 
guns. 

C-aptain MARONI (Italy) accepted the figure of 26 y~ar.s, proyided it .was understood that 
this figure applied only to future ships. In the cas~ of extsbng shtps, spectal agreements would 
have to be reached, as indicated in the text of section (a). 

· The PRESIDENT assured Captain Maroni that th~ Commission was discussing this matter 
on the basis of the integral text of the draft Convention. . 

Rear-Admiral voN ScHOULTZ (Finland) agreed to the age-limit of 26 years, with the 
comments made by the Swedish delegate. 

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that, as Annex IV included regulations for 
certain categories of vessels which Germany was forbidden to possess, the German delegation 
preferred to abstain from all comments at the first reading. 

He added that, in spite of the observations of the Swedish delegation, the definition of 
capital ships was not yet quite clear. Apart from the previous observations therefore, it 
would be preferable for the German delegation to abstain from expressing any opinion for the 
time being. · 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission was discussing, not merely vessels which 
Germany was not allowed to possess, but also smaller vessels which, though under ro,ooo tons, 
were armed with 8-inch guns. Did the German delegation also wish to express no opinion 
concerning cruisers ? Again, did the German delegation, though it abstained, mean that it 
did not desire to prevent the Commission as a whole from adopting the age-limit of 26 years, 
or did it, on the contrary, wish that the age-limit of 20 years should be adhered to ? · 

Captain MARONI (Italy) drew the Commission's attention to what he regarded as a lack 
of concordance between the texts of paragraphs 2 and 3· In paragraph 2 it was said : 
"when the following number of years have elapsed since the date of its completion", 
whereas in paragraph 3 the text read : "shall not be laid down more than three years before the 
year in which the ·vessel ", etc. The employment of these two terms might lead to quite 
different results, as the expression "year" might include any date from January Ist to 
December 31st, thus involving a difference of twelve months. He therefore proposed that 
in paragraph 2 the word" years" should be inserted instead of the word" date". 

The PRESIDENT desired, before calling upon the Commission to consider Captain ·Maroni's 
prop~sal, to note that .n~ delegati~n had opposed the age-limit of 26 years. He therefore . 
took 1t that the Commtsston unammously agreed upon that figure, as the .abstention of the 
Ge~a~ delegation did not imply that that delegation was necessarily opposed to the stated 
age-limtt. 

He then called upon the Commission to examine the Italian delegate's proposal. 

Senator SwANSON (United States of America) observed that the effect of the Italian 
proposal might be to extend the age-limit for twelve months. 

. ( 

Captain MARONI (Italy) replied, in connection with paragraph 3, that naval programme~ 
were based on years and not on fixed dates. Moreover, these programmes provided not for one 
~ut fo~ several vessels .. The text he proposed, therefore, .would bring the whole Annex more into 
lme With current practice. 

Admir.al SuRIE (Netherlands) agreed with Captain Maroni that it would be preferable 
~o harmomse these two. paragraphs. Instead, however, of substituting " vear" for " date " 
m paragraph. 2, would .tt not be better to say " date " instead of " vear 1• in paragraph 3 ? 
~e agreed wtth the Umted States delegate that the use of the word •1 year" might involve a 
dtfference of twelve months . 

. Captain MARONI. (Italy) was prepared to accept Admiral Surie's suggestion, as his only 
des1re .w~ to harmomse the two texts. He feared, however, that the suggestion might lead to 
comphcahons. 
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Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) explained that the authors of the draft Convention 
had taken the text of the London Treaty as their model. In the Washington Treaty the word 
" date " had been used, but this had, as a result of the expt"rience acquired, been changed in 
the London Treaty to " year ". The fact was that shipbuilding programmes were drawn up 
on ~n annual b:;tSis. If, theref?re, _the object was to afford a practical comparison between the 
navtes of the _different countnes, 1t was far more convenient to take a year and assume that 
all ':essels built on or after January 1st of that year were those to which the stipulations 
(for mstance, as regarded replacement) would apply. In any case, some such general assumption 
was necessary : it was not possible to base calculations on an almost infinite number of actual 
dat.es. The United Kingdom delegation would, however, be prepared to agree to the 
mamtenance of the present text provisionally, subject to the reservation that the matter should 
be gone into more carefully. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) agreed with these observations. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation reserved its opinion. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Commission was not yet examining paragraph 3, 
though attention had been drawn to the connection between that paragraph and paragraph 
2 now under consideration. The Commission appeared to have reached agreement regarding 
the text of paragraph 2, maintaining the word " date " therein. The various delegations would 
have ample time for reflection before the Commission came to discuss paragraph 3· The text 
adopted provisionally read as follows : 

" 2. A vessel shall be deemed • over age' when the following number of years have 
elapsed since the date of its completion : 

" (a) Capital ships : 26 years, subject to special provisions as may be necessary 
for the replacement of existing ships." 

(b) Aircraft-caffiers. 

The PRESIDENT said that, in this connection, the Commission had before it the 
proposal of the United. Kingdom delegation to fix the age-limit at 26 years; that 
of the Japanese delegation to fix the limit at 26 years for vessels of over 2o,ooo tons or at 
20 years for vessels over 1o,ooo but under 2o,ooo tons. The German and Soviet delegations 
were in favour of absolute prohibition. During the discussions on March 17th, several 
delegations had said that if aircraft-carriers were to be allowed, they would prefer the longest 
possible age-limit. The Spanish delegation had proposed an age-limit of 24 years for vessels 
of over 10,000 tons displacement. Obviously then, if it were possible to conceive of aircraft
carriers of under xo,ooo tons, the Spanish proposal would no longer apply to these. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) observed that the United Kingdom delegation had 
proposed 26 years. Other delegations thought that this age-limit was too high. On reflection, 
the United Kingdom delegation was prepared to agree with the other delegations on ad age
limit of 20 years, because aircraft-carriers were more lightly built and navigated more often at 
full speed than other vessels of similar tonnage. A very high speed was always necessary for 
flying off and flying on, if there were no strong wind. Therefore the wear and tear in the case 
of aircraft-carriers was heavier even than in the case of cruisers or destroyers. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) pointed out that the Spanish delegation had 
proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers. Such proposals, therefore, as he made referred to 
vessels of over 10,000 tons without any specification of type. He must abide by those proposals, 
and the age-limit for such vessels should, in the Spanish delegation's opinion, stand at the 
26 years he had just accepted, instead of the 24 years he had originally suggested. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) was prepared to accept 20 years. 

M. Charles DUMONT (France) shared the United Kingdom delegation's views. The French 
delegation was prepared to accept an age-limit of 20 years for aircraft-Carriers of all tonnages. 
As in the case of submarines, the factor of safety should be borne in mind. Aircraft-carriers were 
fragile craft that had to steam at very high speeds. Moreover, owing to the length of deck 
necessary, it was difficult to conceive the possibility of constructing aircraft-carriers of under 
14,000 tons. 



-86-

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegatio~? ~ad agreed ~o 2.6 years as the age
limit for capital ships and had withdrawn its proposal to ~1v1de those sh1ps mto vessels o~ ov~r 
and under 20,000 tons respectively. The Japanese delegatiOn felt bound,_however, t~ mamtam 
that division in the case of aircraft-carriers. It therefore proposed for rurcraft-carners of over 
2o,ooo tons an age-limit of 26 years, and for aircraft-c~rriers of under 2o,ooo tons 20 yea~s, it 
being always borne in mind that the fundamental a1m of the Conference was to ach1eve 
economy and the reduction of armaments. 

Senator SwANSON (United States of America). agreed wit_h ~he United ~ingdom delegat~on 
that aircraft-carriers could not be accorded a h1gher age-hm1t than crmsers. The question 
of the safety of the crews had to be .considered in. proportion to .th~ great strain to which 
aircraft-carriers were exposed. Accordmgly, he considered an age-lim1t of 20 years to be the 
right and proper one. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission unanimously agreed in principle to maintain 
the text of the draft Convention, which specified that the age-limit for aircraft-carriers should 
be 20 years. True, the Japanese delegation had proposed an age-limit of 26 years for aircraft
carriers of over 2o,ooo tons, while the Spanish delegation maintained its view that, while 20 
years might be a proper age-limit for vessels of under 1o,ooo tons, the limit for all vessels of 
every category of over 10,000 tons should be 26 years. He would remind the Commission, 
however, that the Convention would have to be signed and ratified by all delegations. Some 
effort would therefore have to be made to reach unanimity. He hoped that, during the time 
which would elapse before the signature of the Convention, it might be possible for the out
standing delegations to reach an agreement or compromise with the other delegations. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) observed that all conclusions reached in the 
Naval Commission would depend upon the final decisions reached by the General Commission. 
He personally felt sure that the General Commission would place a limit on the maximum 
tonnage of aircraft-carriers, in order to prevent them from carrying bombing aeroplanes. 
In that case, if the tonnage of aircraft-carriers were fixed at under 10,000 tons, the Spanish 
delegation would be in agreement with the majority. Subject to that consideration, he was 
prepared to subscribe to the views of the present majority in the Naval Commission. 

The PRESIDENT noted that, in these circumstances, the Naval Commission agreed, subject 
to any changes which might be made by the General Commission, to the text as it now stood 
in the draft Convention, the German delegation abstaining. 

M. SmRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) declared that, as the Soviet delegation 
had proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers, that delegation must make every reservation 
with regard to the present decision. 

(c) Surface Vessels exceeding J,ooo Tons but not exceeding 1o,ooo Tons Standard Displacement. 

The PRESIDENT remarked that several delegations had made proposals in this connection. 
On March 17th, the United Kingdom delegation had suggested 20 years as the age-limit for 
all these vessels. whenever. built. He understood, however, that that suggestion was not 
final. The Span~sh delegatio~~: had propos~d 20 years. The German delegation had proposed 
20 years for cru1sers. The Chmese delegation had proposed 20 years. The Soviet delegation, 
20 ye_ars for ve~sels of over J,Ooo and under 7,000 tons. The Netherlands, Argentine and 
Swedis_h delegatwns h~d ~tated on March 17th that they were in favour of the greatest possible 
extenswn of the age-hm1t. France had suggested 20 years. The United States of America 
had not expressed an opinion concerning cruisers but had made the general statement that 
vessels. should not be replaced before replacement became absolutely necessary. That 
delegatl.on had also stated on March 17th that, when the smaller categories of vessels came to 
be considered, the need for the proper accommodation of crews should be borne in mind. 

M. SA~~DA (Japan), rever~ing first to paragrap~ (b), hoped that it was quite clear that 
the Co'II:mlsslon ~as only adoptmg the~e texts proviSionally. With regard to (c), many of the 
vessels_ m question. had not been des1gned or constructed with a view to active service 
exceed~ng 20 yea~s m the case of cruisers and 16 in the case of destroyers. The position had 
been discussed ":'th great care at the time of the preparation of the London Treaty. The 
Japanese delegat~on thought that the terms of the London Treaty should not be modifi d d 
he was therefore m favour of maintaining the text of the draft Convention as it stood. e ' an 



. Capt~in PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) observed that, with regard to special age-limits, the 
Uruted Kmgdom proposals were not made with a view to altering the terms of the London 
Treaty which was in force and to which, as was well known, the United Kingdom intended to 
adhere until it expired. The United Kingdom delegation's idea was that States which were not 
signatories to the London Treaty might not need any such clause. If that were so, the drafting 
of the present Convention would be simplified. The United Kingdom delegation would not, 
however, press its proposal if there were any opp~sition. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) thought that the text of the draft Convention did not require 
amendment. 

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) said that, as some countries were bound by the 
London and Washington Treaties and some were not, he would like to propose one general 
reservation to be inserted at the beginning of the annex, to the following effect: " Subject to 
special arrangements as may be necessary for the replacement of existing ships ... ". 

Rear-Admiral VON ScHOULTZ (Finland) said that, in view of the ultimate purpose of the 
Conference, the Finnish delegation would support the group of countries which was prepared 
to subscribe to the highest age-limit. 

M. Charles DuMONT (France) could not agree to the Spanish delegation's proposal for 
a general reservation. It was better that specific and exact terms should be employed as far as 
possible. These questions had been most carefully studied at the time of the preparation of the 
London and Washington Treaties, and he thought that the decisions reached could be applied 
to all countries. He was therefore in favour of leaving the text as it stood. 

Senator SwANSON (United States of America) said the United States delegation endorsed the 
observations of the United Kingdom and French delegations. The authors of the Washington 
and London Treaties had had to make provision for vessels which had been hastily built during 
the war, when solid construction had possibly, in some cases, been sacrificed on the altar of 
speed of construction. That was a point which must be borne in mind, and was the reason why 
the United States delegation held that the text of the draft Convention should be maintained 
without alteration. The United States of America intended to carry out in their entirety the 
provisions of the London Treaty. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) drew the Commission's attention to the need for 
making a slight change in the wording of (c). As it stood, it might be taken to cover also the 
capital ships and aircraft-carriers mentioned in (a) and (b). He therefore proposed the 
following wording : 

" (c) Surface vessels, other than capital ships and aircraft-carriers." 

· Vice-Admiral SuRIE (Netherlands) thought the age-limit of 16 years could not adversely 
affect the interests of any delegation, and urged that (c) should be maintained as it stood. 

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) held that, as the London agreement had 
been· accepted only by certain naval Powers, different solutions might be adopted in the 
Convention .. The Soviet delegation proposed that (c) should apply to vessels of over 1,200 
tons and under 7,ooo tons displacement. It could not accept the Japanese, American and 
United Kingdom proposals. 

The PRESIDENT noted that no other delegation desired to express an opinion in regard 
to (c) ; he would therefore sum up the discussion. 

The United Kingdom delegation had suggested that the distinction between vessels 
laid down before or after January 1st, 1920, respectively, should be eliminated. It had not, 
however, embodied this suggestion in the form of a definite proposal. 

The Spanish delegation had proposed a modification in this distinction. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) said he did not press his proposal. 

The PRESIDENT then reminded the Commission that the Japanese, Italian, United 
Kingdom, French and United States delegations had stated they were infavourof maintaining 
the figures set out in the draft Convention-i.e., 16 and 20 years respectively, according to 
whether vessels had been laid down before or after January 1st, 1920. 
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No delegation had spoken against the maintenance of these figures. The Soviet delegation, 
however held that (c) should apply to vessels between 1,200 and 7,ooo tons, rather than 
to vesseis between 3 ooo and ro ooo tons, and for that reason could not agree _to the 

resent text of (c). P~ssibly the General Commission might, when it .came ~o examme th~ 
~uestion of definitions, decide to reduce the mini!ll~m tonnage of cap1tal sh1ps from Io,ooo 
to 7 000 tons But in the meantime, the· Comm1ss1on should, he thought, a?~ere to the 
defutitions gi~en in' the draft Convention_, which it had d~cide~ t<_> adopt provlSlonally. He 
hoped, therefore, that the Soviet delegation would be satisfied 1f 1ts statement were set out 

in the Minutes. . dr f · h h" h th Lastly the United Kingdom delegation had proposed a a tn_tg c ange, w 1c e 
Commissio~ would doubtless be willing to accept. According to this proposal, (c) would 
be drafted as follows : 

"Surface vessels, other than those referred to in (a). and (b), exceeding 3,ooo 
tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding Io,ooo tons (ro,r6o metric tons) standard 
displacement : 

" (i) If laid down before January Ist, 1920, I6 years; 
" (ii) If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years." 

The PRESIDENT therefore noted that the Commission unanimously adopted section (c), 
the reservation of the Soviet delegation being noted, and the German delegation abstaining, 
as for the whole of Annex IV. · 

(d) Surface Vessels not exceeding 3,000 Tons Standard Displacement. 

The PRESiDENT observed that the United Kingdom delegation had, at the meeting on 
March 17th, proposed that the age-limit should be fixed at I6 years for all vessels not exceeding 
3,000 tons. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation withdrew 
this proposal, which it had only submitted with a view to simplifying the text. 

The PRESIDENT recapitulated the other proposals put forward on this subject : 

The Spanish delegation had proposed a uniform age-limit of 16 years for all surface vessels 
not exceeding 3,000 tons. 

The German delegation had made a similar proposal ; but this proposal would not be 
discussed at present owing to the general reservation which that delegation had made with 
regard to Annex IV:. . · 

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegation had proposed that the age-limit should 
be fixed at 16 years for vessels under 1,200 tons. 

The Chinese delegation had also proposed an age-limit of I6 years. 
Finally, there was the group of States, to which he had previously alluded, in favour of 

the highest age-limit possible. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) thought that the arguments which had been put forward in 
favour of maintaining section (c) held good for the maintenance of (d) also. Accordingly the 
Italian delegation proposed that the present text of (d) should not be altered. 

The PRESIDENT observed that in section (d) a drafting change was necessary similar to 
that which had been made in (c)-i.e., (d) should read as follows : 

" (d) Surface vessels other than those referred to in the preceding sections . • • " 

M. SAWA~A (Japan) proposed that the present text of (d) should be maintained, for the 
reasons for wh1ch he had urged the maintenance of (c) as it stood. . 

. Captain SoLSKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation was prepared to accept the 
mamtenance of the present text of (d). . · 

. He would nevertheless point out that the distinction drawn in this section between vessels 
la1d down before or after January 1st, 1921, had ceased to be of current interest y 1 1 "d 
down before J:'-nuary Ist, 1921, might be replaced in 1933, but, in view of the· erf~~eof t~o 
y~ars allowed m paragraph 3, replacement vessels might be laid down as early as f931 Vessels 
la1d down after December Jist, 1920, might be replaced in 1936 and the replacemen"t vessels 
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migh~ be laid down in 1934. The Convention on which the Disarmament Conference was 
working would proba~ly, howe~er, not come into force before 1934-i.e., the year in which 
replacement vessels might be lrud down for all the vessels referred to in (d). In these circum
stances, was there any point in maintaining the distinction ? 

The PRESIDENT admitted the logic of the Polish delegation's observation, but thought 
that, nevertheless, there would be no reason against maintaining the existing text of (d) which 
was accepted by several delegations, seeing that the text to be adopted would be very c~efully 
examined and revised by a drafting committee. 

. M. Charles DUMONT (France) was in favour of maintaining the text as it stood. He felt 
that, in the liS:ht of the Polish delegate's observation, such a decision might be interpreted 
as an exhortation to carry on the work of the Conference as rapidly as possible. Moreover 
the di~ti!lction in question would bear witness to the long labours of the Preparatory 
CommiSSion. 

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) agreed with the French delegate. Vessels 
laid down before January 1st, 1920, had possibly been completed only two or three years 
afterwards, and the date on which countries would be entitled to replace them might be later 
than that indicated by the Polish delegate. 

. The PRESIDENT noted that no delegation had spoken against the maintenance of the 
present text of (d). It might therefore be regarded as unanimously adopted by the Commission, 
with the drafting change he had indicated, the Soviet delegation's reservation with regard to 
tonnage limits being noted, and the German delegation abstaining. 

(e)· Submarines. 

· The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the following proposals had been made 
regarding the age-limit of submarines : 

The Spanish delegation proposed 14 years; the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
delegation, 15 years; and, at the meeting on March 17th, the Italian and United Kingdom 
delegations had spoken in favour of 13 years. 

As no delegation had asked that the limit should be lower than 13 years, he would ask the 
Commission whether it proposed to maintain the limit of 13 years laid down in the draft 
Convention or was prepared to accept 14 or 15 years or a longer period. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation maintained its proposal to fix the 
age-limit at 13 years. This proposal was based on considerations of the safety of crews. 

M. Charles DUMONT (France) stated that since the meeting of March 17th the enquiries 
conducted by the technical section of the French delegation had convinced that delegation 
that the age-limit of submarines could not be extended beyond 13 years. If any country 
desired to maintain certain submarines in service for a longer period, it would always be entitled 
to do so, but the Commission should not lay down a higher limit. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation was in 
el)tire agreement with the Italian and French delegations. 

Captain ~ERRAZ E CASTR_O (Brazil) supported the yiews expresse~ ~y the Italian_. Fr~nch 
and United Kmgdom delegatiOns. He observed that, d the 13-year bmit was not mamtamed, 
it would be necessary to make reservations concerning the vessels existing at the present time. 

, · Senator SWANSON (United States of America) held that, if submarines were to be allowed, 
they must be made sufficiently safe for the crews. The Preparatory Commission and the naval 
experts of all countries considered that 13 years was a reasonable age-limit. Moreover, as the 
French delegate had observed, every country would be free to prolong the service period 
of its submarines if it chose. In view of the present world situation, it was unlikely that any 
country would wish to replace a submarine prematurely, at any rate until the upkeep of the 
submarine became more costly than its replacement. 

The United States delegation therefore considered that the age-limit for submarines should 
be maintained at 13 years. 
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Vice-Admiral :MONTAGUT v MIR6 (Spain) thought that, owing to the perfection of modern 
building processes, an age-limit of 14 years would still affo~d all necessary guarantees 
for the safety of crews. But the stat~ment_s of the. representat~ves of ~everal ~eat Powers 
which had acquired much experience m th1s domam ~ad convm.ced ~1m that tt would be 
preferable to fix the age-limit at 13 years. The Spamsh delegation dtd not therefore press 
its proposal. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) was in favour of maintaining the text of the Convention. 

. Captain SoLSKI (Poland) said that, on the ground of ensuring the safety of crews; the 
Polish delegation also agreed to 13 years. 

The PRESIDENT noted that eight delegations had spoken in favour of adopting the age
limit of 13 years. He assumed tb:at, in. V:iew ~f .the technical co!lsiderati?ns put forward, 
the Soviet delegation would be satisfied 1f tts opmton were set out m the Mmutes. 

l\1. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reminded the Commission that the 
Soviet delegation proposed 15 years as the age-limit for submarines. 

The PRESIDENT noted that section (e) had been adopted, the counter-proposal of the 
Soviet delegation being noted and the German delegation abstaining. · 

Proposal of the Hungarian Delegation to introduce a Section (f) concerning River War Vessels.' 

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the Hungarian delegation had proposed 
the introduction of a section (f) prescribing an age-limit of 25 years for river gunboats, monitors 
and patrol vessels. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) pointed out that the Naval Commission had in its report to the 
General Commission referred the question of river war vessels to the General Commission. 
He therefore proposed that consideration of the Hungarian proposal should be adjourned until 
a decision had been taken by the General Commission on that subject. 

General TANczos (Hungary) said he would defer to the Commission's views, but thought 
that the Hungarian delegation's proposal might nevertheless be discussed at the same time 
as the question of definitions. 

The PRESIDENT noted the Commission's unanimous opinion that there was no need for 
the present meeting to discuss the age-limit for river vessels. 

Paragraph 3· 

. ~he PRESIDE_NT observed that at the opening of the meeting it had been decided in 
pnnctple to substitute for the words " the year in which" the words " the_ date on which." 

. Captain MARONI (~ taly) P?inted out that all the replacement tables were drawn up on the 
basiS of the year dunng whtch each vessel was completed, and that naval construction 
programmes were also prepared on an annual basis. The adoption of the amendment 
p~opose~ by the Netherlands delegate might therefore give rise to complications and 
dJflic':llbes.. H.~ ~herefore withdrew his previous acceptance and proposed that the words "the 
year m ~h1ch m par~?I"aph 3 should be maintained, and that in paragraph 2 the words" the 
date of Its completion should be replaced by the words" the year of its completion". 

The discussion was deferred until the next meeting. 

1 See Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 15. 
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SEVENTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, june Isl, 1932, at xo a.m. 

President : :M. COLBAN. 

35· ITEl\12 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION : 
RULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continllation of the discllssion). 

Paragraph 3 (continuation). 

Th~ PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that at the previous meeting the Italian 
delegation had proposed that in paragraph 3 of Annex IV the words "the year in which " 
should be maintained, and that in paragraph 2 the words "the date of its completion " should 
be replaced by the words " the year of its completion ". 

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that, in view of the difficulties of interpretation involved, 
the Italian delegation proposed the retention for the present of.the expressions employed in 
the existing text of Annex IV, these terms having been adopted at the London Naval Confe
rence. lt might, however, be possible to discover a more satisfactory from of words later. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the Italian delegation withdrew its proposal. 
He called upon the Commission to discuss the amendment proposed by the Japanese 

delegation to the effect that the following provision should be added at the end of the first 
sub-paragraph of paragraph 3 : 

"But in the case of a surface vessel exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons), 
this period is extended to four years ". 

M. SAWADA (Japan) observed, in support of this proposal, that technical as well as 
economical considerations should be taken into account in the construction of those large 
units and that it had taken from three and a half to five years to build ships like the Mutsu, 
the Nagato, the Nelson, the Rodney, the Maryland, or the Colorado. It therefore seemed logical 
to extend to four years, for vessels of this type, the period provided for in paragraph 3· 

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) read to the Commission the following note, 
prepared by the experts of the American delegation, setting out that delegation's views with 
regard to the Japanese proposal : 

".I. Paragraph 3 of Annex IV provides that the keel for a replacement vessel shall 
not be laid more than three years before the year in which the vessel being replaced becomes 
over age, except in the case of surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons, where two years 
is the limit. 

"The Japanese proposal would make this period four years in the case of surface. 
vessels over 2o,ooo tons. 

"2. Paragraph (a), Section I of Annex V requires that the vessel being replaced be 
made incapable of warlike service within six months of the completion of its successor, 
and provides that, in case of delay in the completion of the new vessel, the old vessels 
must be made incapable of warlike service within four and a half years from the d~te 
of laying of the keel of the new vessel ; except that for surface vessels not exceedmg 
3,000 tons this period is three and a half years. 

"The Japanese proposal would increase this period to five and a half years in the 
case of surface vessels exceeding 20,000 tons. 

" 3. According to the present wording of these paragraphs there would be a normal 
overlap of about six months, when both ships, the old and the new, might be available 
in case of war, with a maximum overlap of about nine months. This allows for no delay 
in the completion of the new vessel, and contemplates the possibility of being able to 
speed up the last stages of construction when the ship is practically completed. It also 
contemplates the possibility of taking less time than six months for demilitarisation 
of the old vessel, a process which can be accelerated by the use of the acetylene torch and 
other modern methods. 

"If the Japanese proposal regarding Annex IV were accepted, permitting the laying 
of replacement keels four years before the vessel to be replaced becomes over age, the 
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average overlap might be nine months and the maxim_ul!l. '!verlap fifte_en months, allowing 
for no delay in completion of the new vessel. The possibilities of speedm~ up the last stages 
of construction of a new vessel are naturally greater the longer the sh1p has been under 
construction. · 

" In the latter case, if a delay occurred in the completion of the n_ew ves~els, thus 
increasing the possible building period to five years, the average overlap m1ght be mcreased 
to about one year and the maximum to about two years. 

"4· Thus, it appears, the acceptance _of the Japan~se proposal would greatly 
increase the period of overlap between the Virtu~! co~pletton of a n~w vessel !lnd 
demilitarisation of the old making two vessels ava1lable mstead of one durmg that penod. 
It should be pointed out that the present rules, which allow for a delay in the completion 
of the new vessel and a total period of four and a half years from the date of laying the 
keel of the new vessel to the date of demilitarisation of the old vessel, give sufficient 
latitude for all ordinary delays, and extraordinary delays are beyond the scope of these 
rules." 

He wished, moreover, to draw special attention to the fact that every State always conserved 
its right to replace a vessel up to the time at which it exercised that right. Consequently, 
the United States delegation was most decidedly in favour of maintaining the present wording 
of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 3-a wording which had been adopted both at · 
Washington and in London. 

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said that the French delegation shared the opinion of the 
United States delegation, for the reasons explained by that delegation. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether, in view of the statements of the United States and French 
delegations, the Japanese delegation felt bound to maintain its proposal. If the Japanese 
delegation found it difficult to reply to this question immediately, the Commission might-as 
the question was one of the text of the Convention, which could not be contrary to the opinion 
of one of the principal naval Powers-decide perhaps to maintain provisionally the present 
text of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 3· The members of the Japanese delegation 
could revert to this point in private conversations with the members of the other delegations. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) agreed to this procedure. 

The PRESIDENT noted that the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 3 was adopted without 
discussion, and that the whole of paragraph 3 was adopted at first reading. 

Paragr_aph 4· . 

Paragraph 4 was adopted without discussion. 

The PRESIDENT then observed that the Commission had before it an amendment submitted 
~y the British delegation to the effect that an additional paragraph, No. 5, should be inserted 
m Annex IV, as follows : · 

" 5- Vessels replaced shall be disposed of in accordance with · the provisions of 
Annex V to this chapter." · 

. This proposal was followed by a note stating that the reason for the addition ~as that it 
linked up Annex IV with Annex V. · 

CaJ?t:'-in ~HI~LIPS (United Kingdom) said that the amendment was a matter of draftin~. 
A proviSion s1m1~ar to that propo~ed by the United Kingdom delegation formed the last 
paragraph of Arhcle 3 of the Washmgton Treaty and of Section II of Annex I to the Treaty of 
London. The United Kingdom delegation felt that, unless the new Convention contained 
so~e such clause, there would be nothing to oblige a State to dispose of a vessel at the time 
of 1ts replacement, though that was obviously the object aimed at. 

U . ~ i~WADA (Japan),_ while admitting the logic of the arguments put forward by the 

d 
n
1
!te . mgdom delegation, _regretted that he was obliged to declare that the Japanese 

e egatlon could not accept th1s proposal. 
. \~hile it was obvious indeed that vessels " over age " could no longer be used in operations 
m wh1ch they would have to f~ce first-class warships, they might nevertheless be utilised 
for other purposes, such as patrolling coasts and protecting ports. As the work of the Conference 
was not ye~ m a very advanced stage and as no arrangements had yet been made concernin 
the a!locatlon of ~aval ~orces between the various Powers, the Japanese delegation thoughf 
~~~~~-would be impossible to see whether certain countries were in need of those over-age 
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Quite possibly an agreement satisfactory to all might be reached under which no retention 
of those. vessels wa~ necessary ; but it might also happen, if very marked differences were 
allowe~ m the relative naval strengths of the various Powers, that weaker countries would be 
authonsed to retain a suitable number of over-age vessels in a condition fit, not for, offensive 
purposes, but for. those of coast defence, in order to mitigate the sense of insecurity which 
would be e~terta~ned by those countries to which an inferior naval strength was allotted. 
Such a solution might become necessary for the sake of certain countries and the success of the 
Conference. 

This question could be discussed later, and the Japanese delegation thought that it was 
not oppo~une for the Naval Commission to take a decision at present on the subject. Conse
quently, It re~etted that it was not able to accept the United Kingdom delegation's proposal. 

The PRESIDENT felt bound to point out that the United Kingdom proposal was one of 
form rather than of substance. Article 22 of the draft Convention laid down that any vessels 
!>f war which had to be disposed of should be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out 
m Annex V. It would seem, therefore, that the observations of the Japanese delegation should 
apply rather to Annex V. The Japanese delegation might, when this Annex came to be 
examined at its first reading (or even later), raise the point whether a vessel "over age" could 
be used for purposes other than those stated in the present text of the Annex. The Commission 
would then consider the possibility of amending this text in order to meet the wishes of the 
Japanese delegation. The London Treaty contained special provisions regarding certain 
" special vessels " ; similar clauses might be embodied in the new Convention. 

He therefore hoped that the Commission would be able to discuss this question later, 
without connecting it up with Annex IV, which did not refer to the manner in which replaced 
units were to be disposed of. In the light of this explanation, would the United Kingdom 
delegation agree to the adjournment of the discussion on its proposal until Annex V had been 
adopted? The Japanese delegation would then be in a position to know exactly what it would 
be undertaking to do if it subscribed to the proposal. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) saw no objection to the procedure proposed by the 
President, but thought that perhaps it might be as well to be quite clear as to the position 
before leaving the subject. The United Kingdom delegation had proposed a drafting amend-

. ment because it felt there was a gap in the Convention which should be filled. Hitherto the 
general rule had been considered to be that a vessel replaced should be disposed of. There 
were, of course, exceptions to this general rule provided for in both the Washington Treaty 
and the London Treaty, and no doubt similar exceptions would eventually be embodied in 
the present Treaty. Perhaps the Japanese delegation would, however, be good enough to say 
whether it agreed that the general rule was that when a vessel was replaced the old vessel 
should be disposed of. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) recognised that a question of principle w~s involved, but explained 
that, until the Conference had reached agreement as to the ~espectiv~ naval s~rengths o~ !he 
various Powers, the Japanese delegation would have some difficulty m acceptmg a proVISion 
prescribing that certain vessels should be disposed of. 

The PRESIDENT thought there was some misunderstandin_g. If all the d~legations 
agreed that a given country must not construct a vessel m replacement, m excess 
of the total tonnage allocated to it, until the vessel replaced had been disposed of 
as provided in Annex V, the question was apparently settled. The .Un!ted Kingdom propc;>sal 
simply mentioned this fact specifically. E':'ceptions could. be. embod1~d ~n t~e new Convention, 
as in the Washington and London Treaties, but the pnnciple of limitatiOn by means of a 
maximum tonnage figure led to the inevitable conclusion that no vessel could be replaced 
without being disposed of. . . . . 

The President believed the Japanese delegation was also of that opm10n, but found 1t 
difficult, until figures had been fixed, to decide which v_essels might be retain~d for special 
purposes. The Japanese delegation would: he felt, b~ satisfied when h~ ass~red 1t that at the 
present stage of the discussion no delegation could g~ve an~ undertakmg with regard to the 
figures. The Naval Commission was at present prepanng a plan, . as the Preparatory 
Commission had done, in which definite figures would subsequently be u~serted. . . 

If the Commission was of that opinion, there was no need to contmue the discussiOn, 
and the examination of this proposal would be adjourned for the moment, unless the United 
Kingdom delegation insisted that its proposal should be put to the vote. . . 

The Commission would now pass ~o. Annex. V, a~d the J~pa?ese d~legation could ask for 
the inclusion in that Annex of any additiOnal stipulations which 1t con~1dered necessary. 

The PRESIDENT noted that Annex IV was adopted in first reading. 



36. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA-; ARTICLE IS OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

Article IS. 

" In regard to the replacement of the vess~ls of war limited by th~ present Conventio~, 
the High Contracting Parties will comply wtth the rules set out m Annex IV to th1s 
Chapter." 

Article IS was adopted without discussion: 

37· ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 22 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION. 

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. " · 

The PRESIDENT asked the Commission to examine Annex V, on which this Article 
depended. 

3S. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX V TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION : 

" Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War. 

" The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following 
ways: 

" (1) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up) ; 
" (2) By converting the vessel to a hulk ; 
" (3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively ; 
" (4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes ; 
" (5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes, 

"Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk 
at the option of the High Contracting Party concerned. 

"Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes 
shall finally be scrapped or converted to hulks. 

"Section I.- Vessels to be scrapped. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must 
be rendered incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion 
of its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however, 
!he completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel 
mcapable 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 (3,04S metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and 
a half years. 

" (b) A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapabie 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 r~ils · 
" (5) All torpedoes, war heads, torpedo-tubes and train'ing-racks · 
" (6) All wireless telegraphy installations ; ' 
" (7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-

tower and all side armour-plate ; · 
". (S) AU aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on 

or flr,mg-off platfo_r~s a!ld decks, or alternativ:ely all main propelling machinery; 
(9) In addttlon, m the case of submannes, all main storage batteries, air 

compressor plants and ballast pumps. 
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" (c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within 
twelve months of the date of which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike 
service is due for completion : 

" (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 : 

" (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 aircni.ft-lifts, and the removal of all 

aircraft cranes, derricks and launching apparatus . 

• " The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as 
provided in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service. 

"Section III.- Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be 
considered incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or 
rendered unserviceable on board, the following : 

" (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 ; 
" (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 than three vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these three 
vessels only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement ; 

" (2) One submarine. 

" (c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned 
undertakes not to re-condition it for warlike service. 

"Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively 
shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex. 

" (b) Without prejud~ce to th_e general rules, an~ ~rovided that due .n?tice be g~ven 
to the other High Contractmg Parties, reasonable vanat10n from the condition prescnb~d 
in Section III (a) of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special 
experiment, may be per~itted as a te'?lporary measure. . . . . . . 

" Any High Contractmg Party taking advantage of this provision IS required to furnish · 
full details of any such variations 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 (cruis~rs or destroyers), b!Jt of these two vessels 
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metnc tons) standard displacement ; 

" (2) One submarine. 

" (d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party 
concerned undertakes not to re-condition it for warlike service. 



"Section V. - Vessels retained for Training Purposes . 

.. (a) The fo~lowing _vessels may ~e retained, for training purposes exclusively, by 
the High Contractmg Parties concerned . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . . . . 
" (b) Vessels retained for training purposes under t~e provision.s of paragraph (a) 

shall, within six months of the date on which they are reqmr~d to be disposed of, be dealt 
with as follows : 

·" 1 . Capital Ships. -The following is to be carried out : 

" (I) Removal of main-a~mament guns, revolving parts o! all b~rbettes and 
turrets· machinery for operatmg turrets; but three turrets w1th the1r armament 
may be' retained in each ship ; . 

" (2) Removal of :ill a~~unition and explosiv:e~ in excess o~ the quantity 
required for target-practice trammg for the guns remammg on board , 

" (3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost 
and aftermost barbettes ; 

" (4) Removal or mutilation ef all torpedo-tubes ; 
" (S) Removal or mutilation on board of all boile"rs 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 High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in 
accordance with the provision of this Section shall not be used for any combatant 
purpose." 

The PRESIDENT saw no necessity for a general discussion on Annex V. Although it 
reproduced almost exactly certain provisions of the Treaty of London, by which the five 
principal naval Powers were bound, it could, of course, be improved if necessary. The various 
draft amendments would be read, and the points arising out of them would be considered. 

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that the German delegation had submitted the 
following amendment to Annex V : 

"Insert after the word 'landed' the following note : ' War material landed may 
be kept as reserve material only within the limits authorised by· Article . • . Stocks 
exceeding those I imits shall be destroyed ', in Section I. Vessels to be scrapped, 
paragraph (b) ; and Section III-Vessels to be converted to target use, paragraph (a)." 

His delegation did not for the moment press this draft amendment, since it felt that the 
work was not yet sufficiently advanced to permit of decisions on the matter. It would return 
to its proposal later. 

He desired to ask one general question. As the General Commission had not yet reached 
certain decisions in regard to principles and had not adopted certain essential definitions, should 
not the Naval Commission's present examination of the draft Convention be regarded as provi
sional? Or, rather, if the Commission felt that this was a first reading, would it not be better, 
in view of the importance of the questions involved, to decide that there should be three 

· readings instead of two, in order that the delegations might still have two separate opportunities 
to propose amendments ? 

The PRESIDENT! i!l reply to the Germa~ d~egate's general question, said the Commission 
was at present exammmg t~e <;Ira!t Convention m first reading. He pointed out, however, that 
all the results of the Commission s work would have to be embodied in the Convention which 
was to be the fi,nal outcome of all the C~nferenc~·s proceedings. As it was not yet known how 
the ~onference s work would develop, 1t was difficult to foresee how many .readings would be 
required. The ~onference had not only to pass resolutions but to prepare a text for signature 
by the delegations. The latter, therefore, could at any time propose any amendments they 
thought necessary. . 
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The President di~ not desire to bind ~imself by stating formally that the Naval Commission 
would proceed to a giVen number of readmgs, but he assured the Commission that the Bureau 
would do nothing to preve~t the d~legations, who represented Governments, from changing 
the text they would be reqmred to sign, up to the last moment. Nevertheless, the Commission 
should ende!lvour to reach as definite a decision as possible on each point, in order to provide 
a sound basis that would not require too much modification. 
. The ~reside~t ho~ed that, as his statement ~ully reserved the position of the delegations, 
1t would g~ve satisfaction to the German delegatiOn. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that the President's reply satisfied the German 
~elegation. It merely desired to point out that the Naval Commission's work was considerably 
m advance of that of the other technical commissions, at least in so far as quantitative 
disarmament was concerned. While agreeing that the Commission must endeavour, as the 
President had said, to reach as definite decisions as possible on each point, the German 
delegation desired the delegations to have an opportunity, without returning to the details 
of the various points, to introduce additional amendments, if necessary, during a third reading. 

Preamble to Annex V. 

The Preamble to Annex V was adopted without discussion. 

Section I.- Vessels to be scrapped. 

The PRESIDENT noted that an amendment had been proposed by the United Kingdom 
delegation to the following effect : 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping in accordance with Article 22 of this 
Convention must be rendered incapable of warlike service in accordance with paragraph 
(b) of this section within twelve months from the coming into force of the present Conven

- tion, and the scrapping shall be finally effected within twenty-four months from such 
corning into force." 

If this amendment were accepted, it would become paragraph (a) of Section I, the present 
paragraph (a) becoming paragraph (b). , 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the amendment had been put forward for 
purely drafting reasons. Two classes of vessels had to be disposed of : .those which would be 
scrapped when the Convention came into force, and those which would be scrapped later 
on replacement during the period of the Convention's existence. Separate provision had been 
made for these two categories in the Washington and London Treaties and in the draft 
Convention itself (Articles 18 and 22}, but no separate provision has been made in Section I of 
Annex V. 

The United Kingdom amendment proposed that a rather longer period should be allowed 
for the disposal of .vessels to be scrapped when the Convention came into force, because the 
number of these vessels would probably be considerable, so that a longer time-limit would be 
necessary. No extra time had been allowed for the scrapping of this class of vessel under 
the Washington Treaty, and difficulty had therefore been experienced in getting the vessels 
broken up in time. That point had been taken into consideration in the London Treaty, in 
which provision had been made for extra time for the scrapping of vessels which had to be 
disposed of after the Treaty had come into force. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether-it being undel'stood that the Japanese proposal concerning 
the present paragraph (a) was. reserved-the Commission accepted the United Kingdom 
amendment. 

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) said that he was entirely in agreement with 
the intention of the United Kingdom proposal. As at present drafted, however, that proposal, 
referring as it did to Article 22 of the Conventi"on, seemed to presuppose that the said Article 
applied only to such ships as would be surplus directly the Convention came into force. Was 
that indeed the meaning of Article 22 ? Did that article not apply to vessels in existence when 
the Convention came into force as well as to vessels which would subsequently become surplus 
tonnage as replacement occurred ? If it did apply to both cases, he suggested that this ought 
to be clearly stated. . -

The PRESIDENT said that personally he felt that Article 22 was intended to refer to both 
cases. Perhaps it might be preferable slightly to redraft the amendment as follows, and say : 

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of owing to the fact that it has become surplus tonnage 
by reason of the coming into force of the Convention, must be rendered, etc." 

The ammdment was adopted with this modification. 

IIAVAL COMIIISSIOII 1. 
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The PRESIDENT observed that the amendment to Section, I (b) (formerly I _(a)) propo~ed 
bv the Japanese delegation was similar to the amendment it had suggested m connection 
\\ith paragraph 3 of Annex IV. The proposal ":as to the following effect : 

"Add at the end of Section I, paragraph (b) (formerly (a)) : 
" • But should the new vessel be a surface vessel exceeding 2o,ooo to11s (20,320 

metric tons) the above period is extended to five and a half years'." · _ · 

M. SAWADA (Japan) explained that th~ proposal ~as a lo_gical corollary o! the propo~al 
regarding paragraph 3 of Annex IV, ~he declSlo_n re&ardmg w_h1ch had been adJO~rned o~mg 
to the difficulty experienced by certam delegatiOns m acceptmg the Japanese pomt of VIew. 
In spite, howeve~, of th_e arguments ~rought forward _against ~he propcsal, the Ja~anese 
delegation was still convmced that, owmg to the long time reqmred for the construction of 
vessels of over 20,000 tons, the period for laying down the keels of replacement tonnage should 
be four years, and that, consequently, five and a half years from the date of laying down the 
keel of the new vessel of over 20,000 tons should be allowed for the work of rendering the old 
vessel incapable of warlike service. 

Senator SwANSON (United States of America) said that he had already stated his objections 
to the Japanese amendment in connection with paragraph 3 of Annex IV. He maintained 
those objections in connection with the present proposal. The American delegation was 
convfnced that the period of four and a half years laid down in the present text was sufficient. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether-provided the Japanese delegation saw no objection-the 
Commission would be prepared to deal with this amendment in the same way as it had dealt 
with the amendment of paragraph 3· · 

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation would raise no objection to that 
procedure. _ . 

Agreed. 

Paragraph (c) Uormerly Paragraph (b)). 

. The PRESIDENT assumed that, as th~ G~rman proposal ~egarding this paragraph had been 
withdrawn for the ,.moment, and as no obJection had been raised, the Commission was prepared 
to adopt it. 

Agreed. 

Paragraph (d) Uormerly Paragraph (c)).· 

This paragraph was adopted without discussion. 

Section II. - Vessels to be converted into Hulks. 

The PRESIDENT pointed out that .this section reproduced the wording of the London 
Treaty. It had been most carefully studied by the Preparatory Commission, which had included 
naval experts of nearly all the naval Powers. 

The section was adopted without discussion. ' 

Section III. - Vessels to be converted to Target Use. 

The _P_RESIDEN'!' reminded the Commission that the German amendment to this section 
was proviSIOnally Withdrawn. · , 

The section was adopted without discussion. 

Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes. 

This section was adopted without discussion. 

Section V.- Vessels retained for Training Purposes. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Commiss' · h fi · 
and the first part of (b) of this section because t~on mig t rst.consider only paragraph (a) 
2 of paragraph (b) and to paragraph (d). ere were cer.tam amendments to Nos. x and 

Paragraph (a) was adopted without discussion. 
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'fhe PRESIDENT said that the French delegation had proposed an amendment to (3) of 
paragraph (b) :t as follows : 

" Delete the words : • and the side armour belt between the foremost and aftermost 
barbettes '." 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the object of this proposal was economy. 
It would be a costly matter to remove this side armour belt in six months. After all there was 
the moral guarantee provided in paragraph (c) as well as all the preceding material provisions. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) and Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) supported the French 
proposal. 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) said he felt bound to point out that 
the armo~r belt was a very important part of the characteristics of capital ships. Consequently, 
the Amencan delegation would have to reserve its judgment, since it would require time for 
reflection and might even have to refer the matter to the United States Government. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) made a similar statement. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether the French delegation was prepared to allow a little more 
time to the delegations for the consideration of its proposal. He hoped that the delegations 
would inform him as soon as they were ready to discuss this point-namely, the omission of 
the words, " the side armour belt between the foremost and aftermost barbettes ". 

The French delegation had proposed a further amendment with regard to (S) of paragraph 
(b) I-namely, to add the words, " If the vessel be motor-driven, removal or mutilation on 
board of all motors in excess of the number required for a maximum speed of 18 knots". 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the aim of this amendment was to 
extend the scope of the clause to all kinds of vessels, motor-driven as well as steam-propelled. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) . agreed that, at first sight, the French proposal 
seemed to be a logical one. On closer examination, however, it would be found difficult to 
express an opinion. It was a comparatively easy matter to take out boilers, but the removal 
of motors was a· different and very difficult technical problem. He therefore agreed that the 
delegations needed time for further reflection. 

The PRESIDENT asked whether the French delegation would have any objection if this 
second proposal were treated in the same way as the first. 

Agreed. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that, subject to the reservation that the French proposal would 
be considered later, the Commission might note that paragraph (b) I had not encountered any 
objections at the first reading. 

The French delegation had further proposed in connection with paragraph (b) 2 (4) the 
addition of a clause similar to the previous clause concerning motor-driven vessels. 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) noted that (4) of No. 2, paragraph (b), contained a far 
more general stipulation than the previous ones. The removal of half of the boilers might 
amount to reducing the propelling power by one-half, but need not amount to reducing 
the speed to an equal extent. In point of fact, a speed of about 36 knots would be reduced 
to something between 27 and 29 knots. In the case of motor-driven vessels, the problem 
might be more difficult. The object of the French proposal was to make the provisions in both 
cases apply equally to mot_or-driven and steam-propelled vessels. 

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out with regard to {I) of (b) 2 that, if" half of 
the guns" were to be removed, but " four guns of main calibre might be retained on each 

' vessel", this might mean, in the case of old vessels kept i~ service_ for training purposes (which 
generally had two turrets with two guns each), that, notw1thstandmg the first half of the clause, 
all the four guns might be kept, in view of the second part of the clause. That was surely an 
illogicality which should be met by a drafting change. 

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) observed that, the French proposal was intended to 
harmonise (4) of No.2 with (S) of No. I, and that consequently, if the Commission subsequently 
accepted the French proposal, it might be necessary to insert some indication as to the 
maximum speed allowable for " other surface vessels ". 
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Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the French proposal was only intended 
to make (5) of No. I and (4) of No.2 apply eq~ally to motor-driven ~essels. H~ agreed, however, 
that some provision might have to be made m (4) of No.2 for definmg a maximum speed. 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United State.s of Ame_rica) pointed ~ut that." capital}hips" 
were a well-defined category in respect of wh1ch a max1mum speed m1ght be laid down. Other 
surface vessels" however was meant to include as many other types of vessels as possible. 
It would hardly be feasibl~ to lay down a maximum speed for so many different types. 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) agreed with Rear-Admiral Hepburn on this point. 
It would nevertheless be necessary to make some provision for a diminution of speed in (4) 
of No. 2. It might be possible, for instance, to say that as many motors should be removed as 
would be necessary to reduce the speed by a certain percentage. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) agreed that some provision ought to be made for 
motor-driven vessels. Would not" power" be·a better criterion than" speed" ? For instance, · 
provision might be made for reducing by one-half the motor power of the vessel concerned. 
The object of the clause was to make sure that the vessel became useless for its original purpose. 
In the case of steam-driven vessels, the removal of one-half of the boilers would amount to 
removing one-half of the power. A similar provision would not be suitable for the case of 
motor-driven vessels. 

Captain Rossi SABATINI (Yugoslavia) said he preferred a speed-limit, if possible. To base 
the decision on power alone might prove very awkward-for instance, some small vessels, such 
as sloops, possessed only two boilers. If one of these boilers were removed, the ship would not be 
able to put to sea at all. 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) thought that the suggestion of the United Kingdom 
delegate-which he supposed referred only to (4) of No. 2-was a very happy one. The proposal 
then would be to reduce the boiler or motor power by one-half. 

The PRESIDENT assumed that all delegations would desire to have time to consult their 
technical experts on this point. The final decision regarding the French proposal would 
therefore be reserved. · 

Agreed. 

The PRESIDENT added that there was still a proposal by the Netherlands delegation 
to add a new paragraph between paragraphs (b) and (c) as follows: · 

"Vessels which have been converted into vessels for training purposes before the 
entry into force of this Convention may be maintained in the condition into which they 
have been converted." 

The reasons given for this amendment ~ere as follows : 

"Vessels for training purposes exist in all navies. The majority of these vessels are 
obsolete warships! which are retained solely for' instructional purposes. The condition 
of these vessels will not, however, correspond exactly to the rules laid down in Section V · 
(see paragr~phs I .a~d 2), and it seems too much to compel the High Contracting Parties 
~o make th~s condition conform to these rules ; besides unnecessary expenditure it would 
mvolve, th1s change would also prevent, for a comparatively long time the utilisation 
of these vessels for instructional purposes. , ' 

" Fu.rther, the last paragraph of this Section constitutes a guarantee that these 
vessels will not be used for any combatant purpose. " . 

. ~ice-A~miral M?NTAGUT Y ~IR6 (Spain) wondered wheth~r the Annex was the right place 
m wh1ch to msert th1s text. Article 23 of the draft Convention was very similar to the Nether-

• lands proposal. He _thought, th~refore, that these ~lauses should be either both in the main 
body of the Convention or.both m the Annex. 

Captain P~ILLiPs (United Kingdom) a.greed with ~he main idea of the Netherlands 
propos~,L He Wished, how~ver, to draw at~enhon to two pomts. First, the Netherlands text as it 
stood, before the entry mto force of th1s Convention" was rather vague Wo ld 't t b 
better to take a more definite date-as, for instance that of the opening of. th .J:;. I no e 
~nference, ~ebruary 2nd, .I932 ? Secondly, there V:ere, as he thought the S e _Ish~tment 
mtended to Imply, two kmds of vessels used for training ur oses- t f pams e egate 
referred to in Article 23, and seagoing vessels, as referred t~ ~n fhe A s a IThry vessels, as 
proposal seemed to refer to the seagoing class. He su ested tha nnex. . .e Netherlands 
It difficult to reach a decision until it had before it a li;tg of th t t~e CommiSSion would find 
actually affected by the proposal. e seagqmg vessels which would be 
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Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) agreed that Article 23 was meant to refer to statioRary 
vessels and that the present proposal referred to seagoing vessels. The Netherlands delegation 
w~ :prepared to accept a modification of its draft if the other delegations agreed on the 
pnnc1ple. 

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) observed that a proposal to inserta new article 
in the draft Convention would be out of order at the present time. If the proposal were inserted 
in the Annex, its terms as they stood were too broad unless some specific date were inserted. 
This addition might, however, open the way for the conversion to training-ships of all ships. 
While not suspicious of the intentions of any country, he thought, as such great care had been 
taken in other places to make provision for all eventualities, equal care should be exercise in 
this case. Might it not be possible to deal with the matter under Annex II, " List of Special 
Vessels" ? " Special vessels" might include ships of very different types. Annex II afforded a 
very satisfactory opportunity for taking such vessels into account. 

M. SAWADA (Japan) supported the suggestion of the United States delegation. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT v MIR6 (Spain) thought it illogical that stationary training-ships 
should be dealt with in an article and mobile training-ships in an annex. Surely both should 
be treated in the same way. Would it not be preferable to add after paragraph (b) of Section V 
the words: 

" This provision shall not apply to ships already used for training purposes on or 
before (some particular date, such as June Ist, 1932) " ? 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) agreed with the United States delegation that the · 
clause should be made clearer. He was, however, not convinced that the best place for dealing 
with this matter was under Annex II : "List of Special Vessels". These special vessels, he 
thought, were meant to be various types of combatant vessels which were difficult to classify 
under the present categories. Those vessels, moreover, were destined in time to die out, and 
they would not be replaced. Seagoing vessels retained for training purposes would, however, 
be replaced in due course by other "replaced" vessels. They were, therefore, in a category 
apart from the " special vessels ", and separate provision ought to be made for them. 

In the London Treaty, all these vessels had been named, and he supposed they would be 
named in the Convention. He therefore thought it would be best to add a separate paragraph, as 
the Netherlands delegation had suggested, but in the form of a definite list of vessels, for 
instance : "The following vessels • • • may be retained ". 

The PRESIDENT noted that no definite objections had been raised to the Netherlands 
delegation's proposal. The only question was where that proposal could best be inserted. 
He suggested that the matter might be discussed again when the Commission came to examine 
the French proposals and the point raised by the Brazilian delegate. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) suggested that, if the delegations sJlould agree onJ 
inserting a list, much time might be saved if the various countries would send m the names of 
the vessels concerned to the Bureau as soon as possible. 

The PRESIDENT recommended this proposal. 

EIGHTEENTH MEETING 

Held on Thursday, june 2nd, 1932, at 10 a.m. 

President 1\l. COLBAN. 

39· ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX I TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CoNVENTION: 
EXEIIIPT VESSELS. 

"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 (610 metric tons) standard 
displacement and under; • 
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b t 1 exceeding 6oo tons (610 metric tons), 
" (b) Nav~ surfacetcom (:t~3n2 :O~st~: tons) standard displacement,- provided 

but not exceedmg z,ooo ons • . . 
they have none of the following charactenstlcs : 

.. (I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 niillimetres) cali?~e ; . 

.. (
2

) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 mllhmetres) cahbre ; 
.. (

3
) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes ; 

.. (
4
) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots . 

.. c Naval surface vessels not specifically ~uilt as fighting ships which ~re 
I ( )d 11 t d t1'es or as troop transports or m some other way than as fightmg 

t'mp oye on ee u . h t · t' · 
ships, provided they have none of the followmg c arac er1s ICS . 

" (I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 milli~etres) cali?~e ; . 
.. (2 ) Mount more than four guns above 3-mch (76 mill1metres) cahbre ; 
" (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 mmes ; . 
" (7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the a1r ; 
" (8) Mount more than on~ 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. " 

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission had before it two amendments to this Annex. 
Firstly, a proposal b~ the Italian delegation modifying the text of the draft Annex as follows: 

In (a) and (b), for" 6oo tons (6Io metric tons) " read" IOO tons (Io2 metric tons) "; 
In (b) (4) and (c) (4), for" twenty knots" read" eighteen knots". 

Secondly, a proposal by the German delegation, modifying the text of the draft Annex as 
follows : 

The introductory sentence to read as follows : " Subj~ct to such ~tricter conditi~ms 
as the Contracting Parties were ready to accept m a special Convention, the followmg 
vessels are not subject to limitation : " 

In (b) (I) and (c) {I) for" 6.I-inch (I 55 millimetres) "read" 4.I-inch (105 millimetres)" 

A footnote to (b) and (c) stipulated that the armament was to be provided from the 
supplies in reserve for the fleet. 

The President suggested that the Commission should take first the more far reaching of 
the two amendments-i.e., the Italian proposal. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) accepted the procedure proposed by the President,
although he would have thought the German amendment should perhaps be taken first, since 
it put forward, among other suggestions, an amendment to the introductory sentence of· 
Annex I. · · 

. The PRESIDENT thanked the German delegation for not insisting on having its amendment 
discussed first. He reminded the Commission that it had decided that it would not discuss the 
reservation in the first line of Annex I. That was expressly mentioned in the Bureau's report. 1 

No delegation would, accordingly, be asked to commit itself for the time being with regard 
to the first sentence. · 

Captain MARONI (Italy) observed that at the London Naval Conference the Italian 
delega!Io~ had made the following declaration, which it had renewed later in the Preparatory 
Commission : 

" In order to facilitate t~e Committee's work, the Italian delegation will accept the 
figure of ~o tons ~tandard d1splac~ment. It desires, however, its opinion to be placed on 
record-viz., that It would be desirable to reduce this figure to a maximum of Ioo tons 
becau.se destroyers even with a standar~ displacement of under 6oo tons might be highly 
effective vessels of offence when used m the narrow seas." 

1 Document Conf.D.jC.N.2. • 
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When stating in London that it reserved its right to submit the matter to the Disarmament 
Conference, the Italian delegation had said further that it considered it desirable to reduce 
from 20 to 18 knots the maximum speed of exempt vessels referred to in paragraphs (b) and (c.) 
The following explanations might be given in support of this contention. 
. With regard to the reduction of tonnage from 6oo to 100 tons, it should be remarked that, 
If the Con!erenc~. dc:sired to have a limitation and reduction. Convention which would bring 
a~out a fair equihbnum between the world fleets over a certam number of years, it must not 
fail to take steps to prevent the possibility of that equilibrium being unexpectedly threatened. 

It need merely be pointed out that at present it was possible to build 6oo-ton destroyers 
equipped with turbine engines, which were stronger and more seaworthy than the pre-war 
destroyers, with a s~stained cruising speed of over 30 knots and a radius of action of 1,500 miles 
at I~ knots, and With an armament of a calibre that might be as much as 120 millimetres 
(4.7 mches) and numerous torpedo tubes. With the use of fast oil engines and an extensive 
utilisati~m of light. alloys it might be anticipated that yet more striking results could soon 
be obtamed : for mstance, for a tonnage of 6oo tons, a speed of so knots, a radius of action 
of 2,soo miles and an armament comprising two roo millimetres (3.9 inches) guns and four 
torpedo tubes. 

If a Power whose naval forces were limited by the Convention began to construct a large 
number of light units possessing the characteristics described, the equilibrium achieved would 
probably be seriously disturbed. There was no need to dwell on the possible consequences of 
a_!l eventuality of that kind. The Italian delegation wished merely to emphasise that such 

~ an eventuality might even cause certain Powers to ask for the application of the safeguarding 
clauses. 

As to 2,ooo-ton vessels mounting four ISO-millimetres (S·9 inches) guns and capable 
of a speed of 20 knots, the Italian delegation considered that they might offer a grave menace 
to merchant vessels and that, to conform to the spirit of the limitation contemplated, the 
maximum speed of these vessels should be fixed at a figure below that of the speed of the 
majority of modern merchant vessels-i.e., less than 18 knots. 

Finally, the Italian delegation pointed out that Annex I as it stood contemplated, in 
conformity with what the Italian delegation itself had proposed, the possibility of special 
agreements. That made the text more elastic and justified the hope that agreement could be 
reached on this important matter. 

. Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that in the French delegation's opinion the figures 
in the draft Convention had been judiciously selected. The French delegation necessarily 
looked at the matter from the standpoint of its own country-i.e., a country possessing 
numerous colonies remote from the mother-country and likewise from one another, and a long 
coast-line. A country in that position must be able, without being compelled to withdraw 
important units from the fleet in home waters, to have small vessels available for duty in the 
colonies. Such duties were not only local, but intercolonial as well, and vessels of that class 
must be.able to accompany convoys between one colony and another or between a colony and the 
mother-country, and they must be capable of protecting the coasts. This latter duty could, 
in the last resort, be carried out by armed trawlers, as had been done during the world war, 
or by even slower vessels ; but in modern warfare, operations were conducted so rapidly 
that it was thought essential that all vessels should have a certain speed. 

The Italian delegate had mentioned a speed of so knots. There was no need, the French 
delegate thought, to contemplate so high a speed for some time to come, but even in the case 
of vessels capable of 30 knots it must be remembered that the sea cruising speed of destroyers 
was appreciably lower than their maximum and that this class of ship had neither the solidity 
of hull, nor the sea-going qualities, nor the conditions of comfort possessed by vessels with 
a higher tonnage. -

There was no very great difference between 20 knots and the 18 knots proposed by the 
Italian delegation. Nevertheles~. the French dele~:;ati~n considered that .the figure of 20 knots 
suggested in the draft Convention should be mamtamed, for the prec1se reason that many 
modern merchant vessels attained a higher speed. 

In short, the French delegation proposed that the figure in the draft Convention should 
be adhered to. 

Captain BioRKLUND (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation had long maintained 
that the Convention should be as comprehensive as possible. If certain vessels were exempt 
from the scope of the Convention, there would be grave danger that construction would be 
concentrated on such vessels. For these reasons, the Swedish delegation supported the Italian 
proposal in its main lines. It would have preferred to go even further and suggest a maximum 
tonnage of 6oo tons for exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b) .. It. recognised, how~ver, 
that that proposal would have little chance of acceptance by the maJonty of the delegations. 

The Swedish delegation fully realised that the question presented a different aspect for 
the great Powers and it appreciated their view that vessels of under 6oo tons were of secondary 
importance. That, however, was not the case in the narrow se~s. 
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To the French delegate, who had explained the reasons 'Yhich made such vessels necess~ry 
to countries with colonial possessions, he would, however, pomt out that there _was no question 
of prohibiting their construction but merely of including them in the cal~ulat10n of the global 
tonnage allocated to each country. That was indispensable for the followmg reasons : 

If no provision were made for the limitation of the vessel~ in guestion, they could be 
built in large numbers and would offer a serious menace to countnes sttuated on narrow seas. 

The question of river war vessels had not yet been settled and it would, in Captain 
Biorklund's opinion be undesirable for this category to escape the effects of the Convention. 
It would probably be better to choose a lo'Yer limit for exempted vessels, so that the largest 
river vessels would come under the Convention. 

A new fact had occurred since the draft Convention was drawn up .. The dis~ussions 
had shown that there were many delegations who thought that the laymg of mmes on 
the high seas should ~e pro~ibited. !he v:essels under discussion at the moment were parti
cularly suitable for mme-laymg, espectally m the narrow seas. 

General T ANczos (Hungary) pointed out that the Italian ~ropos~l to. fix ~t xoo tons the 
limit below which all surface vessels would be exempt from hmttahon tmphed that these 
vessels would be regarded as " non-combatant " from the standpoint of limitation. The 
Hungarian delegation had repeatedly explained and defended the following argument in 
the Naval Commission : river war vessels were a category apart in the sphere of naval 
armaments. The delegation considered that it was not fair to enforce the same limits for river 
war vessels as for other surface vessels. Consequently, it had intended to propose a lower 
limit than that proposed by the Italian delegation for the river war vessels to be exempted. 
In the spirit of compromise, however, by which all the Commission's discussions should be 
guided, the Hungarian delegation was prepared to accept the Italian proposal in the hope 
that by so doing it would facilitate a unanimous vote. 

It would be glad, however, if a slight change could be made in the Italian proposal by 
inserting in paragraph (b) a new point 5 identical to point 5 in paragraph (c) and reading : 
" are protected by armoured plate ". General n.nczos hoped that the Italian delegation would 
have no objection to this amendment. . 

The PRESiDENT said that the Hungarian delegation's amendment would be discussed 
later when the Commission examined the point to which it related . 

. M. VON RHEINBABEN (Ger~~ny) supported the Italian proposal. The German dele
gation had proposed that the hm1t of 6oo tons should be maintained but it seconded the 
Italia_n proposal on the general grounds which it had already stated repeatedly-namely, 
that 1t was prepared to accept any measure devised to secure a more drastic limitation or 
reduction of armaments, provided that measure was accepted by all delegations. 

The German delegation shared the Swedish· delegat~'s view. To the French 
delegate, wh? had expresse~ th.e opposite opinion, M. von Rheinbaben desired to point 
out that dun_ng the. proceedmgs m the Pr~paratory ~ommission it had been specified that the 
figures mentioned m the draft Convention were gtven purely as illustrations. Hence, the 
~onference ~ould change those figure~ at its discretion even in the case of figures adopted 
~~ the Wash1~g~on and London Treati~s. Moreover, it was by exercising that right that the 
Naval Comm1ss10n had expressed the vtew that the age-limit for capital ships should be raised 
from_ twe~ty to twe~ty-six years. The French delegate had advanced some important 
considerations regardmg the fact that some countries had a special need of vessels between 
Ioo_ and 6oo tons .. The Conve~tion should make allowance for that need, but it could do so by 
laymg_ d?wn. specific rules wtth regard to such vessels instead of exempting them entirely 
from lurutation. 

Rear-Admiral _voN ScHOULTZ (Finland) stated that his dele ation broadl s eakin 
saunpdpGorted thde lltah~n proposal, considering the arguments raisedg by the Itali!n ~wedifh 

erman e egahons very convinc· It f 11 · ' 
Powers with overseas possessions whmg. .dwasd u hy ahve to th~ position of the great naval 
and 6oo tons. Nevertheless there wa~ const ere t . at they requtred vessels of between xoo 
of prohibiting these vessels. it was s·n;; ts the Swedish de_legate had emphasised, no question 
the aggregate tonnage allo~ated to e~c~ !o~n~:;~er of takmg them into account in calculating 

A further point required consideration Thou h · 
in question necessary for coast defence pu. &t ~anfd countnes considered the vessels 
naval history had proved that countless i~pos~s, 1 s ou be remembered that European 
war vessels, in the Mediterranean as well as r~s:~~sCh=~~e~upported by the ac~ion of small 
war, too, small-tonnage vessels had been used f ff . or Nor~h S~a. Dunng the world 
powerful units.. . or 0 enslve operations JUst as often as more 
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· It was therefore essential to take these vessels into account when allocating its aggregate 
tonnage to each country. Failing this, the limitation established by the Conference would be 
fictitious. The Finnish delegation therefore not only supported the Italian proposal, but was 
ready to support any other proposal tending to reduce the tonnage and armament of exempt 
vessels. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that his delegation shared the French view. He 
reminded the Commission that, when in 1927 the question of extending certain rules for limitation 
to all war vessels had arisen, the experts had carefully examined the means of obtaining effective 
limitation without involving unnecessary complications. It was only after ripe reflection that 
the present limits had been adopted, exempting as they did a whole host of small vessels hard 
to classify, of low fighting value, and the existence of which did not affect the equilibrium 
established between the naval forces of the different Powers. 

Some delegations had painted a terrible picture of the possible results of the construction 
of a large number of vessels of between Ioo and 6oo tons. His delegation considered that this 
danger had been exaggerated. A glance at the existing vessels in this category would show 
that they were comparatively inoffensive, their main object being the policing of the seas 
in time of peace. 

The Finnish delegation had alluded to certain events in naval history. It must be remem
bered, however, that vessels which were to-day considered suitable for exemption from limitation 
in view of their low fighting value might have been used decisively not so very long ago. 
Now, however, they no longer constituted an clement ofgreatimportance in a country's naval 
strength. 

He ·would remind the Commission that during certain earlier meetings capital ships 
were the vessels accused of possessing particularly offensive characteristics, many delegations 
considering that their offensiveness increased with any increase in their tonnage. To-day 
small vessels under 6oo tons were being indicted on the same count. 

The real difficulty was, of course, that of applying exemption regulations to the naval 
strength of countries with vastly different requirements ; he would point out, however, as 
mentioned by the Italian delegate, that the clause given at the head of Annex I was intended 
to remedy this very difficulty. If certain countries wished to be bound by stricter regulations, 
they could be so within the framework of the Convention. This idea was not new, since the 
Convention also provided for the possibility of transfers in the case of fleets the total tonnage 
of which was less than a given limit. It was along these lines that the Commission must seek 
the solution of the problem before it. 

Rear-Admiral TEH YUEN Lu (China) stated that the Chinese delegation felt that the 
vessels under discussion should be subject to the strictest possible rules for limitation, in the 
interests of countries possessing but slight naval strength. The Chinese delegation was therefore 
in general agreement with the Italian, Swedish, Hungarian and Finnish delegations. 

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled that the Soviet delegation 
had already proposed that the tonnage limit of vessels exempted under (a) should be fixed at 
IOO tons. A 6oo-ton limit was unacceptable, since, besides the reasons already given, the 
number of such vessels might constitute a decisive factor. Moreover, as had already been 
pointed out, there was no question of prohibiting these vessels, but simply of reckoning them 
in the aggregate tonnage to be allocated to each country; His delegation therefore supported 
the Italian proposal. It would not be difficult to find a solution of the technical difficulties to 
which the United Kingdom delegate had alluded. 

M. ANDERSEN (Denmark) supported the broad outlines of the Italian proposal, and shared 
the view expressed by the Italian and Swedish delegations. He was well aware of th~ special 
situation of Powers with overseas possessions, but to exempt all vessels under 6oo tons mvolved 
the risk of encouraging fresh armaments ; the Commission should guard against this, and 
make every effort to render the Convention as complete as possible. The Danish delegation 
hoped that agreement upon this point would be achieved either in the Naval or in the General 
Commission. 

His delegation further considered that, in the interests of logic, the Italian proposal 
should be slightly amended by the insertion in paragraph (b) of a supplementary item identical 
with that given under paragraph (c) 6, in the following terms : " are designed or fitted to 
launch mines ". 

The PRESIDENT stated that this amendment would be discussed when the Commission 
came to consider the passage in question. 



- xo6-

Captain SoLSKI (Poland) rose not to oppose the Italian proposal but t? defend the te:ct 
f the draft Convention. Annex I opened with the following W?rds: " SubJect to any spectal 

~ ments which may submit them to limitation •. t~~ followm~ vessels are exempt from / 
li~ation ". Thus allowance was made for the posslb1~1ty of spec13;l a~eements, and th~ text 
was sufficiently general to figure in a general convell:twn. . In (tomg mto. greater deta1l. the 
Commission might become lost in a maze of questions and mvolved tn rather senous 
complications. · · 1 bl The Polish delegation was well aware of the urgent need for ach1evmg a resu t accepta e 
to all delegations. The provisions of Annex I had been taken from the ~o~don Naval Treaty. 
They had been adopted after ripe reflection and accepted by the J?rmctp~l naval P.owers. 
They were, further, in harmony with Article 19 of the draft Convention, wh1ch dealt With the 
armament of merchant ships. . 

The Polish delegation had been struck by the soundne~s of t~e arguments r~1sed. by t~e 
United Kingdom delegate and s1;1pported the French. and Umted Kmgdom delegations m the1r 
views. It therefore considered 1t preferable to ret am the actual text of Annex I and to pass 
as soon as possible to the next ite·m on the agenda. · 

The PRESIDENT again reminded the Commission that it had decide~ not to discuss for the 
moment the opening sentence of Annex I. There was, of course, nothmg to prevent a group 
of States from concluding special agreements in order to bind themselves further. " 

Rear-Admiral voN ScHOULTZ (Finland) pointed out to the United Kingdom delegate 
that the statements made by the Finnish delegation on thesubject?fc!lpitalship~wereloqically 
linked with those referring to vessels of from xoo to 6oo tons. The Fmmsh delegation considered 
that the offensive character of capital-ships increased with any increase in their tonnage~ but 
maintained that a very large number of small-tonnage vessels could irt aggregate constitute 
a threat to a country's national defence. It was therefore essential that such vessels should not 
be exempt from all limitation. . .. 

He understood only too. well that a country whose possessions had a long sea-board 
required the vessels under discussion. It was merely a question of limiting their number, and 
the Commission should not be deterred by the purely technical difficulties which might arise. 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) pointed out that, though the question 
was not as important as that of capital ships, the Italian and German proposals were concerned 
with a highly technical problem requiring attentive study. The United States delegatjon 
therefore reserved its final opinion, though it considered that the Commission might usefully 
discuss the subject. 

As the United Kingdom delegate had pointed out, it had been intended to exempt a whole 
category of vessels from the Convention in order to exempt a large number of very small 
war vessels such as despatch-boats, mine-sweepers, etc., which were hard to classify. It had 
been felt that the non-limitation of such vessels would not bring about their construction in 
such numbers as to affect the equilibrium between the naval forces of the various countries. 
Experience had proved that this was the case, since construction of these vessels had not taken 
place on any unduly large scale .. It was, for reasons of convenience, preferable not to ·subject 
these vessels to rules for limitation. 

He would point out that the only change proposed by the Italian delegation as regards 
vessels exempt under (b) was the reduction from 20 to x8 knots in the speed of these vessels. 
Thus it would appear that this delegation, together with all those who supported its 
pro_Posal, ~onsidered that the other characteristics of vessels coming under category (b) were 
satisfactonly settled. The most important of the conditions imposed upon these vessels was 
th!lt th~y ~hould. not be designed or fitted to launch torpedoes. The question, then, came. to 
th1s: \\as 1t poss1ble to construct torpedo-boats of less than 6oo tons ? The American delegatio~ 
considered that a compromise was possible here, but that the question required some study. 
It agreed with the French and United Kingdom view, and would consider the question with 
these delegations. 

He would point out ~hat the 18-knot limit had been· adopted at the 1927 Three-Power 
Conference after extensive study. The London Conference had raised the limit to 
2.0 knots for the following reasons: firstly, because the vessels concerned were of rela
tively low tonnage and were oft~n unable to travel at their full speed ; further, it had been 
considered that, to have an effective speed of x8 knots, a maximum speed of 20 knots should be 
allowed. Moreover, the speed of merch.ant ships had since 1927 steadily increased; thus it 
could be stated that the advantages wh1ch a vessel gained from a 20-knot maximum speed 
were not greater than those afforded five years since by a maximum speed of 15 knots. 

Vice;-A~miral SURIE (Netherlands) observed that as the object of the draft Convention 
..-. was to bm1t and ~educe all yes~els possessing a military value, the Netherlands delegation 

supported the Itaban delegations proposals. It must, however, be admitted that this type 
of vessel was very useful for coas~al patrolling and for police work in colonial waters. The fact 
that a country posse.sse~ and requued such craft might possibly be taken into consideration as 
a reason for mcreasmg 1ts figure of allotted tonnage. 
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M. SAWADA (Japan) had listened with great interest to the views expressed by the various 
speakers, but regretted that he was unable to share the opinions of the delegations which 
supported the Italian proposal. The Japanese delegation was in favour of the arguments 
put forward by the French and British delegations to maintain the text of the draft Convention 
as it st<?od. The reasons for this were not far to seek. Firstly, as the United Kingdom delegation 
had pomted out, the text of the draft Convention was the result of very careful studies which 
had been going on ever since the Geneva Three-Power Conference of 1927. Consequently, 
he c_ould not see that there was any need to modify that text . 

. Secondly, surface vessels of 6oo tons and under possessed so slight a capacity for under
takmg operations in the open sea that there was no need to limit them. Japan was a country 
of numerous islands : her coast-line was a very long one and the weather conditions at sea 
were far from good, so that Japanese seamen were exposed to considerable risks. In the case 
of. a country like Japan, therefore, it was impossible for the navy to perform its 
duties adequately with vessels of a very small size. The figures contained in the draft Conven
tion were the very minimum to which the Japanese delegation could agree. 

Thirdly, it was not quite fair to discuss this category of vessel apart from other categories: 
he had in mind, particularly, large merchant vessels which could readily be employed in war
time. Viewed in that light, it would be unjust to fix the speed and gun calibre of these vessels at 
limits lower than those indicated in the draft Convention. The Japanese delegation was there
fore in favour of maintaining the text of the draft Convention now under discussion. He added 
that he. was in favour of the retention not only of paragraph (a) but also the whole text of. 
Annex I. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y M1R6 (Spain) was entirely convinced that the building of 
vessels of 6oo tons and under would be a purely defensive measure in the present state of 
armaments. Such vessels would be most inoffensive and yet of great assistance to defence. 
He admitted the possibility, as the Italian delegation had pointed out, of building vessels under 
6oo tons which might be of very offensive character, though, if large vessels still existed, these 
small vessels would be practically useless for attack. If and where, however, there were no 
large vessels, particularly in narrow seas, these small vessels might acquire great importance. 
The Spanish delegation quite understood the Italian delegation's point of view, but thought 
that special situations, geographical or otherwise, could be regulated by means of special 
treaties. If capital ships were abolished, then the military value of smaller ships would be 
increased proportionately, so vessels of 6oo tons and under would acquire greater importance. 
The Spanish delegation could not therefore, at the present time, decide either for or against the 
Italian proposal, and must reserve its decision, which would depend on the decision taken in 
regard to capital ships, which Spain hoped would be abolished. 

Captain RoscA (Roumania)·agreed with the terms of Annex I and said that these rules 
should be applied as rigorously to river-craft as to sea-going craft. It should also be borne 
in mind that small sea-craft could be employed on rivers, particularly if they were constructed 
with a view to such two-fold employment. 

Captain ScAsso (Argentine) fully concurred with the views of the French delegation. 

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out that the spee~hes ~f the Italian, Fre~ch, 
Swedish and other delegates showed that some delegates had m mmd the geogr_aph!cal 
conditions of narrow seas, while others were thinking of the open sea. As a further complication, 
there had been references to overseas colonies, the extent of coasts and natural difficulties 
which in some cases rendered communications easier by sea than by land. Consequently, 
several delegates had made initial reservat!ons in the light of . these consi_der~ti?ns. 
Thus it seemed impossible to make any change m the present draft whtch would bnng tt mto 
harmony with the various points of view, except by providing specifically for all these different 
contingencies. 

Rear-Admiral DE SouzA E FARO (Portugal) agreed with the view expressed by the United 
Kingdom, French, Argentine and Polish delegations that it would be preferable to leave the 
text as it stood. 

Captain MARO~I (~t~y), _though not ~is~ing to open a cc;m~roversy, felt bound to point 
out the object of discnmmatmg between hmttable and non-hmttable vessels was to draw a 
distinction between vessels of real military value and those of no real military value. He felt 
that he had proved that vessels of 6oo tons and under could possess real military value. 

.· 
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With regard to the remarks of the Spanish delegat.e, ~e would dra~ attention to the reply 
which Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Comm1s~10n of the Dis.armament Conference 
gave to the question, " Are there any armaments (and lf so, what) which are only capable of 
being used for the defence of a State's territory? " That reply wa~ :. "Vess~ls of. s~all 
seagoing efficiency and low po~er of en~ura!lce, capabl~ o~ use only Withm a stnctly hmtted 
distance of the national coast-lme. But m this case proxtmtty to the c~ast o_f another. St~t~, or 
to an important commercial trade route, would confer on such craft, .m spite of their hmtted 
radius of action, a high offensive value! " . . . 

He agreed that some countries needed vessels for patrol~mg and pohce purpos~s m far
distant colonies; but such duties could perfectly well be earned out by vessels commg under 
paragraphs (b) and (c). 

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) thought it might be possible to reach 
a compromise regarding the characteristics of small craft of 6oo tons and under, but what 
he mainly had in view was the possibility, if the Powers decided to reduce the tonnage of 
small craft, of discussing and agreeing upon the number and type of vessels of this category, 
already in existence, which might be allowed to remain in the possession of the different 
countries. · 

He did not for one instant suggest that an agreement should be reached for an unrestricted 
construction of torpedo craft under a certain tonnage. 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) reminded the Commission that during the war, in the 
Adriatic, a small launch of 20 tons had sunk a capital ship. If, therefore, the object of the Italian 
proposal was to achieve absolute security from the possibility of attack by small vessels, the 
tonnage of those vessels would have to be reduced to zero. 

Captain MARONI (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation was prepared, if the French 
delegation considered it would be useful, to accept the lowest possible limit. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT v MIR6 (Spain) did not propose to continue the discussion on the 
situation in narrow seas, which was, after all, a secondary question; but as he himself had been 
a member of the Sub-Commission A to which Captain Maroni had referred, he would beg the 
Italian delegate to read the paragraph following on the paragraph he had quoted-namely, 
" Further, since all such craft are capable of being transported either as a whole or in sections, 
they cannot be considered as purely defensive ",l If the proposal aimed at providing against 
the military value even of vessels which could be transported by rail in sections, the degree of 
discrimination necessary would become excessive. 

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out another objection to the Italian delegation's 
proposal with reference to small navies. In the case of countries having long coasts to protect, 
whose small navies consisted almost entirely of smaller craft, practically the whole tonnage 
allotted would have to be employed on subsidiary services. 

The PRESIDENT thought that there was no further use in prolonging the discussion at 
present, because paragraphs (b) and (c) would necessarily be influenced by the decisions 
reached regarding the maximum tonnage of exempt vessels. 

1 See doc•Jment C.7J9.M.278.1926.IX : Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference : 
lleport of Sub-Commission A, page 141. 
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NINETEENTH MEETING. 

Held on Friday, june 3rd, 1932, at ro a.m. 

President : M. COLBAN. 

40. ITEMS OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX V TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION : 
RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR : AMENDMENT BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION. 

The PRESIDENT, referring to the discussion at the end of the seventeenth meeting, drew 
the Commission's attention to the following text for paragraph (b) :z (4) of Annex V, submitted 
by the French delegation as the outcome of that discussion : 

" Removal or mutilation on board of part of the boilers or motors so as to reduce 
the motive power to one-half of what it was originally." 

4I. ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX I TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION l 

EXEMPT VESSELS (continuation of the discussion). 
Paragraph (b)._ 

The PRESIDENT stated that the German delegation had proposed the reduction from 
6.I to 4.I inches (ISS to IOS millimetres) of the maximum calibre of the guns in exempt vessels 
referred to in paragraph (b). Further, the Hungarian delegation had proposed the addition 
of the characteristic indicated in (c) (S)." are protected by armour plate ",to the characteristics 
enumerated in (b). The Danish delegation had also proposed the addition of the characteristic 
indicated in (c) (6)," are designed or fitted to launch mines", to those enumerated in (b) . . . 

·· M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) explained the reasons why the German delegation 
had proposed to reduce from 6.I to 4.I inches (ISS to IOS millimetres) the calibre of guns carried 
by exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b). For the armament of torpedo-boat destroyers, 
Germany had proposed a maximum calibre of 4.I inches. It would be illogical to allow exempt 
vessels to possess guns of a calibre higher than those allowed on certain other vessels to which 
limitation was applied. . . 
. Moreover, in the definition given in Annex III, it was indicated that the calibre of the guns 

of destroyers should not exceed s.I inches. In these circumstances, he did not see how the 
figure of 6.1 inches could be adopted for the calibre of the guns of exempt vessels. 

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) said that he shared the views of the German 
delegation. 

Captain SoLSKI (Poland) drew the Commission's attention to Article I9 of the draft 
Convention, which provided for the necessary stiffening of decks of merchant ships for the 
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inches (ISS millimetres). The Polish delegation thought 
that the German proposal could not be usefully discussed unless this article were examined 
at the same time. Otherwise the Commission might arrive at the paradoxical result of having 
to reduce the calibre of the armament of exempt war vessels to a figure below that of the calibre 
~f guns which could be mounted on merchant vessels. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) thanked the Polish delegate for having drawn the 
Commission's attention to this point. The German delegation proposed that the maximum 
calibre of guns which might be mounted on merchant vessels should be reduced from 6.I to 
4.I inches (ISS to IOS millimetres). 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that the French delegation held that no change 
should be made in paragraph (b) of Annex I. 

In reply to the German delegate's argument, which was based on the definitions in Annex 
III, he would point out that the only definition admitted by the French delegation with regard 
to light surface vessels was that given in paragraph (cd) of Annex III. 

Captain SoLSKI (Poland) thanked the German delegate for the explanation he had given, 
which supported the thesis of the Polish delegation-namely, that the question of the maximum 
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calibre for the armament of exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b) 'was closely connected 
with the contents of Article 19, and that the Commission could not give an opinion on the 
former until it knew what decisions would be reached regarding the latter. 

Rear-Admiral TEH YUEN Lu (China) observed that the Chinese ~elegation was in favour 
of as strict a limitation as possible of exempt vessels. Consequently, 1t supported the German 
proposal to reduce from 6.1 to 4.1 inches (155 to 105 millimetres) the maximum calibre of the 
guns in exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b). 

Captain FERRAZ E CAsTRO (Brazil) agreed with the French delegate's views. If the 
German proposal were adopted, the 4.7-inch (120 millimetres) guns on certain old vessels in · 
auxiliary fleets would have to be replaced, which would mean useless expense. 

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation was of 
the opinion that the text of the draft Convention, which had been drawn up after careful 
study and was based on very definite reasons, should be maintained. If, as the United Kingdom 
delegation had indicated at the previous meeting, ·exempt vessels did not constitute a decisive 
factor in the value of naval forces, they were nevertheless warships and as such ought to have 
the right to be so armed that they could be used for the purpose for which they were intended. 
The armament allowed should not be weaker than that which could be improvised in time of 
war. Experience showed that the heaviest guns which could be improvised without too much 
difficulty were 6.1-inch guns, which were the largest hand-worked guns and required no 
machinery. All guns of a higher calibre required hydraulic or other machinery to work them. 

He agreed with the French delegate that the German delegate's argument based on the 
definition of destroyers could not be taken into consideration, seeing that certain countries· 
did not adinit the division of light surface vessels into several categories. 

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was astonished that the United 
Kingdom delegation should have seen fit to urge the permissibility of large-calibre guns in 
exempt vessels. Surely the Conference had not met to- discuss the best type of guns or the 
most useful weapons for warfare. The Soviet delegation therefore entirely supported the 
German delegation's proposal. 

Captain BJoRKLUND (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation, which on the previous 
day had spoken in favour of diminishing the strength of vessels in class (a), was equally in 
favour of decreasing the permitted attributes of the vessels referred to in paragraph (b). 
There was a close connection between the calibre of guns allowed to the latter vessels and the 
arming of merchant vessels referred to in Article 19 of the draft Convention. He thought it 
would be impossible to settle the question of the calibre of guns in the vessels referred to in 
paragraph (b) until a decision had been taken regarding Article 19 of the draft Convention. 

If there were to be a discussion on the reduction of the tonnage of the vessels referred 
to in (a) right down to 100 tons, it would clearly be necessary to raise the question, in the 
proposed sub-committee, of reducing the tonnage of 2,000 tons referred to in (b). 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that for the moment the wind did not seem to 
be in the direction of disarmament. He had not been convinced by the arguments of his 
opponents. If exempt vessels were allowed to have 6.1-inch (155 millimetres) guns, all nations, 
and particularly the smaller countries possessing small fleets, would in time be obliged to arm 
all their vessels with guns of that calibre. The result would therefore be a raising rather than 
a lowering of the scale of armaments. - He again begged the Commission to _consider whether it 
would not be possible-provisionally at least, as the-present was only a first reading-to adopt a 
lo'Yer figure than that mdicated in the draft Convention. As the Polish delegate had rightly 
pomted out, other articles might be inserted in the Convention which the Naval Commission 
would have to take into account later on. 

A~ regarded the remark of the Brazilian delegate, concerning the difficulty of reducing 
the calibre of guns in special vessels because it was impossible to say how a number of smaller 
craft would be classified, he suggested that Annex II might be used for the inclusion of all 
these varieties of smaller craft. 

. M .. SAWADA .<Japan) pointed out that the Japanese delegation had stated, in the 
discussion regardmg. paragraph (a). of Annex I, that it was in favour of maintaining the whole 
text of Annex I as 1t stood. Obv1ously therefore the same remark applied to paragraphs (b) 
and (c). 
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. C3:ptain FERRAZ DE CA_STRO (B!azil),_ in _reply to the German delegate, thought it was 
lmposSlble at present to cons1der the mclus10n m Annex II of the craft to which he had referred 
beca_use the Commission as yet possessed no list of the ships to be included in this class of 
spec1al vessels. For that reason he had not referred to Annex II. The ships he had in view 
were, however, covered by paragraph (c) of Annex I. 

Senato~ SWANSON (Unite~ States of America) was of opinion that the present question 
was pre-em1nently one which 1t was for the Naval Commission to discuss and to decide. The 
United States of America was not in favour of any change in the terms of the London 
Treaty. Nevertheless, it felt that vessels in the exempt category should be allowed to 
possess a ~n-power equal to that of any similar vessels they might be called upon to meet. This 
was a pomt that the various delegates to the Naval Commission must endeavour to settle 
among _themselves in spite of the great diversity of opinions expressed. He hoped that all 
delegatiOns were prepared to make a great effort to reach unanimity by conciliation and 
compromise. In particular, he hoped that some way would be discovered of relieving the smaller 
Powers and countries with smaller navies of their anxiety in this connection. He therefore 
suggested that all delegations should send their proposals to the Bureau, and that the Bureau 
should spare no endeavour to reach that unanimity necessary for the conclusion of a treaty. 

' They would be more likely in that way, he thought-rather than by continuing the present 
discussion-to achieve an early result. 

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGVT Y M1R6 (Spain) was also very anxious that the Commission 
should reach an agreement, at least as far as secondary points were concerned. With regard to 

· the connection between the proposals in Annex I and the arming of vessels, he recognised that 
it should be possible to arm exempt vessels with guns at least equal to those of merchant ships, 
but he would point out in that connection that the Spanish delegation had submitted a proposal 
to prevent merchant vessels from being armed with guns of S-9 inches (ISO-millimetres) 
calibre. If that proposal were accepted, the calibre of the guns of exempt vessels might also 
be reduced. 

Although he did not share the fears expressed by certian delegations, since he did not 
believe that any country contemplated building an offensive fleet consisting of exempt vessels, 
he thought it desirable that the Commission should give the impression that it was making 
some effort towards reduction. He therefore suggested that exempt vessels should be allowed 
guns equal or inferior to those of destroyers. He was, however, prepared to accept the opinion 
of the majority. · 

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission could not discuss Annex I and Article 19 
concurrently, as Article 19 had been referred to the General Commission, in view of the fact 
that it contained certain stipulations of principle which were of political importance. In 
examining the point whether 6.1 inches (ISS millimetres) was a suitable calibre for the guns of 
exempt vessels covered by paragraphs (b) and (c), he did not think it was essential at present 
to enter into a simultaneous discussion of Article I9. Of course, if the Commission did adopt 
some lower figure in Annex I, in accordance with the German and Spanish proposals, that 
decision might in the long run affect the final text of Article I9, but he was sure that the 
Commission could discuss the figures of the calibre of guns to be mentioned in Annex I quite 
apart from Article I9. 

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) believed that the Commission was not really very far from 
agreement. As soon as the calibre allowed on merchant vessels had been reduced, he hoped 
to have the pleasure of joining forces with the German delegation. It was impossible for him 
to do so at present, however. 

The Commission decided to refer to its Bureau and to a Sub-Commission to be appointed 
to collaborate with it the Italian proposal for the reduction of the maximum speed to IS knots, 
the Hungarian proposal for the addition of paragraph (c) (S) to the list in paragraph (b), and 
the Danish proposal for the addition of paragraph (c) (6) to the list in paragraph (b). 

The PRESIDENT assumed that, as no other amendments had been putforward, the Bureau 
and sub-commission would be entitled to suppose that the Naval Commission was prepared
apart from any decision it might reach regarding the three amendments referred to the 
Bureau-to accept Annex I provisionally. Of course, if the decisions in connection with the 
three amendments specified led to a recasting of the text of the Annex, then the discussion 
might have to be reopened on certain points. 
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42. ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA ; ARTICLE 23 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION ; HULKS AND 
STATIONARY TRAINING ESTABLISHMENTS. 

"Article 23. 

" Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April. rst, 1930, ha~e been 1;1~ed ~~ 
stationary training establishments of hulks, may be retained m a non-seagomg condition. 

The PRESIDENT observed that in this connection the C~mmissio':l had be.fore ~t the 
Netherlands proposal concerning Se?tion V of .Annex V, submitted dunng the ~Iscussion of 
that Annex together with the Spamsh suggestion made at the seventeenth meetmg t.hat the 
contents of' this proposal could be considered in c~njun~tion with t~e text of Article 23. 
He noted that no fundamental objection had been ra.Ised either.to the 1dea of.the Netherlands 
proposal, or to the text of Article 23, or to the Spamsh suggestiOn. The quesbon w~~;s theref?re 
merely one of drafting or an adjustment of texts. In that case he proposed that th1s question 
should also be referred to the Bureau and sub-commission. 

Agreed. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that the sub-commision might also be authorised to consider 
whether the figure of 2,ooo tons mentioned in (b) of Annex I should be modified, if any delegation 
so requested. 

Agreed. 

43· ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA ; ARTICLE 34 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION PUBLICITY REGARDING 
THE CONSTRUCTION OF WAR VESSELS. 

"Article 34· 

" Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion 
respectively of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under 
Annex I to Chapter B of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their 
jurisdiction after the coming into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting 
Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations the infor
mation detailed below : 

" (a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars : 

" Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting 
. Party); · 

" Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; 
"Principal dimensions-namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below 

water-line ; 
" Mean draught at standard displacement ; 
" Calibre of the largest gun. 

" (b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating 
to the vessel at that date. 

" The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary
General to all the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary
General not later than. • • • • in each year. " 

. The PRESIDENT observed that no amendment had been submitted in connection with this 
article . 

. ~· SMIRNO~F (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that as the Union of Soviet 
?ocla~Ist R~pubhcs was n~t a Mem~er of the ~eague o~ ~ations, it could not agree to the clause 
m thiS article whereby mformahon regarding publicity was to be communicated to the 
Secretary-Ge~e~al of the League. Moreover, the Soviet delegation had consistently pointed 
out that publicity of a~maments was no adequate substitute for real and actual disarmament. 
Co~~quently, the Soviet dele~atio~ would abst:'-in from discussing Article 34 until appreciable 
positive results had been obtamed m the domam of disarmament. 

' 

. C:'-ptain MARONI. (Italy) sai.d that, with regard to the question of exempt vessels as raised 
!n Article 34, the Italian delegation accepted the text of that article in its present form provided 
It ~as clearly understood that" exempt vessels "in that text should be taken to mean " vessels 
which cannot possess any appreciable offensive value". 
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· M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) and General TANCZOS (Hungary) supported the 
declaration of the Italian. delegation. 

R~ar-Admiral vo~ ScHOU~T~ (Finland) thought that the matter of exempt vessels was 
a very _Important que~tl<~n of prmc1ple, because the whole idea of exempt vessels, by authorising 
the existence of non-hm1table units, was a negation of limitation and a contradiction in terms. 
He not~d that the principal ar~ments brought against the limitation of exempt vessels had 
been raised by _the ~epresentatlves of the great naval Powers. One of the weak points in all 
the ~aval treaties ~1therto concluded was the very large and varied group of exempt vessels 
proVIde~ for therem--:vessels whi_ch escaped limitation. He shared the opinion expressed by 
the Italian and Swed1~h delegations that that group should be subject to limitation, and 
supported the declaration which the Italian delegation had just made. 

Subject to the above observations, the text of Article 34 was adopted at first reading. 

44· APPOINTMENT OF A SUB-COMMISSION. 

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Sub-Commission appointed to co-operate with the 
Bureau should consist of representatives from the United States, Brazilian, United Kingdom, 
Finnish, French, German, Hungarian, Italian, Japanese, Netherlands, Polish, Roumanian, 
Soviet and Swedish delegations. 

The Sub-Commission would discuss, and if possible settle, the various points held over 
during the discussion, and would help the Rapporteur point by poil'lt in drawing up his report. 

Agreed. 

TWENTIETH MEETING 

Held on Saturday, June uth, 1932, at IO.JO a.m. 

President M. COLBAN. 

45· COMMUNICATION FROM THE AUSTRALIAN DELEGATION IN REGARD TO THE NAVAL 
CoMMISSION's REPORT TO THE GENERAL CoMMISSION (Document Conf.D.fC.G.zS(z)). 

The PRESIDENT informed the Commission that he had received a letter, dated June 5th, 
from the Australian delegation pointing out that that delegation supported the views of 
the United States, United Kingdom and Japanese delegations on capital ships, the Argentine 
and United Kingdom delegations on aircraft-carriers and the Argentine and United Kingdom 
delegations on submarines, as set forth in the Naval Commission's report. The letter further 
contained the following statement : 

" The Australian delegation is of opinion that the discussions of the Commission 
have emphasised the fact that any form of naval armament may be used offensively or 
defensively and may, according to circumstances, be efficacious against national defence 
and also threatening to civilians, in the sense of producing actual danger or reasonable 
apprehension of danger to them. 

".The Commission, however, is asked to report which forms of naval armament most 
particularly possess these characteristics. In reply to this question, the Australian 
delegation states its opinion that submarines, particularly those of large tonnage and 
extensive cruising radius, come most definitely within the category of being most threaten
ing to civilians; that capit~ ships are l?articularly adapted for operat_in~ against other 
naval units and for protectmg naval umts, and do not as such fall w1thm the class of 
vessels most specifically offensive, etc. ; and that the offensive, etc., qualities of aircraft
carriers depend upon the use for general bombing purposes of the aeroplanes which they 
carry-a question which has not yet been considered by the Naval Commission." 

46. EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION CALLED FOR BY THAT 
COMMISSION'S RESOLUTION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf.D.121). 

The PRESIDENT informed the Commission that the Bureaux of the three Technical Com
missions and of the Special Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons had met to 
consider the co-ordination of their various reports. The Bureaux had decided that no co
ordination was practicable and that the four separate reports should be submitted to the 
General Commission as they stood. 

NAVAL COMMISSION I. 
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He reminded the Naval Commission, however, that it .had ori~inally decided to insert 
the following text at the beginning of Part II (Aircraft-earners) of 1ts report : 

" Pending the results of the discussion in the.Air Commission, the !ol.low~~g statements 
in regard to aircraft-carriers have been made m the Naval Commission. . 

As the results of the Air Commission's discussions were now known, that text had been 
replaced in the Final Report by the following statement : 

"In re~ard to aircraft-carriers, the Naviu Commission draws attention to the. Air 
Commissions report (document Conf.D.123, Part I, paragraph I(d)) and to the declarations 
relative to this paragraph in Part III." 
The two Commissions thus maintained their entire independence, and it would be for the 

General Commission to draw its own conclusions from their replies. 

The Commission decided to send the report, without other changes, to the President of the 
Conference. 

47· EXAMINATION OF THE REPORT OF THE SUB-COMMISSION APPOINTED TO CONSIDER WITH 
THE BUREAU OF THE COMMISSION THE VARIOUS POINTS HELD OVER. 

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, explained that the Sub-Commission had adopted 
the main lines of the report, which he proposed to read. The report constituted a provisional 
summing-up of the Commission's work and determined the various points held over. It would 
form a basis for subsequent discussion. The Commission need not adopt the report, but only 
note its contents as defining the results so far obtained. 

The Sub-Commission's report was read: 

· "At its meeting on June Jrd, the Naval Commission appointed a Sub-Commission 
to discuss, and if possible to settle, with the collaboration of the Bureau, the different 
points held over during the discussions which took place with regard to certain parts 
of the Preparatory Commission's draft Convention during the sixteenth to nineteenth 
meetings of the Naval Commission. The following delegations were represented in the 
Sub-Commission : United States of America, Brazil, United Kingdom, Finland, France, 
Germany, Hungary, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, Sweden, Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics. 

" The Sub-Commission began its work with a discussion of Annex IV to Chapter B 
of Part II of the draft Convention : • Rules for Replacement •. -

"Annex IV. 

" The German delegation wished it to be stated that it refrained from taking part in 
the discussion in those cases in which the text before the Sub-Commission relates to classes 
of ships of which Germany proposes the abolition . 

.. !Jle Sub-Commission points out that by its decision of March I 5th, I9J2, the Naval 
CommiSSion adopted paragraph I without modification. 

" Paragraph 2 of the text of the draft Convention reads as follows : 

" ' 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 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 J,Ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) but not 
exceedmg Io,ooo tons (xo,I6o metric tons) standard displacement : 

::: (~). If lai~ down before January Ist, 1929-I6 years. 
(H) If la1d down after December Jist, I919-20 years. 

. " ' (d) Surface vessels not exceeding J,ooo tons (3,048 metric tons) standard 
displacement : 

" ' (i) If laid down before January Ist I92I-I2 years 
" ' (ii) If laid down after December Jist, xg:zo-I6 year~. 

" ' (e) Submarines : IJ years.' 

"The .su~-<:ommission discussed whether, in the first sentence of paragraph 2, 
t~e exp~ess10n smce the date of its completion • should be modified. The Sub-Commis
IWn dec1~ed, ho:-vever, to propose to the Naval Commission the maintenance of the text 
for the time bemg. 
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. "During the discussion on this matter, several proposals were made. The United 

Kmgdom ~elegate, supported by the delegates of Italy, France and Finland, proposed 
the followmg text : 

" ' A vessel shal_l be deemed to be " over-age" when the following number of 
years have elapsed smce January 1st of the year of its completion.' 

" T~e S~edish delegate, supporte~ by the Netherlands delegate, pointed out that 
the ~odificatlon pr~posed by the Umted ~ingdom delegate might have the effect of 
lowenng the age-h~its proposed for the vru:1ous ~ypes of ships by anything up to twelve 
months. ~f a defimte date were to be spec1fied m the text, the Swedish delegate would 
be rather m favour of the date December 31st of the year of completion," 

. Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) pointed out, with reference to the last paragraph 
which the Rapporteur had read, that this lowering of the age-limit was more apparent than 
real, since the keel of the new vessel might already be laid on January 1st three years (or two) 
before the year in which the old vessel became over-age, and this date of laying the keel was 
really the governing factor. 

Captain MARONI (Italy), Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) and Rear-Admiral VON 
ScHOULTZ (Finland) supported the United Kingdom delegate's view. 

Reading of the· report (continued) : 

"The German delegate, while concurring in the United Kingdom delegate's 
view, emphasised that the proposed modification would appear to necessitate special 
consideration for the case of ships having a very short life-e.g .• submarines. 

" The Japanese delegate was in favour of the present text. 
" The United States delegate reserved his opinion. 
" In accordance with the Naval Commission's decision, the Sub-Commission inserted 

in sub-paragraph (a) the figure' 26 years • instead of' 20 years • as an age-limit for capital 
ships. · · 

"As regards sub-paragraph (b), the japanese delegation proposed for aircraft-carriers 
of over 20,ooo tons an age-limit of 26 years and for those of less than 20,000 tons an age-
limit of 20 years. · 

"This proposal not having been accepted by the Sub-Commission, the japanese 
delegation reserved the right to raise the question again. 

" The Soviet delegation, referring to its proposal for the abolition of aircraft-carriers, 
made a reservation with regard to the Sub-Commission's recommendation to fix the age
limit for aircraft-carriers at 20 years. 

" In order to make the text clearer, the Sub-Commission considers that in sub
paragraphs (c) and (d) the words' other than those covered by the previous sub-paragraphs • 
should be inserted after the words ' surface vessels '. 

" In connection with sub-paragraph (c), the Soviet delegation contended that this 
provision, instead of applying to vessels of between 3,000 and Io,ooo tons, should apply 
to vessels with a tonnage of between 1,200 and 7,000 tons. 

" As regards paragraph' 3. the Sub-Commission unanimously proposed that the 
word ' calendar • should be inserted before the word ' year ' which appears in the text. 

"The Japanese delegation, referring to the very considerable periods required, 
according to recent experience, for the construction of large warships, proposed ·the 
addition to paragraph 3 of a provision making four years (instead of three) the longest 
period admissible for the laying-down of surface vessels exceeding :zo,ooo tons (20,320 
metric tons). 

" Certain delegations having considered the period suggested too long, the French 
delegation, with the object of reaching a compromise acceptable to all the delegations, 
proposed to fix the period in question at three and a half years. As a result of that proposal, 
the tenor of paragraph 3 would be as follows : 

'' • The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years 
before the calendar year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes" over-age " ; but 
this period is extended to three and a half years 1n the case of any surface vessels 
exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons), and 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 French delegation pointed out that the provisions of Annex V, Section I, 
being left intact would preclude an unduly long period of overlapping. 

" The United Kingdom delegation expressed readiness to accept the text proposed 
by the French delegation." 
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Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) wishedto poin~ out, fort~~ sake of clearness, 
that the last paragraph which the Rapporteur had read appbed o~ condttlon that the text of 
Section I of Annex V remained the same as in the draft Convention. · 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) agreed with this observation. 

Reading of the report (continued) : 

"The Jap~nese delegate, whilst maintaining his origin~ proposal, stated that ~e could 
fall in with the French proposal provided that the followmg amendment were mserted 
in Section I, paragraph (a), of Annex V : 

" ' But should the new vessel b~ a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 
metric tons), this period shall be increased to 5 years.' 

" The United States delegate was unable to accept any ch~nge involving any 
extension of the time-limits specified in paragraph (a) of Section I, Annex '-:· ... 

" The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegate was in favour of mamtammg the 
present text. 

" The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 3, and si~nilarly paragraph 4 •. did not. call for 
discussion. ·· · · 

"The United Kingdom proposal to add a new p~agraph 5 to Annex IV!"!'ith the 
object of linking up Annex IV with Annex V, ~a:; cons1dered ~Y!he Sub-Co~m1ss10n, and 
it was decided to recommend the Naval Comm1ss1on to accept 1t m the followmg amended 
form : · · · · · 

"' Except as otherwise provided in the present Convention, vessels replaced 
shall be disposed of in accordance with the provisions of Annex V to this Chapter.' 

" Should the foregoing paragraph be adopted by the Naval Commission, it would 
seem expedient to amend Article 22 of the draft Convention by inserting similarly the 
pmase: · · 

" ' Except as otherwise provided in the present Convention.' 

"Annex V. 

" The Sub-Commission next proceeded to discuss Annex V to Chapter B of Part II 
of the draft Convention :. ' Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War' .. · 

" The preamble was adopted without discussion. 
" The United Kingdom delegation directed attention to the expendiency of making 

special provision for the vessels to be scrapped when the Convention comes into force, as 
was done in both the London and Washington Treaties. It was also suggested that, as 
in the London Treaty, a longer period than the normal should be allowed for scrapping 
these vessels, in view of the fact that in all probability then~ will be a very considerable 
number of such vessels. · · · 

"On the basis of the decisions already reached by the Naval Commission, the Sub-Com
mission proposed to insert a new paragraph (a) worded as follows : 

" ' A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping on the coming into force of the present 
Convention as being in excess of the tonnage prescribed must be rendered incapable 
of warlike service within twelve months from the coming into force of the Convention, 
and the scrapping shall be finally effected within twenty-four months from such 
coming into force.' 

"The present paragraph (a) will thus. become (b), and so on . • 
"As regards a proposal submitted by the Japanese delegation that the period of 

four a!ld a half years laid down in new paragraph (b) be increased to five and a half 
years d the ne~ yessel i~ a surface vessel exceeding 2o,ooo tons (20,320 metric tons), 
the Sub-CommiSSion dec1ded to recommend that its further examination should take 
place simultaneously with the proposals submitted oti the subject of Annex IV, paragraph (3), 
referred to above. 

"Sections II,' Vessels to be converted to Hulks • : III,' Vessels to be converted to 
Target U:se' ; IV,' Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes' did not give rise to any 
observations. • · . 

"As regards Section V, ' Vessels retained for Training Purposes', several changes 
were proposed. . . . 

"The French delegation proposed thatin paragraph 1-' Capital Ships~. point (3)
the words ' and the side-armour belt between tb,e foremost and aftermost barbettes ' 
be deleted. 

'·. 



- II7-

" The French delegation also proposed certain rules designed to ensure the application 
of the provisions of paragraph I, point (5), and of paragraph 2, point (4), to motor-
driven vessels as well as to steam-driven vessels. . . 

" In this connection the following text was suggested : 

" • If the vessel is motor-driven, removal or mutilation on board of all motors in 
· excess of the number required for a maximum speed of IB knots.' . 

· " The United Kingdom delegation suggested that motive power would be a better 
criterion than speed and that, for example, the motive power of the vessel concerned might 
be reduced by one-half. In the case of steamships, the removal of one-half of the boilers 
would be equivalent to depriving the vessel of one-half of its motive power, and 
a similar clause might perhaps be laid down for motor-driven vessels.'' 

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) observed that the French delegation had proposed 
that the last point of sub-paragraph 2, paragraph (b), Section V of Annex V should be 
worded as follows : 

" 4· Removal or mutilation on board of part of the boilers or motors so as to 
reduce the motive power to one-half of what it was originally.'' 1 

Reading of the report (continued) : 

" The Netherlands delegation proposed the ·addition of a new paragraph between 
paragraphs (b) and (c) as follows : 

"'Vessels which have been converted into vessels for training purposes before 
the entry into force of this Convention may be maintained in the condition into which 
they have been converted.' · 

. . 
'' Certain delegations, while supporting the aforesaid proposal, stressed the expediency 

of supplementing it by adding a definite.date-for example, the date of the meeting of the 
Disarmament Conference. 

" After some discussion on vessels to be retained for training purposes, the Sub
Commission unanimously agreed that the examination of this question could usefully be 
undertaken only when the work of the Disarmament Conference had progressed sufficiently 
to enable delegations to form an idea of the whole body of the naval provisions of the 
Convention, more especially as regards the various types of vessels to be considered. 

"Nevertheless, the Sub-Commission wishes to draw the attention of the Naval 
Commission at once to the desirability of interested delegations handing in to the Bureau, 
firstly, the fullest possible particulars as to the types of vessels which might, in their 
opinion, come within the ambit of the rules set forth in Section V of Annex V, and, secondly, 
with a view to an examination of the above-mentioned Netherlands proposal, lists of 
the existing training-ships, with particulars of their present condition. 

"Annex I. 

"During the discussion in the Naval Commission concerning Annex I : Exempt 
Vessels, the Italian delegation proposed that the maximum tonnage of the exempt vessels 
referred to in paragraph (a) should be reduced from 6oo to IOO tons, and the maximum 
speed of the vessels referred to in paragraph (b) from 20 to IS knots. Moreover, the 
German delegation proposed that the maximum calibres of the guns of exempt vessels 
should be reduced from 6.I to 4.I inches (I55 to I05 millimetres). 

"The delegations of the following countries were broadly in favour of the Italian 
proposal : China, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Netherlands, Sweden, 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

" The delegations of the following countries were in favour of maintaining the 
text of the draft Convention : Argentine, United Kingdom, France, Japan, Poland, 
Portugal, Roumania. 

" The delegations of Spain and the United States of America reserved their final 
opinion. . 

" The delegation of Brazil considered that the text of the draft Convention could not 
be modified without taking into account the special conditions of each State. 

"The delegation of Denmark suggested the addition to paragraph (b) of paragraph 
(c), point (6), concerning mines. 

" The Hungarian delegation proposed the introduction into paragraph (b) of para-
graph (c), point (5), concerning armour-plate. · 

1 See Mi~utes of nineteenth "meeting. 
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"The Sub-Commission, after carefully considering the que~ti?n of Exempt Vessels, 
agreed to propose the following resolution to the Naval Commission : 

" • x. Actually this category of ship is intended to ~nclu~e vessels whose military 
value, either individual or collective, does not appreciably mcrease the combatant 
strength of fleets. 

" ' 2. The need for establishing such a. category is due t? the necessity for 
excluding from all limitation ve.ssels of a great vari~ty of types which .are nevertheless 
indispensable to meet the requirements of the various Powers for mmor combatant 
or auxiliary services. 

"' 3· It has become clear during the discussions of !h~ Navai Commission 
that the actual text of Annex I, which defines the charactenshcs of vessels exempt 
from limitation, while suitable for the purpose of the London Trea~y. is not ~qually 
suitable for universal application in the case of a General Convention to which all 
Powers will be signatory, owing to the fact that it allows the building of combatant 
vessels which might in certain regions appreciably upset the balance of strength _ 
allowed in the limitable categories. 

"' 4· The Naval Commission considers that any question of revision of this 
text must wait until decisions have been arrived at on the definitions of the types of 
limitable vessels and• other relevant matters.'" 

The PRESIDENT inferred from the report that it contained nothing which was likely to 
militate against a final agreement. . -

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that, as the questions in Annexes I, 
IV and V, now under consideration, could not be finally resolved until a number of decisions 
of principle had been reached by the General Commission with regard to disarmament (for 
instance, reduction of tonnage, abolition, reduction or limitation of global tonnage, etc. . • • ), 
the Soviet delegation regarded the discussion of this part of the draft Convention as preliminary, 
maintained its point of view regarding the age-limits mentioned in document Conf.D.fC.N.I8 1 

and reserved the right to revert at a later date to the aforesaid questions. 

TWENTY -FIRST MEETING 

Held on Wednesday, July 20th, 1932, at 3 p.m. 

In the Chair, M. DUPRE (Vice-President), then M. MORESCO. 

48. ELECTION OF A PRESIDENT TO REPLACE M. COLBAN, RESIGNED. 

T~e VIcE-PRESIDENT sai.d that the meeting was being held for the purpose of electing 
a ~esident to replace M. Enc Colban, who had resigned owing to illness resulting from an 
accident. 
. Before proce~ding to the el!!ction, he wished to express his deepest regret at the unfortunate 
cJrc~mstance which had depnved the Naval Commission of so courteous and com etent a 
~r~dc\b He proposed-because he was sure that this was the desire of all present~to send 
~ · ? an, on ~ehalf of the Commission, and also on his own behalf a messa e of 

fnendship and gratitude and an expression of hope for speedy recovery. ' g 

to di!~~~: ~HEINBAB~N (G!!rhany) !bought t.hat the Commission had not far to look in order 
p 'd s meone w o mig t pr;side over Its future work. He referred to the first Vice-
s~:'~ti~~ ~~ ~~f:~s~~~e ";,~ ~o~~lb~: Ch~ir and h~d alrea~y presided over the Commission 
All members of the Commission ~ere awa:n over su -~ommitt;es and .drafting committees. 
his unfailing tact and courtesy. He theref::e ~~~~~~~ st gr~at mterest m the pr~bl~m and of 
elect M. Dupre as its new President unan· 1 d b 0 ope th~t the Commission would Imous y an y acclamation. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT said he was very to h db th' 
both the German delegate and the Commissio~~ned Y h Jst~ar~ of confidence. He thanked 
prop?Sal• which was a great honour for his countr Wis e ~t e could have acceded to the 
that 1t would be quite impossible for him to do 

50 
Y ahn.d dfort.hi~seClf. He regretted, however, 

• as 1s u 1es m anada as a member of the 
1 The age-limits in question are mentioned b M V . . 

March 17th, 1932 (see page rg). Y · entzoll In hts speech before the Commission on 
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Government pre~ented him, and would prevent him in the future, from coming regularly to 
Geneva and staYJ.ng there long enough to preside over the future work of the Commission. 
He would therefore invite the Commission to proceed to a new choice. 

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) expressed deep regret that it was impossible 
forM. Dupre to accept the presidency. Such success as the Naval Commission had been able 
to achieve in its work was very largely due to M. Dupre's constant and untiring efforts. He 
full~ realised, however, the heavy duties which would prevent M. Dupre from accepting the 
Pres1dency. 

Admiral AcToN (Italy) said that the Italian delegation also regretted the inability of 
M. Dupre to accept the Presidency. In presiding over the Committee which had drawn up 
the report to the General Commission, M. Dupre had displayed unerring competence and 
impartiality. Though he quite understood that M. Dupre was obliged to return to Canada, 
he nevertheless hoped that he would find it possible to come back once more and participate 
in the work of the Naval Commission. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT sincerely thanked Senator Swanson and Admiral Acton for their 
very kind words. 

M. IRGENS (Norway) thanked the Vice-President for his tribute toM. Col ban. The accident 
which had made it necessary for M. Colban to withdraw from the Commission temporarily 
was a blow all the more bitter in that M. Colban had been so deeply interested in the work of 
the Naval Commission. 

Since M. Dupre found himself irrevocably unable to accept the Presidency, he would, 
as representing the country of the former President-even though he were the newest member 
of the Commission-venture to suggest that the Commission should elect M. Moresco, delegate 
of the Netherlands, as its new President. 

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that, as circumstances were now different, he 
heartily supported M. lrgens' proposal. · 

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) seconded this proposal, referring both to his 
personal esteem for M. Moresco and to the high opinion in which M. Moresco was held by the 
whole Commission. He 'particularly welcomed this proposal in view of the close ties of 
friendship which united the United States of America to the Netherlands. 

The VICE-PRESIDENT said he presumed that the Norwegian delegate's proposal was 
unanimously accepted. He therefore declared M. Moresco elected President of the Naval 
Commission and begged to congratulate the Commission on its choice. He was quite sure that 
M. Moresco would prove a worthy successor toM. Col ban. He himself would be happy to serve 
as Vice-President under the new President. He would ask M. Moresco to take the 
President's Chair. 

(M. Moresco took the President's Chair.) 

·M. MoRESco (Netherlands), President, thanked the members of the Commission for the 
great honour they had done to his country and to himself. 

He feared that the task before him might be no easy one, as he possessed neither technical 
knowledge of naval matters no~ the great. experience which M. Colban h~d a.cquired as 
Director of the Disarmament Section. He felt mdeed that he would need all the kmd mdulgence 
of the Commission in carrying out his duties as President. He was sure, however, that he could 
count on the sincerest collaboration of all. 

He associated himself wholeheartedly with M. Dupre's suggestion to send to M. Colban 
a message of gratitude and sympathy and an expression of hoJ?e for a speedy retu~ to health. 

As the sole item on the agenda-namely, the election of a new President-had 
now been dealt with, he declared the meeting closed. 
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DOCUMENTS OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION. 

Conf.D./C.N.I(2). 

REVISED LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION, 
FEBRUARY 27fH-jULY 20TH, 1932. 

President: M. E. CoLBAN (Norway), succeeded by M. E. MoRESCO (Netherlands). 

Vice-Presidents: Mr. M. DUPRE (Canada) ; TEVFIK Bey (Turkey), succeeded by Cerna! HOsNO 
Bey (Turkey). 

Country 

Afghanistan: 

Union of South Africa: 

Albania: 

Rapporteur: M. K. I. WESTMAN (Sweden). 

Members 

Lieut.-General OMAR Khan 

Major F. F. PIENAAR 

Substitutes 

M. A. Husein Aziz Khan 
YusuF Khan 

Mr. W. C. NAUDE 
Mr. H. CAMP 

United States of America: The Hon. Claude A. SwANSON 
Rear-Admiral A. J. HEPBURN 

Argentine Republic: 

Australia: 

Austria: 

Belgium: 

Bolivia: 

Brazil: 

United Kingdom of Great 
Britain and Northern 
Ireland: 

Bulgaria: 

Canada: 

Chile: 

Dr. Carlos QUINTANA 

Mr. J. G. LATHAM, or 
Sir G. de Laune RVRIE 

General TARBUK 

M. BouRQUIN 

Captain A. FERiAz DE CASTRO 
Captain A. RODRIGUES DE 

VASCONCELLOS 

Captain Le6n L. ScAsso 

Mr. V. C. DuFFY, or 
Mr. F. G. SHEDDEN 

Major VAN DER DONCKT 

Lieutenant Ernani DO AMARAL 
PEIXOTO 

Sir Bolton M. EvREs-MoNSELL Captain T. S. V. PHILLIPS, R.N. 
Vice-Admiral A. D.P. R. PouND 

General VATEFF Colonel MARINOFF 

Mr. Maurice DuPRE Mr. T. A. STONE 

M. J. VALD:Es-MENDEVILLE 



Country 

China: 

Colombia: 

Costa Rica: 

Cuba: 

Czechoslovakia 

Denmark: 

Egypt: 

Estonia: 

Ethiopia: 

Finland: 

France: 

Germany: 

Greece: 

Guatemala: 

Haiti: 

Hot~duras: 

Hungary: 

India: 

Irish Free State: 

Italy: 

Japan: 

Latvia: 

Liberia: 

...._ z22 -

Members 

General Moo Song WHANG 

M. A. J. RESTREPO 

M. V. FIGUEREDO-LORA 

M. A. DE AGUERO Y 
BETHANCOURT 

Lieut.-Colonel NEMECEK 

M. Alsing ANDERSEN 
M. J. P. STENSBALLE 

General · J. LAIDONER 

Comte LAGARDE, DUC D'ENTOTTO 

M. R. HOLST! 

M. PIETRI 
M. Charles DuMONT 
Rear-Admiral LABORDE 

Baron VON RHEINBABEN 

M. R. RAPHAitL 

Count A. APPONYI 
General T A.Nczos 
M. J. PELENYI 

~.H. the AGA Khan 

Mr. J. J. HEARNE 

Admiral G. SIRIANNI 

M. N. SATO, or 
Vice-Admiral 0. NAGANO 

General A. KALEYS 

Dr. A. SoTTILE 

Substitutes 

Rear-Admiral Teh Yuen Lu 
M. T. M. CHIU 

M. G. DE BLANCK 
Captain E. A. PRIETO 

M. K. TRPAK 

Vice-Admiral H. W. WENCK 
Captain A. C. C. SoRENSEN 

Colonel R. TOMBERG 

Rear-Admiral G. VON SCHOULTZ 
Colonel I. A. E. MARTOLA 
Dr. K. E. P. HIITONEN 

M. R. MASSIGLI 
M. MOYSSET 
M. L. AuBERT 

Vice-Admiral Baron VON 
FREYBERG-EISENBERG
ALLMENDINGEN 

Capitaine de fregate S. MATESSIS 
Commandant J. DIMAKIS 

Colonel DE SIEGLER 
Baron KUHN (Lieutenant) 
Captain DE HARDY 

The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel HoARE 
Sir Henry WHEELER 
Lt.-Colonel W. E. BEAZLEY 

Mr. S. LESTER 

Admiral AcToN 
General DEMARINIS STANDARDO 

DI RICIGLIANO 
Captain RUSPOLI 
Captain P. MARONI 

M. S. SAWADA 
Rear-Admiral W. KOMAKI 
M. Hirosi SAITO 

M. J. FELDMANS 



Country 
Lithuania: 

Luxemburg: 

Mexico: 

Netherlands: 

New Zealand: 

Norway: 

Panama: 

Persia: 

Peru: 

Members 

Colonel LANSKORONSKIS 

Dr. F. CASTILLO NAJERA 

M. E. MORESCO 
Vice-Admiral SURIE 
Captain J. A. GAUW 

Sir Thomas WILFORD 

M. E. COLBAN 

M. Narciso GARAY 

Colonel A. RJAZI 

Substitutea 

Major P. MERCADO 

Mr. C. KNOWLES 

Commodore OTTO 
M. IRGENS 

Major BAHAR-MASTE' 
Captain S. CHEYBANI 

Poland: General S. BURHARDT-BUKACKI M. T. KOMARNICKI 
Captain SoLSKI 
Sub-Lieutenant LASOCKI 

Portugal: 

Roumania: 

Sa'udi Arabia: 

Siam: 

Spain: 

Sweden: 

Switzerland: 

General Ivens FERRAZ 

M. Constantin ANTONIADE 

Sheikh Hafiz WARBA 

Prince Pridi Debyabongs 
DEVAKULA 

M. J. GIRAL PEREIRA 
M. Leopoldo PALACIOS 

M. K. I. WESTMAN 
M. A. G. F. VouGT 

M. C. GoRGE 

Turkey: TEVFIK Bey 
Cemal HusNC Bey 
Necmeddin SADIK Bey 

Union of Soviet Socialist M. S. VENTZOFF · 
Republics: 

Uruguay: Dr. E. BuERo 

Venezuela: M. L. G. CBACiN ITRIAGO 

Yugoslavia:, M. I. CBOUMENKOVITCB 
Captain Gaston Rossi-SABATINI 

Professor Lobo D'AVILA LIMA 
Rear-Admiral J. DE SouzA E 

FARO 

General Th. DuMJTREsco 
Colonel SToicEsco 
Captain E. RoscA 

M. E. DUSSAC 

Rear-Admiral Phya 
RAJAWANGSAN 

M. S. DE MADARIAGA 
M. ARAQUISTAIN 
M. J. L6PEZ Ouv.AN 
Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 
M. Pelayo GARCiA OLAv 

Commodore C. F. DE TAMM 
Commander A. E. BJORKLUND 

Colonel NuRI Bey 

M. P. SMJRNOFF 
M. V. SocoLINE 

Dr. Paulina LUISI 

M. L. F. CALVANI 

M. I. PERNE 



Official No.: Conf.D./C.N.2. 

Geneva, March I2th, I932. 

REPORT BY THE BUREAU OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION CONCERNING 
THE QUESTIONS TO BE EXAMINED BY THE COMMISSION. 

In accordance with the decision taken by the Naval Commission at its second meeting 
on March 9th, its Bureau met at 4 p.m. on March IO~h !o cons~der the List of Questions referred 
to the Naval Commission by the General Commlss1on-v1de document Conf.D.I03 1-and 

A. To divide these questions into groups showing : 
(a) Questions of which the discussion could be begun forthwith in the Naval 

Commission ; · 
(b) Questions of which the discussion could only be begun in the Naval Commission 

after their previous discussion by t~e General or other Commission. 

B. To decide on the order in which the questions coming under A(a) above should be 
discussed. 

Proposals in regard to these matters were sent in by the delegations of the Argentine 
Republic, the United Kingdom, Germany, Japan, the Netherlands, the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics and the United States of America. 

The delegations of these States, together with those of States which had taken part in 
the discussion in the Naval Commission on March 9th,• were requested to attend-should 
they so desire-~he meeting of the Bureau, and the delegates of the Argentine Republic, 
the United Kingdom, France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands and the United States of 
America were present at the meeting. 

It was agreed to recommend to the Commission that the questions shown in the list 
in document Conf.D.I03 1 should be dealt with as follows : 

Item. 

I, 2, 3. Defer until after consideration of the corresponding questions by the Land 
Commission. . 

4, S. 6, 7. 8, 9· Refer to the General Commission for previous consideration. 
IO, II. · Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission. 
I2. . Refer to the General Commission for previous consideration. · 
I3, 14, IS, I6. Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission. 
I7. Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission. . 

It was agreed that the reservation made in the first line of Annex I to Chapter B 
of Part II of the draft Convention •-regarding previous Conventions
should not be dealt with by the Naval Commission. 

IS. Defer for subsequent discussion in the Naval Commission after decisions have 
. been reac~ed ~n the General Commission in regard to Items 7, 8 and 9· 

I9. D1scuss forthWith m the Naval Commission. 
20. Defer .u~til after consideration by the National Defence Expenditure Com-

m1ss1on. 
2I, 22. Defer until after discussion of Items I, 2 and 3 above. 
23. Defer until after discussion of Item 20 above. 
24. Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission. 
25. Defer for subsequent discussion in the Naval Commission after a decision has 

been reached in the General Commission in regard to Item I2. 

. From the a~ove! it will be seen tha~ i~ is considered that the following questions can be 
discussed forthwith 10 the Naval CommiSSion. The order of discussion proposed is that set 
out below : 

Items IO, II, I3, I4, IS, I6, I7, I9, 24. 

. T.he ~tt.ached draft agenda shows in detail the questions for discussion and the order 
10 which It IS proposed they should be taken. 
k T~e ~esident will. k~ep ~n touch with the Presidents of the other Commissions and will 

C
eep t. e. aval Commission mformed of the progress of events of interest to it in the other 
om missions. 
'thTthhe nBext meebf'nghof Cthe Nf a val Commission will be called by its President after consultation 

WI e ureau o t e on erence. 

1 See Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 179. 
: See M•nutes of the Naval Commission, page 1. 

See Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 14. 
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Official No.: Conf.D.jC.N.3. 

Geneva, March uth, I932. 

DHAFT AGENDA. 

Note I. The number in brackets in the left-hand column is the item number in the list of 
questions given in document Conf.D.103.' 

2. The wording in Columns 2 and 3 is taken from the tables in document Conf.D.102.• 

3. Questions will, as a general rule, be discussed in the order shown below. 

DRAFT CoNVENTION.1 

I. (zo) Article 17. 

2. (II) 

General undertaking. No vessel 
of war exceeding limitations 
prescribed to be acquired by, or 
constructed by, for or within the 
jurisdiction of any High 
Contracting Party. 

Article 18 and Annex 
Chapter B of Part II. 
Rules for replacement. 

IV to 

3. (13) Article 20. 
Use of vessels of war constructed 

for another Power. 

4· (14) Article 21. 

5. (IS) 

Cession of vessels of war to 
another Power. 

Article 22 and· Annex V to Chapter B 
of Part II. 
Rules for disposal of vessels 

of war. 

6. (16) Article 23. 
Hulks or training establishments. 

7. (17) Annex I to Chapter B of Part II. 
Exempt vessels. 

8. (19) Annex III to Chapter B of Part II. 
Definitions. 

9· (24) Article 34· 
Publicity regarding the 

construction of war...:. vessels. 

• See Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 179. 
• I bid., pages 160 to 164 and page 169. 
• Ibid., pages 12 to 17 and page 24. 

RELEVANT PROPOSALS. 

(I) Contracting parties not to build or 
allow to be built on their territories any 
warships exceeding the prescribed limits. -
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (Conf. 
D.87. Article 17, paragraph (c)). 

(2) Not to cause new vessels to be 
constructed in foreign yard over and above 
the limits laid down for each contracting 
State. - Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 
(Conf.D.87. Article 17, paragraph (d)). 

Only replacement vessels to be built. 
Age-limits for replacement. Replaced vessels 
not to be used for warlike purposes. -
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (Conf. 
D.87. Article 16, xst paragraph and paragraph 
(a). Article 17 (a)). 

No handing over or sale of warships to 
another Power if such Power can use them 
as warships supernumary to its prescribed 
establishment. - Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (Conf.D.87. Article 17, paragraph 
(b)). 

Rules for disposal. Disarmament of 
warships ; what this comprises. Procedure 
for striking vessels off the establisment and 
rendering them unfit for warlike purposes.
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics (Conf. 
D.87. Article 14). 

(I) Amended definitions. - Germany 
(Conf.D.79·II.A.I2). 

(2) Standard displacement. Amended 
definition. - Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics (Conf.D.87. Article 16, note). 
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Series of Publications: 1932.IX.45. Official No.: Conf.D.121. 
[Conf. D./C.N.30(1).) 

Geneva, May 28th, 1932. 

REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION CALLED FOR BY THAT 
COMMISSION'S. RESOLUTION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 

(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)). 

Rapporteur: M. K. I. WESTMAN (Sweden). 

INTRODUCTION. 

The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments 
at its meeting on April 22nd, 1932, adopted the following resolution (document Conf.D.fC.G. 
28(2)) : 

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmam~nt as ~e~ned in the 
previous resolution (document Conf.D.fC.G.26(1)), the C~nference IS of opm10n that t~e 
range of land, sea and air armaments should be exammed by the competent ~pec1al 
Commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically 
offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians." . . 
For the purpose of determining the n~val armame':lts which are, in accordaJ?-ce with .the 

terms of the resolution, " the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious agamst 
national defence or most threatening to civilians", the Naval Commission met on April 26th, 
1932. . 

After a general discussion, the Naval" Commission adopted the agenda prepared by its 
Bureau in accordance with which it considered, first, capital ships and subsequently discussed 
aircraft-carriers, submarines and mines. The Commission also considered river gunboats and 
monitors. . 

In regard to the use of poison· gases and bacteriological warfare, the General Commission 
has decided to confide the consideration of these questions to a special Commission constituted 
for this purpose. · . 

The discussions which have taken place in the Naval Commission in pursuance of the 
resolution of the General Commission of April 22nd, 1932, have not been. confined to the 
questions to which the text of the resolution relates directly. A number of delegations have 
thought well to develop their views, in more complete fashion than the actual terms of reference 
would have required, on naval problems in general and on the special needs and circumstances 
of their respective countries. They have been led in this way to indicate the fundamental 
considerations at the base of their attitude to the problems raised by. the General Commission's 
resolution. Questions have thus been discussed in regard to the problem of the abolition of 
certain forms of naval armaments, reductions of tonnage and of the combatant power of 
units, the difficulties arising in connection with the application of the term" aggression", and 
problems in regard to the definition of" the relative offensive and defensive power" of the 
different types of war vessels. · 

. The disc~ss~on indicated that one of the reasons for the divergent views expressed lies in 
a d1ff~rence m _mterpretation of the terms of reference given by the General Commission. 
Certam delegations have found the terms of the General Commission's resolution sufficiently 
clear for them to be taken at once as the basis of the work of the Naval Commission. Other 
delegates, on the other ha_nd, in view of the special conditions existing in the sphere of naval 
arma~en_ts, ~ave thought 1t necessary to discuss and state clearly the sense in which the General 
Comm1ss1on s resolution should be mterpreted. 

Th~se latter _delegations have, for their part, expressed the opinion that the instruction 
to cons1de~ the different naval armaments with a view to determining those weapons " whose 
character Is the most_specifically o~ensive" appears to presuppose the use of such weapons 
for purposes of ~ pol~cy of aggr~ss10n and that the naval operations to be considered are, 
conseq.uently, pnmanly those directed towards the invasion and violation of the territorial 
sovereignth of~ coun~ry. In other words, in order to define the task of the Naval Commission 
the latter as, .m th~1r opinion, to consider whether there are weapons which, in the event of 
a~med aggres.siC~n directed s~ddenly against the territorial sovereignty of a State, offer, in 
Vlrt_ue of ~he1~ mherer;tt .specific character, greater advantages to the aggressor than to ·the 
nation wh1ch IS .the VIctu1_1 of aggression. 

. The de~e~atlons adhermg to this view feel that this interpretation is the only one consonant 
C:,th t~e _ongm and development of the resolution a.s shown by the discussion in the General 

mmission. Furthermore, they feel that to consider the offensive operations in question 
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as embracing all the normal operations of war would lead directly into insoluble problems. 
Such a wider interpretation would likewise involve matters of principle which have not yet 
been dealt with by the General Commission. 

Other delegations stated their opinion that, whenever a State adopts a policy of aggression, 
all naval armaments whatsoever, whether limitable or non-limitable within the meaning of the 
Washington and London Naval Treaties, are specifically offensive, but that, on the other 
hand, all these naval armaments whatsoever become defensive when employed by a nation 
which is being subjected to aggression. 

Moreover, certain delegations, with the object of defining more closely the terms of 
reference to the Naval Commission, have been at pains to recall the resolution of April 2oth, 
1932, adopted by all the Members of the Conference, with exception of the Union of Soviet 
Socialist Republics (document Conf.D./C.G.24), under the terms of which the provisions 
of Article 8 of the Covenant of the League of Nations are to be appHed for the purpose of 
determining the criteria for the limitation and reduction of armaments and have argued 
accordingly that it is necessary to reduce armaments to the lowest point consistent with 
national safety and the enforcement by common action of international obligations, taking 
into account at the same time the geographical situation and special circumstances of each 
State. The General Commission on these grounds decided that the application of these criteria 
and the methods by which the reduction and limitation of armaments would have to be effected 
should immediately be examined from a practical standpoint. 

Other delegations, however, while anxious to be guided by the general lines laid down by 
the General Commission, have been at pains to emphasise the point that the object of the 
Conference is none other than the reduction and the limitation of armaments, and that all 
efforts should be directed to this object. In this connection, it is essential to bear in mind that 
the General Commission, bl its resolution of April 22nd (document Conf.D./C.G.26(I)), 
adopted this very principle o qualitative disarmament-that is to say, the selection of certain 
categories or certain types of weapons the possession or use of which would be either completely 
forbidden to all States or internationalised by means of a general convention. 

They take the view that all kinds of weapons are offensive when they are utilised in 
attacking other nations. It is, however, impossible to limit considerations of national defence 
to the eventuality of invasion or violation of territorial sovereignty. National defence is 
a much vaster problem. No definition of the term " national defence " has been recorded up 
to the present. 

To sum up the results of the discussion and to define as closely as possible the task of the 
Naval Commission, the latter has agreed to the following resolution (document Conf.D./C.N.f 
C.R.Io): 

"The Naval Commission having found that nearly all naval weapons possess to 
some extent both an offensive and defensive character at the same time ; 

" Being convinced that it is very difficult, if dot impossible, from a purely technical 
point of view, to define the criteria of these arms so far as their mainly offensive or defensive 
character is concerned, since this character even varies according to the circumstances 
of the different countries; 

"Has come to the conclusion that it can most usefully answer the questions put by 
the General Commission in giving them the following interpretation : 

" Supposing one State either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or (b) 
undertakes offensive operations agamst another State, what are the weapons which, 
by reason of their specific character, and without prejudice to their defensive purposes, 
are most likely to enable that policy or those operations to be brought rapidly to 
a successful conclusion ? " 

It has been understood that the different States, in indicating the naval weapons which, 
in their opinion, are the most specifically offensive and the most efficacious against national 
defence, could indicate whether, in coming to their opinion, they have adopted the attitude 
indicated above under (a) or that indicated above under (b). 

It has been felt at the same time that in their replies the States desiring to do so might 
refrain from distinguishing between the two criteria-viz., " the most specifically offensive 
weapons "and" the weapons most efficacious against national defence "-which are mentioned 
in the resolution of the General Commission. · 

• • • 
The German delegation stated that, while it accepted the text of the above resolution, 

in its opinion the provisions of the Versailles Treaty contain the reply to give to the questions 
put by the General Commission's resolution, seeing that these provisions have been laid 
down expressly for the purpose of rendering it impossible for Germany to proceed to a policy 
of aggression. 

The Soviet delegation considers that the preamble to the report of the Naval Commission 
must conform strictly to the terms of reference given by the General Commission on April22nd, 
and this is why it declares itself against any extension and revision of the full powers delegated 
to the Naval Commission, and against the discussion of questions touched upon in the Naval 
Commission (definition of aggression, the" time factor", definition of the offensive and of the 
defensive, etc.). The Soviet delegation considers that any attempt to apply the principle of 
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.. tiona! securit " to the General Commission's decision of April 22nd nullifies .any res~lts 
na b .Y ed at in regard to qualitative disarmament, and that, notw1thstandmg 

~~~!r:~~s i~ ~~~~aphical conditions, the technical-tactical cri~eria of prese~t-da~ naval 
armaments clearly permit of a definite reply-:-a~d this in numencal terms-bemg giVen to 
the three questions put by the General CommiSSion. . . 

Efforts have been made to arrive at a single text, in regard to the v~ous naval arms, 
acce table to all the delegations .. These efforts having proved unsuccessful, It ~as consequently 

b p to comp1'Ie this report in the form in which it now appears-a senes of statements 
een necessary . · h h · t' 1 · t f · by different delegations or groups of delegatiOns, settmg fort t e1r par 1cu ar pom so v1ew. 

PART I.- CAPITAL SHIPS. 

The Australian, the United States of AttJerica, the Japanese and the United Kingdom 
delegations consider that : 

" I. While in many respects capital ships possess fightinf? qualities sup~rior to other 
types of vessels, they are not so constituted that they can be effectively operated mdependently 
of other types. 

" 2. For certain countries having great maritime interests, vital lines of overseas com
munication, or long coast-lines to defend, and which are dependent to a larg.e extent on their 
fleets for security, the capital ship constitutes the essential backbone of their defence forces. 

" 3· Capital ships are among the least efficient naval weapons for independent operations 
against merchant commerce. 

"4· The foregoing considerations are equally applicable, whether the terms of reference 
are interpreted in accordance with either (a) or (b) or both of paragraph 4 of the Naval 
Commission's resolution (see page 127), and the delegations concerned are accordingly of the 
opinion that capital ships : 

" (a) Are not most specifically offensive ; 
":(b) Are not most efficacious against national defence ; 
" (c) Are not most menacing to civilian populations. 

" 5· Questions of reduction in displacement and gun calibre of capital ships are regarded 
as outside the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first 
discussed by the General Commission." 

The Brazilian delegation agrees with paragraphs I, 2 and 3 of the above statement by the 
Australian, the United States of America, the Japanese and the United Kingdom delegations, 
while considering, however, that," in the case of an attack, the greater the tonnage of those 

• ships and the greater the calibre of their guns, the more efficacious they are against naval and 
coast defences ". · 

The Italian delegation stated that : 
" Italy, which has to defend great maritime interests, vital lines of overseas 

co~municat~o~ and very long coast-lines, and whose security and very life depend on her fleet, 
wh1le recogmsmg that, in the present state of armaments, capital ships, as defined and limited 
by_ existing Treaties, constitute an important element in naval forces, considers that these 
sh1ps : 

" Are specifically offensive ; 
" Are most efficacious against national defence, and 
"Indirectly, are most threatening to civil populations. 

. " The Italian delegation considers that a proposal aiming si~ply at the reduction of 
diSplacement and of gun calibre of capital ships is not within the terms of reference of the 
Naval Commission. 

"In an~ case, the ~talian delegation is of the opinion that a proposal of this sort will not 
only !lot achieve the obJect of !he General Commission but would, on the contrary, lead to the 
creation of a ne.w type of rapid armoured vessel, and consequently to a new competition in 
naval construction." 

b 
The Chinese delegation, in respect to China, supported the Italian delegation's statement 

a ove. 

G The delegations of Germany, the Argentine, Bulgaria, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France, 

5 
re~, N~rw_ay, the N_etherlands, Polan~. Roumania, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, the Union of 

OVJet SoCJalut RepublJCs and YugoslavJa agree on the following conclusions : 

th . "d(a; ~n regar~. to. capital ships, the predominance of their offensive character over 
eir e ensiVe quahbes mcreases with their tonnage and the calibre of their guns. 

"(b) Wh'l d . . d f . 1 e a mittmg that capital ships may contribute efficaciously towards national 
a~d~~e, h~ ~ust be sta~ed that, in the case of an attack, the greater the tonnage of these ships 
defe e Ig er the calibre of their guns, the greater is their efficacy against naval and coast nces. 
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" (c) In regard to the threat to civil populations, it must be stated that the greater the 
tonnage of these ships and the higher the calibre of their guns, the more they risk causing 
damage to these populations. 

"Consequently, these delegations consider that capital ships exceeding a certain tonnage 
and carrying guns exceeding a certain calibre must be considered as being : 

" (a) Most specifically offensive ; 
" (b) Most efficacious against national defence ; 
" (c) Most threatening to civilians." 

The following ·delegations, while agreeing to this last statement, have defined their 
attitudes as follows : 

The German delegate has stated that, in accordance with the provisions of the Versailles 
Treaty, c~pital ships of over xo,ooo tons and carrying a gun of over I x-inch calibre come within 
the critena stated in the General Commission's resolution. 

H~ has further stated that the German delegation would be able to accept a unanimous 
resolution by the Naval Commission going even further than the provisions of the Versailles 
Treaty. 

The Spanish and Roumanian delegates have proposed to characterise as coming under the 
three criteria all capital ships over Io,ooo tons carrying guns of a calibre over 8 inches. 

The French delegation considers that the tonnage above which capital ships come within 
the three criteria is that necessary to ensure to them a sufficient protection against present-day 
methods of attack. 

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has stated that the ·basic list 
of offensive naval armaments should comprise all warships of a displacement over xo,ooo tons, 
the maximum calibre of whose guns is over 12 inches (305 millimetres). 

He further stated that, in his view, certain types of Washington cruisers possess certain 
qualitative properties which prevent their being included in the category of defensive armaments. 

Further, the delegations of the Argentine, France, Poland and Roumania have stated that: 
" Whenever a State adopts a policy of aggression, all capital ships are : 

" (a) Specifically offensive; 
" (b) Efficacious against national defence; 
" (c) Threatening to civil populations." 

PART II. -AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS. 

In regard to aircraft-carriers, the Naval Commission draws attention to the Air 
Commission's Report (document Conf.D./123). Part I, paragraph I (d), and to the declarations 
relative to this paragraph in Part 111).1 

The delegations of the· Argentine, Australia and the United Kingdom have expressed 
the f~llowing opinion : 

" The aircraft-carrier is a vessel which is more vulnerable than any other type of warship 
and serves solely as an aerodrome from which aircraft can be operated, and therefore cannot 
of itself be utilised for offensive purposes. 

" The que5tion of whether or not the aircraft which are carried in aircraft-carriers can be 
classified as most specifically offensive, as most efficacious against national defence, or most 
threatening to civilians depends upon the type of machine carried and the conclusions of the 
Air Commission as to the offensiveness of different types of aircraft." 

I REPORT BY THE AIR COMMISSION. 

Parl I. 
I. (d) The possibilities of offensive action of aeroplanes carried by aircraft-carriers or warships 

equipped with landing-platforms (or landing-decks) must be regarded as being increased by the mobility 
of the vessels which carry them. 

Parl 111. 
Conclusion I (d) was adopted by 16 votes to 2 (United States of America and Portugal). In consequence 

of this vote, the United States delegation made the following declaration : 
"The delegation of the United States considers that the statement in Paragraph I (d) as to the 

increased poss!bility of offensive action of s~ip-based aircraft is .inappropriate f?r inclusion i~ a report 
which deals wtth a1rcraft generally and wh1ch does not otherwise d1scuss spec1fic types of a1rcraft or 
the influence of the base of action upon their offensive capabilities. 

" One of the tests already contained in the report is that of capability of arriving at an objective. 
Thus the mobility feature of ship-based aircraft is already taken into account and any further 
reference in the report which might give the impression that individual ship-based aircraft are more 
specifically offensive than individual aircraft taking off from bases close to land frontiers is misleading." 
The Portuguese delegation associated itself with this declaration, and the United Kingdom delegation 

stated that it shared the views therein expressed. 
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The United States delegation believes that : 

" The terms of reference should be interpreted as regards the first two criteria in accor.da_nce 
with subdivision (a) of the fourth paragraph of the resolut!on adopted by the Naval Comm1ss~on; 
that is to say, in connection with a situation charactensed by a pol~y of armed aggressiOn. 

" The aircraft-carrier is a particularly vulnerable type of warship. It serves only as an 
aerodrome from which aircraft can be operated. 

"The aircraft-carrier has been recognised by nations possessing that type of vessel as a 
legitimate type of naval weapon to operate as a!! auxili:try .arm o! the fleet. Its principal 
mission is in connection with fleet operations, particularly m reconnaissance and defence of the 
fleet against surprise attack. . 

" The air armament of an aircraft-carrier is limited in quantity and quality to such extent 
that it would be ineffective in attacks against the coasts of another country protected by 
shore-based aircraft. · 

"Even if bombing were abolished, aircraft-carriers would still be needed for scouting and 
other purposes of a purely defensive nature. · 

" The value of aircraft-carriers for defence is great, in that they furnish advance infor
mation of the approach from seaward of an attacking or invading force. 

"Because of the nature of their ·operations, aircraft-carriers alone cannot effectively 
control commerce. 

" The use of naval weapons in such manner as to endanger civilians has been restricted 
by international agreement for many years and there is no reason why all operations of 
aircraft-carriers should not be covered by such agreements. 

" In view of the above considerations, the delegation of the United States believes that 
aircraft-carriers do not come within the scope of the three criteria mentioned in the resolution 
of the General Commission. 

" Questions of reduction in displacement and gun calibre of aircraft-carriers are regarded 
as outside the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first 
discussed by the General Commission." 

The French delegation made the following statement : 

" The question of bombing aircraft being provisionally reserved, these ships will in all 
cases carry machines destined for other purposes, especially for reconnaissance and scouting. 

" In these circumstances : 

·:(a). They are not spe~ifically offe~sive. On the other hand, they are extremely 
effective m defence for long-distance scoutmg for naval forces or convoys and for discover
ing the possible proximity of an attacking force. 

" (b) They are !lot particularly threatening to national defence. In the open sea, 
they are both defensive and offensive. In the neighbourhood of the coast, their aerial 
resources are usually inferior in quality and quantity to those of the coastal air-force. 
They are less dangerous to the defence in proportion as their guns are of smaller calibre. 

" (~) Without bombing machines, they are not particularly dangerous to the civilian 
populatiOn. Their power of injuring this population would be still further reduced if 
mste.ad of guns _of 203 millimetres (8 inches), they only carried guns of ISS millimetre~ 
(6.1 mches), wh1ch are necessary and sufficient to repel the attacks of small vessels. 

Further, the Argentine and French delegations have stated that : 

" Whenever a State adopts a policy of aggression, all aircraft-carriers ar,e : 

" (a) Specifically offensive ; 
" (b) Efficacious against national defence ; 
" (c) Threatening to civil populations." 

R 
The. Germs~"· Chinese, Danish, Spanish, Finnish, Italian Netherlands Norwegian Polish 

oumaman tame S d' h S · T k' ' ' ' ' th 
1 

! h se, we. ts • ovtet, ur tsh and Yugoslav delegations have intimated that 
ey rep Y m t e affirmative to the first as well as the second and third questions. 

"In t" h . ra f thrac 1~e, t e aircra~t-carrier being a mobile base for bombing aircraft puts within 

th
nge 0 esfe aircraft a considerable number of objectives which otherwise would be outside 
e range o attack. 

"At the present time th 1 fi h . . . 
E 'f th . • cse vesse s carry g ter, reconnaissance and bombmg aircraft 

ven 1 ey were designed f · 1 th . . · 
into account the fact that th or ~ar~ym1 on Y ~ two fo~mer classes, 1t 1s necessary to take 
purposes especiall 'f th e maJonty o reconnaissance aircr~ft can be employed for bombing 
circumst~nces wh· t I. efy be ~mployed. at the short distances and in the favourable 

IC aircra t-carners permIt of being realised." 

~he. German delegation desired to add the following paragraph to the above declaration : 
Aircraft-carriers are a part" 1 1 ffi · · against countries which do t ICU ar Y e fficapous _arm, m the sense of the three criteria, 

no possess. a su cient air defence," . 
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. The Pol_is~ delegation, while agreeing with the above declaration of the fifteen Powers, 
1s of the op1mon that : 

" The characteristics of aircraft-carriers must be above all considered in the light of the 
geographical situation and the special conditions of different parts of the world. It is clear 
that the characteristics stated in the above declaration are especially applicable in the case of 
narrow waters." 

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics agrees with the above statement 
by the fifteen Powers, while at the same time considering that it applies equally to all other 
special means of transport for aircraft. 

The week delegation adheres to the views expressed in the first paragraph of the above 
declaration by the fifteen Powers, from the words " In practice . • . " to ". • . range of 
attack". 

The japanese and Siamese delegations made the following statement : 

" Aircraft-carriers and warships equipped with landing-on platforms or decks must be 
classed among the arms which are most specifically offensive, most efficacious against national 
defence or most threatening to civilians. 

" I. Being highly mobile aerodromes and capable of acting independently of the fleet, 
these vessels are not only most suitable for making surprise attacks but are capable of working 
havoc upon inland regions far removed from the sea. 

" 2. The existence of these vessels increases the points to be protected and complicates 
the relations between the national defence systems of the various countries. 

" 3· These vessels enhance the capacity of a fleet for reconnaissance, observation, and 
especially for attack ; they also accentuate the aggressive character of a fleet, and enable it 
to operate in the neighbourhood of the coast of an adversary which even possesses coast-defence 
air forces. 

" 4· The character of these vessels permits of their being employed more advantageously 
for aggressive than for defensive purposes. 

, " Coast-defence air operations can be carried out more effectively and more economically 
by a shore-based coast-defence air force than by aircraft-carriers. 

" 5· Being a new arm, they may serve destructive purposes as yet unforeseen." 

PART III. -SUBMARINES. 

The Argentine, the Australian and United Kingdom delegations have made the following 
declaration : 

" (a) In the case of the submarine, we propose to deal first with criterion No. 3, ' most 
threatening to civilians', since it is on this criterion that most of our discussion has turned. 

" The submarine, a new-comer to naval warfare, has undoubtedly a worse record from the 
point of view of our criterion than have surface ships over the long period that they have been 
employed. Surface vessels, as well as submarines, were used in the world war for commerce 
destruction, and the difference in the manner in which these types of vessels were employed 
is known to all the world. We have asked ourselves whether th1s is merely due to chance or 
whether there are not underlying factors which led to this result. 

"We are of opinion that there are such underlying factors. 
" The submarine is a vessel of very special construction which leads to two principal 

results: 

" First, she is unable either to accommodate sufficient naval ratings to enable a prize 
crew to be put on board with a view to sending a captured merchant vessel into port for 
examination or to accommodate the crews of vessels sunk (except for a very 
limited number), so that, after carrying out the normal procedure of visit and search, a 
submarine, unless she is to violate the accepted rules of warfare at sea, will frequently 
be obliged to set her prey free for lack of anywhere to put the crew and passengers. 

· " Secondly, she is a weak and vulnerable vessel on the surface, with the result that 
she cannot be sure of the outcome of an encounter with a merchant ship, should the latter 
make use of the historic right of all merchant ships to resist capture and endeavour to 
escape. 

" The result of these two inherent limitations is that the submarine in many cases finds 
herself in the position in which, while she is on the scene of operations and can see the enemy 
merchant vessels passing by, she has either to abandon practically all efforts to interfere with 
those merchant vessels or else to adopt methods which are contrary to the historic rules of war 
at sea and to common humanity. 
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"Similar problems do not exist in the c3:se of the surfac~ ship! and it is this fact, in our 
opinion, which is largely responsible for the different manner m wh1ch the two types of vessel 
have been used. . d f b · 

"It has been contended that if all nations adhere to the rules for_the co~ u~t o su mannes 
in war, laid down in Part IY o~ the ~ondon N~val Treaty,_ tht; differentiation between the 
surface ship and the submanne m the1r use agamst trade w1ll disappear. · . 

"It must be remembered, however, that these rules are not really new. The submanne, 
when it entered the field of naval weapons, was su~ject to exactly the same rules as were ~urfa~e 
ships. What is noteworthy is that the surface sh1p followed those rules and the submanne did 

not." The Argentine, Australian and U!lited Kingdom dele~ations do not wish to- b~little 
the value of rules solemnly accepted in th1s 11?-anner, and theysmcerely hope that the particular 
rules in question may be accepted by all nations. Th~y must, ~owever, stress the fact that_ no 
rules can alter the inherent limitations of the submanne mentioned above. The fact remams, 
therefore that should another war unfortunately take place in the future, the temptation 
to use th~ sub{narine in an inhuman manner will inevitably be greater than the temptation 
so to use surface ships. . 

" The Argentine, Australian and United Kingdom delegations are therefore forced to 
the conclusion that the submarine is a type of vessel which should be classed as ' most 
threatening to civilians '. 

" (b) We come now to the first of our criteria, ' most specifically offensive '. 
" The submarine, like all types of vessels, can be used in an offensive or defensive manner, 

according to the type of operation which is being undertaken. 
" We do not, however, feel that the submarine can be selected as a weapon which will 

enable the attack of an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked, 
which, as we have already said, we have taken as our guiding principle in determining whether 

·weapons are specifically offensive. 
" Our answer to criterion No. I is accordingly, No. 

" (c) ' Most efficacious against national defence'. The submarine used over a long 
period can be very efficacious against national defence if used in a manner contrary to the 
rules laid down in Part IV of the London Naval Treaty. 

"We do not, however, feel that the submarine can be singled out from amongst other 
naval weapons as possessing qualities which make it most efficacious against national defence.~· 

The Canadian delegation desires to associate itself with the above declaration of the 
delegations of the Argentine, Australia and the United Kingdom regarding submarines. 

The United States of America delegation considers : 

" (a) That the terms of reference, as regards the first two criteria, should be interpreted 
!n accordance with subdivision (a) of the resolution adopted by the Naval Commission; that 
IS to say, in connection with a si.tuation characterised by a policy of armed aggression. 

" Under this interpretation, no distinction need be drawn between the first two criteria. 
" Historic3:lly, the outstanding stigmata. of measures of armed aggression have been 

secret preparation and sudden attack, with or without formal declaration of war. 
"Of all naval weapons, the submarine is best adapted, by reason of its specific character, 

to carry out secret preparations of decisive effect in sudden offensive operations against the 
naval d.efence forces of another Power. Submarines in the possession of the country suffering 
aggressiOn ~o not afford adequate defence against such an operation. 
. " In View of the above, the United States delegation is of the opinion that the submarine · 
1s a naval weapon whose character is : 

" (a) Most specifically offensive ; 

" (b) Most efficacious against national defence . 

. " _(~) ~it_h respect to the third criterion-i.e., 'whose character is most threatening 
to C!Vlban~ :-;-It may be admitted that ~h_e_ submarine is relatively inoffensive in so far as 
concerns c_IVll~ans on sh?re. !he only C!Vlbans whose safety in war has ever given rise to 
apprehension m connection w1th the submarine are civilians at sea, including passengers and 
crew~. of non-com~atant and neutral vessels. 

1 
The submanne, because of her inherent limitations, is less able than any type of surface 

vess~. tTohas~ureb_t~e safety of non-combatants in the exercise of the right of visit and search. 
. . e ma 1!1ty of submarines properly to exercise control over commerce even when 

acftmhg 1hn good fa1th, probably would result in incidents, followed by retaliation and a repetition 
o t e orrors of the late war. · · 
h "The provisions of Article 2Z of the London Naval Treaty do not ensure to civilians 
\~ samt degree of safety that they formerly enjoyed when subjected to control by surface 
~ Ips ~one. Whereas the_ surface vessel of war was obligated with entire res onsibilit 
or their ~afety, the submanne, by these rules, is authorised to place this obligatio~ upon th~ 

non-com atants themselves or upon some other ship in the vicinity over which the submarine 
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exerts no authmjty. F!ll"thermore, these rules tend to encourage the submarine to sink vessels 
a~ sea, a practice wh1ch formerly was permitted to surface ships only under exceptional 
circumstances. 

" In view of the above, the United States delegation considers the submarine as a naval 
weapon whose character is specifically threatening to civilians. 

~· Questions of reduction in displacement and gun-calibre of submarines are regarded as 
outs1de the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first 
discussed by the General Commission." 

The delegation of Brazil agrees with the above opinion of the delegation of the United 
States of America, and wishes to add to it the following remarks : . 

" In the first place, the idea of reduction of the tonnage of submarines, suggested by 
several delegations in order to give them a defensive character, must not be considered, 
because it would necessitate an examination, by the comparative method, of the natural 
features of the open sea or narrow waters as theatre of possible naval operations for all nations. 

" In regard to the mine-laying submarine, the mere idea that its purpose is to operate 
m foreign waters takes from it its defensive- character." 

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics adheres to the above opinion 
expressed" by the delegation of the United States of America, with the addition of the following 
remark: 

" Although the question of reduction of tonnage does not fall within the terms of reference 
given in the General Commission's resolution, all the considerations advanced by the United 
States delegation apply particularly to submarines of over 6oo tons." 

The delegations of Spain, Finland, France, Italy, Latvia, Poland, Roumania, Siam and 
Venezuela have put forward the following opinion : 

" (a) Submarines possess at the same time the character of either an offensive or a 
defensive arm. They are able to co-operate usefully in coastal waters or in the open sea, in 
many defensive operations (protection of a cost against bombardment or a disembarkation, 
protection of convoys, etc.). They are particularly qualified for the defensive duties of patrolling 
and protection. 

" (b) They contribute at the same time to the naval defence of a given country and to the 
sea-borne attack, or the blockade, of an enemy country. 

'' (c) They are not particularly threatening to non-combatants, on the understanding 
that all States will have to adhere to the rules laid down in Part IV of the Treaty of London." 

The above delegations recall several of the remarks they have already put forward 
during the discussions. -

- "Submarines have, in regard to merchant vessels, the same rights and the same'duties as 
surface vessels. They will exercise_ their rights only if they can at the same time acquit them
selves of their duties. It must be conceded that the commanding officer of a submarine will 
obey the instructions of his Governments as implicitly as will the commanding officer of a 
surface vessel. 

.. The submarine has the same rights as other vessels to search merchant ships. Capture, 
seizure and destruction can only take place in accordance with the conditions laid down by 
international law. A submarine escorting a captured ship may be obliged to release it and 
flee from surface patrols; but this is also true for a surface captor encountering in the same 
circumstances a hostile ship stronger than itseU. 

" It may here be remarked that submarines of large tonnage are those with the greatest 
facilities for taking on board personnel which has had to abandon its ship for any reason. 

"It is not possible, on the basis of the case of the last war, to draw general conclusions 
from particular circumstances. The special use which was made of submarines arises, not 
from their innate characteristics, but from the instructions they have received, which have, 
moreover, varied from time to time. The reason for this is not a technical one but political. 
The duties of ships of all categories, including submarines, have already been restated and 
definitely laid down. They are, in this respect, the subject of repeated declarations, the value 
and effectiveness of which cannot be called in question. 

" In those circumstances, the reproach of inhumanity with regard to non-combatants 
cannot be adduced against submarines. 

"The submarine is chiefly intended to act against warships. It is essentially suitable for 
operating against them and in conjunction with naval forces of all kinds. The history of the 
war provides numerous examples of such action and shows the importance of the part which 
the submarine plays or can play in collective operations of a purely naval character. 

" The submarine which attacks from close quarters is not more liable to commit errors 
than surface vessels attacking by gunfire at night or in thick weather, or at a great distance 
in clear weather. 

" By its very existence and by the uncertainty as to the place and degree of the danger 
which it constitutes, the submarine is the best defence of small or medium navies. As several 
delegations have emphasised, its abolition would be equivalent to increasing the inequality 
between the weak and the strong." 

The delegations of Finland, France, Latvia, Poland, Roumania and Venezuela conclude 
that the defensive character of the submarine is clearly preponderant and thus it is 
indispensable to the defence of certain Powers. 
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These delegations consider that, in consequence, the submarine : 

" (a} Is not a specifically offensive arm ; 

" (b) Is not an arm particularly efficacious against national defence ; 

" (c) Is not an arm threatening to civilian populations." 

The spanish delegation, while supporting the above conclusi?ns of the delegat~ons of 
F. 1 d F ance Latv1·a Poland Roumania and Venezuela, considers that submannes of 

m an ' r ' ' ' . fl . d . t . . th large displacement can take part in offensive ~et operatJ?ns, an , m cer an~ cases, m e 
blockade of distant countries, and that submarmes of a displacement exceedmg I,ooo tons 
are most specifically offensive. · 

The delegations of Chin~ and. Italy ~onsi?er that ~he offensive character of submarines 
would become preponderant 1f capital sh1ps did not exist. Consequently : . 

" (a} If capital ships form part of fleets, the construction of submarines is necessary 
for defensive reasons. 

" (b) If capital ships do not form P!ll"t of fleets, the construction of submarines would 
have a specifically offensive character." 

The delegations of Finland, France, ItalY_ and Venezuela conside~ that displace~ent is not 
a criterion for defining the more or less offensive character of submannes. Act~ally, m narrow 
waters small submarines can be as efficacious as those of large tonnage, and, m the case of a 
defensive action having to be prosecuted to a considerable distance from the submarine's 
proper bases, these latter are the only ones which can take part in it. 

Further, the Argentine and French delegations consider that, whenever a State adopts 
a policy of aggression, submarines are : 

" (a} Specifically offensive ; 

" (b) Efficacious against national defence." 

The Japanese delegation makes the following statement 

" As compared with surface craft, the submarine is a far less effective weapon whether 
afloat or submerged, it being only upon the approach of an enemy vessel into close proximity 
that a submarine can show its power of attack. The submarine is therefore a defensive weapon, 
one which is indispensable for the defence of a Power with an inferior navy. 

"Any fear that the submarine might be so used as to endanger civilians has been removed 
by the rules of international law. · 

" In view of the foregoing, it cannot be said that the submarine is : 

'' (a) Specifically offensive ; 

" (b) Efficacious against national defence ; 

" {c) Menacing to civil populations. 

" The· defensive character of the submarine does not alter according to its size. The type 
of submarine best adapted to a given country naturally varies with its peculiar conditions 
and, for Japan, the maximum unit size should not be less than 2,000 tons." 

The Germa_n d~legation has pointed out that the authors of the Treaty of Versailles have, 
by the terms ol th1s Treaty, characterised the submarine as a specifically offensive arm. 

The dele~ations of Denmark, Greece, Norway, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey 
and Yugoslavsa are of opinion that : 

"Submarines of large tonnage, and the most heavily armed both as regards torpedoes and 
gun_s, are the most capable of operating in an offensive manner and the most effi<;acious against 
nation~ defence .. The capacity of submarines to operate in these directions diminishes in 
proportiOn to the1r tonnage and their armament . 

. " Submarines of lesser tonnage, and esp~cially those whose tonnage does not exceed that 
stnctly _necessary to ensure to them sufficient qualities .of security and habitability are 
predommantly defensive in character. ' 
. '' As regards civil populations, it c~nnot be said that submarines are particularly threaten
mg _to them, so long as they conform, m the same way as other vessels to the rules of inter-
natiOnal law. ' 

"Consequently, these delegations consider that : 

" (a) Submarines of large tonnage are most specifically offensive ; 

" {b) Submarines of large tonnage are most efficacious against national defence ; 

h " (c) Sub_marines are not specifically threatening to civil populations so long as 
t ey conform, m the same way as other vessels, to the rules of international law." 



. . '' The Portuguese delegation, while accepting the above declaration, considers that the 
hmtt of tonnage sufficient to permit of the employment of submarines specially for coast and 
harbour defence-having regard to the necessity of their possessing adequate arrangements 
for the protection of their crews-should not exceed 1,200 tons on the surface." 

PART IV.- AUTOMATIC CONTACT MINES. 

At the request of a number of delegations, the Naval Commission also considered whether 
automatic contact mines come within the series of naval armaments referred to in the General 
Commission's resolution of April zznd. 

In this connection, the Naval Commission would call attention to the fact that the eighth 
Convention of the second Peace Conference at The Hague in 1907 laid down rules for the use 
of contact mines at sea. In virtue of the said rules, it is forbidden to lay unanchored 
automatic contact mines, unless they be so constructed as to become harmless one hour at 
most after those who laid them have lost control over them, and to lay anchored automatic 
contact mines which do not become harmless as soon as they have broken loose from their 
moorings. It is also forbidden to lay automatic contact mines off the coasts and ports of the 
enemy with the sole object of intercepting commercial navigation. It is further prescribed 
that, when anchored automatic contact mines are employed, every possible precaution must be 
taken for the security of peaceful navigation. The belligerents undertake to provide, as far as 
possible, for these mines becoming harmless after a limited time has elapsed, and, where the 
mines cease to be under observation, to notify the danger-zones, as soon as military exigencies 
permit, by a notice to mariners, which must also be communicated to the Governments through 
diplomatic channels. 

The experience of the great war showed, however, that these rules had not prevented great 
loss of life among non-combatants. 

The General Commission's resolution, which is submitted to the Naval Commission, has 
appeared to provide the latter with a suitable opportunity for reverting to the problems 

. relating to the laying of contact mines at sea. 
In the course of the discussion in the Naval Commission, several delegations laid stress on 

the specifically offensive character of mines laid outside a coastal zone to be determined, 
pointing out the essential difference which exists between automatic contact mines and other 
naval weapons, in view of the fact that once mines have been laid they entirely escape the 
control of those who have laid them. · 

Certain delegations, on the other hand, expressed the opinion that mines laid within the 
coastal zone to be determined are a definitely defensive weapon, essential to the defence of 
coasts and sea-ports. Any regulations concerning mines should proceed from the idea that the 
coast defences should possess special facilities. 

The Naval Commission examined also the question whether contact mines should be 
regarded as a weapon particularly efficacious against the national defence of a country. This 
question was answered in the negative. 

As regards the third criterion indicated by the General Commission-that of the 
threatening character of certain naval arms to the civilian population-the Naval Commission 
is of the opinion that automatic contact mines laid outside a coastal zone to be determined 
expose non-combatants to very serious dangers, especially when these mines have been laid 
without timely notification or on a sea-route which is necessary to non-combatant and neutral 
shipping. 

· The French and Roumanian delegations have suggested that the gun-range of modern 
ships should be taken as the limit of the coastal zone in which automatic contact mines might 
be laid. 

The German delegation has, on the other hand, expressed the opinion that, in view of the 
great range of modern large-calibre guns, a limit thus fixed would not reduce sufficiently 
the dangers to which non-combatants are exposed. 

The French and Roumanian delegations have suggested that all mines should be marked 
by the Government which employs them. 

The Argentine, the United States of America, the Italian and the United Kingdom dele
gations, while supporting the proposal to rega_rd the use of automatic mines in t~e ope_n ~ea as 
specifically dangerous to non-combatants, destred to state that they regarded mmes latd m the 
open sea as a very effective defence against submarines.. Hence they could only recommend 
their prohibition on the condition that submarines should also be abolished. 

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics makes the following statement : 

"The Soviet delegation, returning to the first proposal of the Netherlands delegation 
contained in document Conf.D.JC.N.z6, which reads : 

" ' The Naval Commission is of the opinion that submarine automatic contact mines 
laid in the open sea are extremely threatening to civilians". 



•• Considers that to this question it is necessary to gi':'e a simple reply. From this po~nf 
of view, it is possible to agree entirely with the formula g1ven by the Netherlands delegation 

in this document. . · · · · · fth tt d t f 11 • • As the further close exammabon and deta1le~ u~vesbgatlon o e rna er oe~ no . o ow · 
from the duty assigned to us by the General Co~ml~s!On.and, first, leads to the d1scuss1on of 
a series of problems having no refe~ence to 9.uahta~1v.e d1sarma~en~. an~, s~condly and lastly, 
compels us to discuss questions wh1ch requ~re prehmmary s_olut10n m prmc1p_le by the Gener~~ 
Commission, the Soviet delegation abstams from acceptmg a more detailed document. 

The United Kingdom delegation has made the fopowing statement : 

" The original proposal of the Netherlands delegation was to prohibit the laying of contact 
mines in the ' open sea '. . . . . 

"It was on this basis that discussions took place m the Naval CommiSSion, and the Umted 
Kingdom delegation, seeing no reason for the ~ubs~itution of the words' outside ~ coasta~ Z<?ne 
to be determined ' for the words ' open sea , w1sh to place on record that, m assoc1atmg 
themselves with the finding of the Commission, it is on the understanding that in their case 
the words • open sea' must be substituted for 'outside a coastal zone to be determined '." 

The Netherlands delegation,_ considering that. the Naval ~ommi~sio,?. has unanimouslr, · 
agreed with its proposal declanng that automatic contact mmes la1d . m the open sea 
are among the arms most threatening to civil populations, regre~s tha~, in the present report, 
the words, " in the open sea " have been replaced by the words outside a coastal zone to be 
determined ". · · 

It appears from the discussions that this substitution. cannot be considered as ~a':ing 
for its object the modification of the meaning of the declaration, nor to endanger the pnnc1ple 
of the freedom of the seas on which it is based. 

Consequently, the Netherlands delegation wishes to state that, in the determination of 
the coastal zone, this principle must be strictly respected. 

PART V.- RIVER WAR VESSELS. 

With reference to the resolution of the General Commission of April 22nd, two arguments 
have been upheld in the Naval Commission in regard to the nature of monitors and river craft. 

The Hungarian delegation, supported by the delegations of Germany, Italy and the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics, is of the opinion that surface river vessels, specially built for 
service on European rivers, are most capable of offensive action and of contributing efficaciously 
in offensive operations of which the purpose is to break down the national defence. The 
offensive capacity is relatively greater in the larger types of these vessels and decreases 
proportionately with the tonnage and armament. 

Large river craft carrying relatively heavy artillery are the vessels which are most likely 
to cause the greatest· damage to civilian populations. 

These States therefore consider that surface river vessels specially constructed for use on 
European rivers with a standard displacement exceeding 250 tons and artillery of more than 
105 millimetres (4.I inches) calibre should be regarded as : 

(a) Specifically offensive; 

(b) Specially efficacious against national defence; 

(c) Most menacing to civil populations. 

The Polish, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations, on the other hand, hold that river 
craft d_o ~ot come under any of t~e three headings mentioned in the resolution of the General 
Com.mission. Su<:h cra~t. _they claim, shol!ld be regarded as defensive weapons, in view of their 
special constr~ction, b~1ted field of action and lighter armament . 

. ~or certa1~ countn~s 'Yhose naval forces are insufficient to ensure the defence of their 
mantime f~ontiers, certam nver craft serve as floating batteries for the defence of estuaries and 
deltas agamst ~ttak~ from. ocean-going vessels. It is perfectly logical that such river craft 
~hould b~ s_uppbed With artillery comparabl~ to that of s_ea-going vessels, which are considered, 
m the op1~1on of all the nayal P<;>wers, as bemg of a specifically offensive nature. Furthermore, 
the. effective P?~er of t~e1r artillery,. compared with land artillery of the same calibre, and 
their vulnerab1bty, particularly ~o nnnes, lea~ these delegations to the conclusion that river 
craft cannot be regarded as. specifically offensive nor particularly efficacious against national 
defence, nor as t_nos~ ~enacmg weapo_ns to ciyil populations. The Roumanian delegation has 
stres~ed t~e des1rab~bt_Y of. the question of nver war vessels being discussed in takin into 
consideration all eXIs~m~ nver war vessels on the rivers of all the continents. g 

The naval Commission h_as carefully examined the questions whether monitors and river 
craft come_under the categones of arms covered by the resolution of the General Com · · 
It was obliged _to find t~at, according to the proposal of the Hungarian delegat:::~sSI~~~ 
problem has arisen only m regard to European rivers. ' 



llowever, in view of the general terms of reference of the General Commission, it seems 
t? the Naval Commission difficult to restrict the discussion of the problem purely to surface 
nver craft specially constructed for use on European rivers. Indeed, it seems unavoidable, 
for the purpose of replying to the questions put by the General Commission, that the question 
should be examined under a broader aspect, since the categories of vessels in question exist 
in other continents also. 

Moreover, the Naval Commission considered that a discussion on the general plane could 
not be usefully entered upon without taking into consideration the particular situation existing 
in other parts of the world where vessels of the categories in question are also in use. In order 
to take into due account all these special conditions liable to influence the problem, the Naval 
Commission would require data which it d1:2s not possess and which is all the more necessary 
in that the question of monitors and river craft implies problems concerning, not only the 
naval forces properly so-called, but also certain land armaments and coast artillery. 

The Naval Commission has, therefore, decided not to give any opinion on the subject of 
monitors and river craft, and to confine itself to bringing the foregoing details to the attention 
of the General Commission. · 

Official No. : Conf.D.127. 

Geneva, June 23rd, 1932. 

REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION (Document Conf.D.121). 

Note by the Secretary-General. 

In accordance with the instructions of the President of the Conference, the Secretary
Genera• has the. honour to circulate to the Conference the following document : 

COMMUNICATION, DATED jUNE 16TH, 1932, FROM THE PERSIAN DELEGATE TO THE PRESIDENT 
OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION. 

Geneva, June 16th, 1932. 
· [Translation.] 

I have the honour to inform you that, on reading the opinions of the various delegations 
on naval armaments, I have observed that the report to the General Commission contains no 
mention of the views expressed by the Persian delegation. 
· At the Naval Commission's meeting on May 3rd, Colonel Riazi gave his opinion on the 
whole of the naval questions on the agenda. 

This statement made it clear that Persia was prepared to accept the lowest naval 
armaments and recognised a priori as non-offensive only submarines of small tonnage, provided 
that in the use of these vessels the international humanitarian restrictions imposed by the 
Treaty of London were rendered general and strictly observed. 

I should therefore be very much obliged if you would have these general ideas inserted 
in the report as the opinion of the Persian delegation and, should it not be possible to modify 
the final report, append this declaration to the report to be sent to the General Commission 
and inform the other members of the Commission of its tenor. · 

(Signed) A. SEPAHBODI . 

. Official No. : Conf.D.JC.N.zs. 

Geneva, March 22nd, 1932. 

QUESTIONNAIRE DRAWN UP BY THE BUREAU OF THE NAVAL 
COMMISSION REGARDING THE DEFINITIONS (LEGAL OR THEORETICAL 
EFFECTIVES, BUDGETARY EFFECTIVES, ACTUAL OR REAL EFFECTIVES) 

CONTAINED IN ARTICLES 2, 3 AND 4 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION 
DRAWN UP BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE 

DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE (Document C.687.M.288.193o.IX). 

The naval Commission has requested its Bureau to prepare for the further technical 
work of the Commission in regard to naval personnel. 

The Bureau, with the assistance of several of the Commission's technical experts, has 
drawn up a questionnaire which might serve as an aide-mlmoire to the delegations in their 
statements regarding the interpretations given by them to Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draft 
Convention. 



The :aureau wouid be glad if delegations will forwar~ to t~e Bureau, when the Conference 
resumes its sittings their replies to the attached questionnaire. 

Document Conf.D.fC. T.4, which shows h~w the ~nalogou~ questions have !:>een treated 
by the Land Commission, is forwar~ed hereWith for mformation to all delegations.• 

1. What meaning have you given to the word "effectives" ? (Theoretical or legal, 
budgetary, actual, etc., effectives.) 

2. What have you counted as days of presence ? (Short leave, long leave, illness, travelling, 
early discharge, etc.) : 

(a) For an officer ; 
(b) For a professional sailor ; 
(c) For a conscript sailor serving with the colours ; 
(d) For a militiaman, reservist, etc., undergoing a period of service, attending a 

drill, a training lecture, a muster-parade or an inspection. 

J. What have you counted in your effectives ? (Various services, missions, persons 
detached to civil services, etc.) : 

(a) Officers ; 
(b) Professional sailors ; 
(c) Cadet officers or cadet petty-officers undergoing preparatory naval training; 
(d) Men called up with the annual contingent, militiamen, reservists ; 
(e) Young men undergoing preparatory naval training (boys, etc.). 

4· Have you counted in your effectives : 
(a) Coast watchers and coastguards; 
(b) Coast-defence personnel. 

5. Have you counted in the " formations organised on a military basis " any classes 
of personnel not covered by the above headings ? • · · 

6. What difficulties have you met in interpreting the terms employed in Articles 2, 
3 and 4 of the draft Convention ? . ' 

1 See Series D, Volume i, pages roo to roS. 



Official No.: Conf.D.fC.N.J2. 

Geneva, May 31st, 1932. 

REPLIES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE (Document Conf.D.jC.N.IS) REGARDING THE DEFINITIONS OF THE TERMS LEGAL 

OR THEORETICAL EFFECTIVES. BUDGETARY EFFECTIVES. ACTUAL OR REAL EFFECTIVES, CONTAINED IN ARTICLES 2, 3 AND 4 

OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION DRAWN UP BY THE PREPARATORY COMMISSION FOR THE DISARMAMENT CONFERENCE 

(Document C.687 .M.288.1930.IX). 

Colllllry'. 

:r. Union ·of 
South Africa. 

2. New Zealand. 

3 , United States 
of America. • 

Q-liclll •• 
A chual-i.l., men doing 

training · in the South 
African Naval Service-
whole-time serving, or a 
number of men doing 
between them 365 days' 
service in the year in tho 
Naval Volunteer Reserve. 

Aduttl. 

Figures in the United 
States report of particulars 

Q .... tioll •• 

Fwl-ti"'' Pnso11tul. -
36.5 days. 

NtAVfll Res~n~• P6rsrm.u/. 
- Maximum number of 
days training permitted 
by law-six hours' parades 
equal one day'• duty. 

(a) (b) Regular forces 
-periods of temporary 
absence counted as days 
of duty. 

(c) There are no 
conscripts. 

(d) Only class is 
reservists of New Zealand 
Naval Forces--for whom 
da~ of training are 
counted as days of 
presence. 

~tiaa ,. 

All memben of the forces 
who have engaged for 
service. 

Counted in : 
(a} Ofiicen : 
(b) Professional sailors; 
(c) Reservists; 
(d) Boys accepted for 

service and under 
training. 
Other classes not 

applicable. 

QllCStioll ... 

(a) No coast-watchers. 
No coast-guards. 

(b) Coa.st defence 
personnel is Garrison 
Artillery and members of, 
and counted with, the 
land (military) forces. 

Q-tloa,. 

There are no 
such formations in 
connection witb 
naval service. 

(a) (b) Coast defence No such formations 
personnel included in in New Zealand. 
military returns. 

Rerwar Na11y afld (a) All officers of regular United States coast de-
Man"' Corps. Each Navy and ftlarineCorpsand fences are manned by Coast 

1\o. 

o-tbo6. 
None, except to 

determine a day'• presence 
for part-time Naval 
Volunteer Reserve--where 
a parade or parades 
totalling aix hours are 
taken u one day'• duty. 

Returns are ba~~ed on our 
interpretation of Articl« 2 
and 3· 

Following ~inta are 
worthy of ment1on : 

(a) Term " Effective •• 
in draft Convention 
needs detinition ; 

(b) Definition of a. 
day's duty appear• 
necessary. 

Except as noted in 
foregoing comment-no-

t 



o-tlolls. 
to the League of Nations 
are for average daily 
number of eflectives 
in service or in training 
according to Articles . :a, 
J and -4 of draft ConventiOn 
-with no deductions for 
absence. 

T/uOf'etictJl Of' Legal 
EOectives. - This term 
would be understood as 
applying to tbe maximum 
str-ength authorised by Ia~. 
In the United States, 1t 
would refer to the 
maximum authorised 
strength of tbe regular 
Navy and Marine Corps. 

Budgetary EUecJives. -
· By this term would be 

understood the personnel 
for which current 
appropriations provide. In 
the United States, the 
annual appropriations 
provide for members of 
personnel much lower than 
the authorised strength. 

o~·· 
otlicer and man is counted 
as performing • day's duty 
every day . with no 
deductions for leave, illnesa 
or any absence. 

"Number given is 
average number of actual 
efiectives on last day of 
each month of the year. 

'Na11al an4 Mari.u Cot'f's 
Rlstnl. - Number ia 
calculated according to 
Article J. Days in training 
are counted days of duty. 

Periods of training of 
leas than a day are counted 
on basis eight hours• 
training equivalent to one 
day's duty. 

o--,. 
certain reserves with status 
of eflectives including 
Sup~ly, Construction, Civil 
Eng~neers, Medical and 
Dental Corps, and 
Chaplains. 

(b) All enlisted men of 
regular Navy, Marine Corps 
and Reserve. 

(c) Midshipmen at Naval 
Academy are not counted 
-their training ia 
preliminary. They will be 
counted in future if this 
is to be the general practice. 

All enlisted men at trade 
schools are included, u 
they are personnel of 
regular navy. 
. (d) Reservists counted 

according to their time 
in training-see under 
Question 2. 

(e) Civilian colle$& 
students taking courses 1n 
Reserve Officers' Training 
Corps not counted-their 
instruction is preliminary 
and involves no commit-
ment to service. 

Enlisted men at naval 
training · stations . are 
counted, as they belong to 
personnel of regular navy. 

o-~~aa 4• 

Artillery Corps-part of 
United States Army-not 
included. 

Coast-guard not includ
ed. - See No'- 1 (below). 

a-~R •· · 
great difficulty . 
Not1 2 (below). 

Noltl 1.- 'De cout-«U&nl of the UGic.d StJotes ... "'"""" iD J91J by a ooooolidalioa tmd« tloat name of the then existinr Rewnue-<:uttc Senice ....S the ~.tac Serrlc.. U Ia -lially a poliee fame to prn"!!lt"""'"""' and 10 preveal the lou of lilt at-. By the law 
didlc:nated It, iD tillalo of I'M"' it Optll1ltea under die Tnuury DepertmeDt. SimllariT, it operat. u a pout of the IUivy, •ubject to tbe orders ol tile Secretary of tile Navy, cmly ill time of war ar whea the Praliclent ehall ao dinct. It is aot • pu1 oltbe uvy, por bas the navy ..,Y eonlrol · 
...,. the ~el ot the -t·ruanl, azcepl....., co-operaliPC therewith iD _.w,..,. witb the.,._ provioionl ol law referred to above. The ueculi.,. act n.quired lo briar tbo C081t·I'IU'!WIW -.trol of tbe navy ia ~ill dlect to a ...a-...e of mobilisatloa. Far these ..... - . 
lila -&-fiW'Cl ill lODt ~ " capable Ill beiiiC -ployed 1..- uillila<y ~ wilhaoat - of mobiliaaliDe ", Ulcl ill penoouel.bave oot Mell illcluded u naval dfeetlvea. 

Noltl a.- lbaopt • aoted • tho "--oinr oommn& (Nota .r), ,.._ 11M "- 110 -t dilliaolty hi h•t.rpretias the. terms In their rdatioll lo the a&w.l ,_ ol tile Ulllted Stat.. Similarly, other !'owen will ]li'ObabiT b.,. found little difrlcultT tn malcinr a 
llefullta iPt.erpntatiob ulft&Uda lbrir own.....,... Tbe dillic:WtWs artie wbea it ill a questiDft of dat.erminin« wbet~ a.,.,..,_ int.,.etatioa has 110vemed U.. data nb<oitted by tho various Powtn. n- difficultis ueln.......,..t in the wide 4i!lereoeet ill otpnlatloa and oompositlo11 
ol aawl ellocu .... aDd cm.ct~Tidect tbe fact tba& tho awnbor of .. val dfeetiwl loa a JMalipl6cut mea&W9 ol Dafti '"'-th tlwl are tbe numbers and typee of lhipe DOIIlpooillc a navy. As illuatratica of the kiDda of cli1kulliaa 1oM ......... .....sin applyiar a lillcle formula.._ llle 
llmltatiDft of naval elfoc:tiv .. , tbe foDowiDC _, be m .. tiorled : · 

c-cne. wl~ abDrt ..,._ of Mn'1oe ar llllio-t nquin larJ« COCPplaner>ta far their -.-Is than caQDcriel with a II}'Stem ollooa-mm enlislmelota. There.,., naliDns wblch iaelude in tMil' aaw.l ... bll:!.b.mmb pencmDel ol a KariDa Corpt, .u-1'"'*, uews of "'Ppl1 Ulcl other 
_ _..taat -a, aDd ~el for ollore aclivltieo tueh u cout clel011ooa. Othal" natiou incl...:le aoiDI of U... olfecti"• iD their land or aeparat.e air ,....,.,. or employ cl¥111&Da far t.beae duliaa. 

Tb-dill-wen clearly ........,ln the p&rticulan 111brnitled to tbe League br t.be variouo p.,......, Tlwi6CUftS of- countriea auch at the United Stat. o.nd Japan included all naval aW.Iioa ~i, beta-such~ II anlntecral put ol the uvy, whereu U. 
~of oU.. OOUIItriea auch as tbe UGited Kiqdom, l'nooe and ItJoly did 110t IP.cNde nanla'riatic>a .,...,...,.I, becaUM ....,b penoooel beiODI to a aepuat.e air farce. l1>e ~of aome COUDtriM such aa the United Stat. included tbe ere., of oi~ uod • upply abi!", all of which &N 
IDaDDIId by unl ~ where. duo ~ ol other countrieltuch u the VIOit.d .l<ilo«d<>m did not include t.be- ol 111ch wuel.o, becauae U... ..-k ILN _... by civilliUl ,._..el Some tisu- lneJu&d penoiUiel ol a Marine Corpo wtw.e dutis aN both en board obip and iD 
uv.iata~ esbon {United Stat.), wt...a otben iDcluded tbe peraoDDel of a IIliich ....tltr Marine Corpo wbooa dutiea are oolely afloat (the 1Jnited Kif>&dom). One oounll'y did DOt iaeJude Royal Marilla Police (tile Ulllted Xiqd-), wloi!. iD anotbar COUDtry (United StJotes), the duti• 
ffl thllorrllDllaU. ara paf...-d by ealislld ..... of tbe Mut. Co<p. wbo bew .._ ioocludecl bathe ro,u-. s.- lilfll- iacluded tbe JlfftOIIDCI ot coast clal..._ (l'rulce), beca- wei: def- ara manllad by •nl pencJDM], while otbe"' did not IDclude ~t~eb penonnel because IIIey ara 
•lD'-Inl peri '1! the_, CUailed StJoa). Some uU.X. npur1e<l deetivea far- fonMCW.. orppised OD a mllltary buls (Italy), wbilo otber" •tians Mil DO ouch ~ti..... The oout-cuanl oqW..Iioaa of duo United StJotea 1011111 the United Kiardom w- not iDeJud«<, • these 
farmatioolaN notawilalalo without- Ill -'>i.lilaU.. There a~ 1o be • taCh cqallilatiom ila the oth« t.brw of the liw creal aanl I'<Ma'l. 'De Ullited .KlDccl- did not repon dectlYea for other par1a ol the -.pin wbich are ~pente memben of the Leape <JI NaliMar 
&lthaaP U.. _. ~ lo tb<ae aatioua...., CIOI;'IIc.d ia. tile~....,.. wl>idl tM rati .. of the Loadoll Tnaty ant hued. . · 



4· Sweden. 

.5· Portugal. 

Figures for volunteer 
personnel are " Legal 
Effectives ", which corn, .. 
sponds to " Budgetary 
Effective• ". 

l'igures for conscripts 
are " Actual Effective• ". 

A vera.ge budgetary. 
The budget laid down 

the naval contingent as 
required for the fieet. A 
certain percentage of naval 
personnel ill employed 
ashore for necessary naval 
services dealing directly 
with the fteet and also in 
the instructional~ehools. 

No deductions ior le&ve 
or absence for illness, etc. 

For professional person
nel, 365 days are counted. 

For conscripts of the 
annual contingent, the 
" efiective " days are 
counted. 

The budget lays down 
the d&ya of presence for 
each category. 

Only naval personnel is 
shown-the average effec
tives cannot be· exceeded 
and no deduction• are 
made for absence. 

Reserve officers and 
N .C.O'a are included, also 
"military-civilians" (sup
ply stafi, doctors, mu
siciana, etc.), midshipmen, 
reserve midshipmen and 
boys. 

(a) Officer effeetives 
comprise all classes of naval 
officers, including auxiliary 
officers. 

Officers of the naval 
reserve are excluded' and 
also those oo unlimited 
leave, or extraordinary and 
special missions. and 
supernumeraries. 

(b) Included only· the 
men in active naval service 
-naval reser:ve not includ
ed. 

(c) Cadet officers and 
petty officers under~oing 
preparatory naval traaninc 
are included. 

E..uig-s JUv•s of the 
Naval School are not 
included. 

(d) AJl men called up 
with the naval contingent 
are included. except 
reservist&. There are no 
militiamen. 

(e) Young men doing 
preparatory naval training 
are included. 

Coast-guard, pilotage 
and lighthouse /ersonnel 
are civilians an are not 
included unless they have 
completed periods in the 
navy. 

Coast fixed defence 
personnel is included. 

There ia no naval 
personnel exclusively for 
these services. 

No 

No. 

Members of civil club11. 
of" Motor Boat Flotillas " 
are not included, as they 
cannot be employed 
without previous mobilisa
tion. 

If they have completed 
short period• in the navy, 
they are included. 

No . 



6. 
Couatry. 

Japan. 

1· China. 

8. Canada. 

o-Uaa 1. 

The word " Effectives " 
in Part 11 (Naval 
Armaments) of Japane~e 
Government communl
cation dated March roth, · 
1931, means "Actual 
Effectives ". 

"Number of Effectives 
established by the Military, 
Ordinance • • • 138026 ' 
corresponds to ·' Legal 
Eftectlves " . 

Number given is average 
daily effectives for the 
year. 

Number given is number 
of those actually under· 
going service. 

Que~lloa •• 

In days of presence are 
included days of leave, 
illness and travelling for 
officers, professional sailors 
and conscripts. 

Days of early discharge 
are not included. 

For reservists, days for 
calling up for •• service " 
or training are included, 
but those for '• inspection " 
are not. 

No deduction for absence 
except in case of early 
discharge. 

No deductions for leave, 
illness. travelling for 
officers, professional sailors 
or ~eservists undergoing 
serv1ce. 

No conscripts exist. 

o-licla ,. 
Officers and men of all 

grades in active service 
and reservists called ap 
for service or training are 
counted-whether in 
service at sea, land service 
corps, naval administra
tion, colleges, hospitals, 
navy yards, on missions or 
detached to civil service. 

Cadets of naval colle~es 
doin« preparatory trainmg 
for active service are 
included . 

No young men receive 
compulsory preparatory 
naval training. 

All personnel performing 
duty in the naval service, 
attached to other 
administrations, servin~ in 
the formations organ1sed 
on a military basis and 
under training in the 
various schools. 

lncluded : officers, 
professional sailors and 
reservists undergoing ser
vice. 

No cadet officers, cadet 
petty officers, young men 
undergoing preparatory 
naval training or naval 
militia exist. 

o-•;...· Uld ,. 

No coast-guard nor sea formations organised 
on a military basis exist at present. 

Ouetao. 4· 

Coast-guard and coast 
defence personnel not 
included. 

Officers and crew of 
Dominion iteamers, tugs, 
icebreakers, etc., .fishery 
protection vessels and 
Customs vessels are not 
included except when 
belonging to naval reserV-es 
and doing training with 
that force. 

Vide Canadian return 
(document Conf.D.26) . 

o.-&a 6. 

No. 



9 · United 
Kingdom. 

10. Norway. 

All officers and men 
· from their date of entry 

have been returned as 
" Effective. ". 

Tota.l active service 
personnel is obtained by 
taking the average of 
monthly retums o1 
numbera borne in the 
financial year. 

Actual. 

(a) (b) Temporary 
absences due to leave, 
sickness, etc., have been 
considered periods of duty. 

(c:) Not applicable. 
(d) Actual number of 

days under training is given 
in the return. Temporary 
absences due to leave, 
aickness, etc., have been 
considered as periods of 
duty. Drills, parades, 
lectures, ete., have been 
counted as periods of duty 
--.i.x hourt' drill, etc., 
baa been reckoned u 
equivalent of one day's 
duty. 

Counted as days of 
presence: 

(•) (b) (c) All ranks 
of professional per90nnel 
-365 days. 

Reserve personnel and 
conscriptit--the number 
of days in service in 
the year. 

(d) Not counted. 
No deduction for leave, 

sick-leave, etc. 

(a) Officert attached to 
Fleet Air Arm have been 
included in Table VI. 

(a) and (b) Officers and 
men aerving in navies of 
other members of British 
Commonwealth of Nations 
or on missions have not 
been included. 

(c) All cadets under 
training or serving afloat 
or in colleges ashore have 
been included. 

(d) Not applicable. 
(e) Boys at establish

ments at which they are 
trained for tho navy have 
been included. 

The only establishments 
which traill boyt solely 
for a naval career are part 
of the navy and the boys 
are considered as 
" eflectives " from their 
date of entry. 

Counted in the effectives: 
(a) {bl (c) Officers, 

N.C.O. a, cadets and men 
in permanent active 
service. 

(d) Conscript. in two 
contingents of different 
strength, ucb serving 
6 months. 

(e) None such exists. 

(a) Coast-guard not 
included. They do not 
come within the category 
of naval forces or sea 
fonnations organised on a 
military basis because : 

(1) In peace-time the 
force is not under 
Admiralty control at all, 
but under the Board of 
Trade j 

(2) The executive act 
required to bring the 
coast-guard onder the 
Admiralty ia aimilar in 
effect to a meuure of 
mobilisation. 

(3) The force is 
dvilian and not organ
illed on a military basil : 
ita penoooel clo not 
undergo naval training. 

(b) Personnel engaged 
on coast defence is not 
part of the navy and hu 
therefore not been included 
in the naval~eetion of the 
return. 

~•) Not counted. 
(b) Part of army 

organisation. 

None exist. 

No. 

None. 
A certain latitude baa 

been assunDed in the 
interpretation of Article 3, 
as explained in answer to 
Questions 1 and 2 . 

With the method 
indicated, no difficulties. 

The amall figurea are due 
to atrictly reduced number 
of abipt in C(lmmission. 
These figures cannot be 
regarded as expreasing the 
situation in the navy on 
each day of the year. 



c-~r?. 

II. Argentine. 

12. Netherlands. 

,., 

o-u.. •· 
Following meaning is 

given to the word 
•' Effective& " : 

The number of naval 
personnel, including com
manding officers, officers, 
cadets of the naval school, 
apprentices of all schools 
for subordinate personnel 
(mechanics, gunners, 
seamen, engineers, electri
cians, torpedo-men, etc.), 
warrant-officers, petty 
officers, seamen and 
conscripts of all naval corps 
and special services (cuerpo 
getteral, air fo~ce, 
mechanical and electr1cal 
engineer ~orps, ~orpedo 
corps, med1cal eervtce and 
administration}. 

Theoretical or legal 
ef/eetive$. ;__ Those 
authorised by the organic 
law of the navy. 

Budgetary EtJectif1es. -
Those authorised by the 
annual Finance Act. 

Actual· Efleclivn. -
. Those entered on the daily 
rolls of vessels and all 
other naval units, whatever 
may be their position at 
the moment--i.e., whether 
present, on short leave, 
sick, on mission, etc. 

Actual-i.e., average 
daily effectives based on 
number of days of presence 
in the year. 

o-uoa •. 
For (a} (b) (c) and (d) 

are counted all days from 
date of incorporation to 
date of discharge, with no 
deductions for sickness, 
leave, missions, etc. 
· Discharge is Temoval 

from the service at end 
of engagement or for 
disciplinary reasons and, 
in the case of conscripts, 
011 comrletion of legal 
period o service. 

Not counted : sick leave 
or early discharge. 

o-uoa J. 

Counted : ttclual effec
tives incorporated in the 
navy, including those in 
units not intended for 
maritime defence. This 
applies to the Marine 
Prefecture, which is 
attached to the navy and 
whose personnel is organ
ised for maritime police 
duties but receives no naval 
or military training nor 
fonns part of naval 
Teserves. 

VVe have thus counted 
all the personnel referred 
to in answer to Question I, 
whatever service or duties 
they perform. 

(e) None exists. 

These services are not 
included in the navy. 

Qucedoll 4• 

No coast-watchers exist. 
If this refers to lighthouse 
or other hydrographic 
personnel, these . are 
mcluded in the effectives. 

Coast-guards are not 
counted, as they are 
civilians under the Ministry 
of Finance. 

There is no personnel 
specially organised for 
coast defence. 

(a} Coast -watchers and 
coast-guards belonging to. 
the naval militia are 
counted. 

Coast defence personnel 
belongs to the land forces . 

Q-doa ,. 

Although, as stated 
in our reply to 
Question 3, the 
personnel of tho 
Prefecture is not 
organised on a 
military basis, it has 
been included for the 
purposes of Article 4. 
which refers to 
•• police forcts of ttll 
Ai•ds ". This 
personnel performs 
maritime police 
duties. 

No formations 
organised on & 
military basis exist. 

None. 

By interpreting the word 
"Effectives" as •• Actual 
Effectives ", no difficulty 
has been met in completing 
tbe figures in the tables. 



13. Roumania. 

• · . •' : ; a ~ . · 

... .. 

Bwlteta~ - s;1., the 
average effectives required 
to man, during the various 
perioda of instruction, part 
of the existing wanhiJ>S 
and to form the land u111ts 
and services appertaining 
to the navy. 

The actual average 
effective• during 1931 have 
been inferior to the 
budgetary eflectivet. 

"Effective." represent 
the average daily numbers 
actually bor ne on the active 
atrengtb of the Royal 
Australian Navy for the 
fmancial year ended June 

. JOtb, 19JI. 

For active penonnel, 365 
days per year. Oflicera on 
leave for over aix months 
are not counted, neither 
are the usual abort and 
long leaves granted to 
men in active aervice. 

Reservists are counted 
as .perfonning all the days 
of lraining laid down by 
law. 

(e) Permanent forces : 
365 days' per annum : 
Nav~ Reserve: eight daya' 
serv1ce per annum ; Naval 
Reserve (S) : fourteen 
days' per annum. 

(b) 36.5 days' service per 
annum. 

(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Fleet Reserve : senn 

days' aervice per annum : 
Naval Reserve : eight 
days' service per annum ; 
Naval Reserve (S) : 
fourteen days' aervice per 
annum. 

Counted in : all conscript 
aailora ; all professional 
sailors and officers, 
including those of the 
following services 
mechanicians, engineen, 
doctors, pharmacist., 
supply and administration. 

Personnel detached . or 
on m•ss1on is included iD 
the " Budgetary Effec
tives " , also the pupila of 
the schools and auxiliary 
penonnel. 

Counted in : 

(ca) Oflicen of per
manent forces, Naval 
Reserve, Naval Reserve 
(S), borne on the ac
tive strength of the 
Royal Australian Navy 
(R.A.N.): 

(b) Sailors of the 
permanent forces borDe 
on the active atrengtb 
of the R.A.N. ; 

(c) Naval cadets under 
training at the R .A.N. 
College. 

(d) Fleet Reserve, 
Naval Reserve, Naval 
Reserve (S) undergoing 
the annual periods of 
training shown in answer
to Question 2(d). 

(e) None exist, apart 
from those included ill 
categories above . 

Personnel of land unib 
appertaining to the navy 
and intended for coast 
defence is counted in. 

(a) Neither exist. 
(b) Included under land 

forcet. 

None exiat. None. 



c-"'F· 
JJ. Siam. 

16. Finland. 

17. Denmark. 

OI*Uoa r. 
Etrectivea given in 

doc:ument Conf.D.fR.C.r 
are " .U111Jl •tf•clillll " for 
year April ut, 1930, to 
March 31st, 1931. 

Naval average daily 
effectives have been 
calculated as if the number 
of officers and professional 
sailors bad been, during 
the whole year, maintained 
at the level fixed by the 
law of" cadres "-as if the 
laws in force fixing the 
period of service--in active 
and reserve forcea--had 
been applied exactly to 
conscripts serving in the 
sea defence. 

Thus Finland baa given 
the aense " legal " to the 
word effective•. 

The " Etfec:tives " force 
is that which, in the 
relevant period, baa · 
•ctU~Jlly been in aervice. 

o-t~aa •. 
Counted in daya of 

presence : short leave, long 
leave, illness, travelling for 
both officere and men. 

Early· discharge ia not 
counted in. 

In calculating the naval 
average daily eflectives, 
no deduction has been 
made for absences or early 
discharge. . 

. Temporary absences are 
1gnored. · 

There are no calls up 
for complementary or 
special courses, parades or 
inspections which are not 
comprised in the figures 
given. 

Q.-tlocl •· 
Eflectives include all 

officere and sailors of the 
navy and those of the 
.various eervices of the 
Ministry of Defence, cadet 
officer• and cadet petty 
officers of · the conscript 
age (:n years). 

There are no young men 
doing prepa.-atory naval 
training. 

Counted in : Officers 
and corresponding ranks ; 
professional petty officers 
and corresponding ratings, 

. also fleet and coast 
artillery, conscripts, includ
ing the staff of the· naval 
defences and the services 
directly appertaining 
thereto. · 

There is no preparatory 
naval training for young 
men. 

Same -pointl of view 
adopted as those indicated 

. in · answer to previous 
questions. 

Beyond the figures given , 
1'10 deet rersonnel detached 
to civi services exists. 

(c), (d) and (e) do not 
exist. 

Qu.CioG + 
There are no special 

effectives for (a) or {b). 
Officers and men aervang 
at coast defence forts are 
counted in navy effective•. 

There are no coast
watchers. 

(a) Coast-guard effectives 
come under tho Ministry 
of the Interior and are 
shown in Table VII -
"Formations or,anised on 
a military basis •. 

{b) Yes. · 

(a) Naval coast-watching 
is principally carried out 
by the lighthouse aervice, 
which is not inc:luded in 
figures given and amounts 
to about 32' men. 

There is no military 
·coast-watching. 

(b) There is no maritime 
coast defence outside that 
given in the particulars. 

None. 

No. 

No. No particular difficulties. 



18. Union of 
Soviet Socialist 
Republics. 

IQ, [ndla. 

zo. France. 

In the information 
furnished to the Conference, 
the budgetary average of 
men ia. active aervice is 
given-in other words, the 
aea 'forces during the 
relevant year have received 
from the Government 
29,039 rations in ~ay and 
food, in confornnty with 
the lists of eflectives and 
existing ac:bedules. 

Actual - i.1., naval 
officen and other ranks 
on the strength of, and 
performing duty witb, the 
naval forces of India. 

A. ural Eff•aivu: 
(ca) For officers of the 

different branches of the 
navy (seagoing and non
sea.going), the legal 
eflectives are those shown 
in the " Loi des Cadres " 
of March 4th, 1929. These 

Included : all men 
receivin~ a money, food 
or cloth1ng ration. 

Not included : 
(a) Men belonging to 

other arms temporarily 
attached to naval units ; 

(b) Reservists whose 
inatructioD&I periods 
have been the object of 

· special allocations. 

(a) (b) For officers and 
professional aailon every 
day in the year is counted 
u a day of presenc~.1., 
no deductions &re made for · 
loa ve or absence 1or other 
reasona. 

,(~). (d) Conscripts, 
1Dlhtiamen or reservists do 
not exist. 

(a) Officers. - Officers 
are always considered 
present if comprised in 
the udres. 

(b) (c) Professional or 
conscript sailon serving 
with the colours. - All 
non-officer personnel 

In the number of men in 
actual naval service are 
included all classes of 
persons entitled to rations 
of money, food and 
clothing in accordance with 
the laws regulating the 
naval forces--i.e., the 
commandants (officers), 
quartermasters (petty 
officers), Bailors of the 
contingent or re-engaged, 
volunteers, pupils of all 
naval schoofs. 

(a) (b) Included : All 
officers (British and Indian) 
and other rank• J?erforming 
naval duty w1th naval 
forces of India. Civilians 
and followers are not 
included. 

(c) Midshipmen doing 
preparatory naval training 
1n the United Kingdom 
during 1929/30 are not 
included. 

There are ao cadet petty 
officers under training. 

d) (e) There are none. 

(a) Officers •• outside the 
cadres " are replaced in 
the cadres and are not 
counted in the efrectives. 

(b) Professional sailors. 
The sta.te of " outside the 

cad~ " does not exist 

The figure of 29,039 
includes men belonging to 
the coast defence but does 
not include the eflectives of 
frontier flotillas, who are 
shown in the chapter 
dealing with the troops of 
the State Political 
Administration. 

(Ill) There arc none. 
(b) Included in strength 

of land forces : 

(11) Semaphore watchen 
should figure in " the sea 
formations organised on .a 
military basis". Thus 1t 
has been shown, for 
information, ill document 
C.44o.M.18].l9]1.lX -
Conf.D.s (page 14), that the 

The only forma~ 
tiona organised on a 
military basis in the 
U.S.S.R. are the 
flotillas of the State 
Political Adminiatra· 
tion (see Table :z, 
document Conf.D. 
72). 

None. 

The total effective. 
of naval ire brigades, 
sa.ilon belonging to 
the port admini•tra.
tiou and military 
8Upervison have been 
shown for informa
tion, a.s nated in 

None. 

None. 

TJu only di(fit;ulty met 
cowurm A..-ticl~ 4· It 
does not ~m possible to 
find precise figures for •• Sea. 
formationa organised on a 
military ba.ais ", until the 
Conference hat considered 
what elemeota, in the 



~·· g..U.. r. o-a'- L 

aumben baYe not yet beeo .erving with the coloun 
att-ioed in their entirety. are ahowa in the •• Liata of 
They will be attained,~ CreW8 "and are considered ' 
according to branchee and .. being present uuleiJII they 
rankl, at different perioda t-ave been di.chaQred. 
between 1932 · and 1938. • (d) lrlilitiamen ! Reaei'-

for ·· the non-officer· per• 
eonnel. 
· · (.:) · Cadet offieera or 
cadet petty-officers. 

The pupils at ec:hooll 
which provide directly for 
the recruitment of officers 
are counted in. 

Tbe Finance Law, voted .. viatl.-The national navy 
each year at the •m• time Jau no militiamen. For 
u tile regular budget, . rescviaU, a day of presence 

_ ahowe in • additioa " th•· . corresponds to an effective 
JDaximom Dumber "- of · ~ay of eervioe. 
officen which . . may -be -The total of these days 
attained · · during · ~be of presence constitutes the 
budgetary year.. . "period of reserve" for 

(b) For the non-officer any single reservist. 
~nne], the legal 
eBectives are laid down 

• · - ··in the . above-mentioned 
Finance Law.1 

B. Brdteto.ry EffeelitJU. 
The budgetary effectives 

are laid down · in the 
Finaoce Law · both for 
oflicer and non-officer 
fC'!!OnDeJ. 
· The budgetary effectives 
of non-officer penonnel are 
the same as the legal 
effeetives.1 

C. Aetwal EOeairJts. 
In principle, the actual 

efiectives are ltrictl y equal 
to the budgetary efiectlves 
and cannot exceed them. 

· · However, as the non
officer personnel varies 
greatly during the year, 
because of ftuctuations in 
voluntary engagements, 
agreement can only be 
realised, for non-officer 
personnel, between · the 
tlvtwage · eOective! of the 
year in question and the 
budgetary effectives laid 
down for the same year. 
In practice, the actual 
efiectives are generally less 
than tbe legal etlectives or 
the budgetary etlectives, 
and the budget includes a 
considerable sum to be 
deducted for numbers not 
reached . 

Pupils at the petty-
. officers' school are not 

counted iD ; they are not 
bound by . a contract of 
service until they leave 
this school. 

(d) Men called ut> with 
the annual cootangent. 
Reservists : these are 
similarly counted in. 

(41) Young men under
going preliminary naval 
training. 

The young men of the 
naval professional schools 
whose contract does not 
come into force until the 
day of their leaving those 
schools are not counted 
in. 

o-u. ... 
. auxiliary co~ uMd for 

police or fatigue dutiee in 
the French arsenala and on 
the couta totala 4·4!9 
men. Thi• Dumber of 
eJiectives comprises tb
.emaphore watchers, tb 
naval fire brigade, aailm 
belonging to the pm 
administrationa, and tb 
military supervison. 

(b) AU coast defenc 
personnel is shown in Tabl 
VI (" Efiectives of the 1e 
armed forces "). 

~ .. · 
the preceding column 
-together with that 
of Hmaphore 
watchers • . . · . . . 

OuiMkla.. ' 
diftereut countne., actuallY 
correspond to the de6aition 
iD the draft , Convention. 

• or.. deolh'el Naowu Ju the,._ r.- do - Include b • ( ) ~ . . .s-tc.-.11.&87- c.I.D.,). • owewr · • 1M m•rvist• .,.h_ otatuo !.la1d down in the lAw lor the Rlauitmenl ot the Amay; [6~ 2,900 youths In tb.o#O/'fn..l u~ool.s wade . . . • • 
• Sallject to tiM -...IPdlcaled Ia BDCe 

1 
above 1J1 • , • rgolnS' prerrulilacy trauung, who •re llbowaln llle budiel (lee T•ble VI 
· • ~ eo_ ... t _.. .. .., cndit& uc p.I'O\'Ided ill. doe IJwlc'et nnly tor mervi.sts to be o8«1iflfly rec.nocl4uriar the bud~tary year. 

1 



;u . Italy. The following meaning 
has been given to the 
·word " Effectives" .: 

Average daily effectives, 
effectively ~resent and 
performing military service 
m the Royal Navy or in 
the aea formations 
organised on a military 
basi a. 

By " Budgetary Effec
tive• ·~. mentioned in the 
note on page 6 of document 
Conf.D.13, ia meant : The 
average daily effectivea 
which may be reached ln 
the classes of petty-officera, 
quartermasters and aailora, ' 
on the basis of the credits 
allocated annually to this 
heading in the Budget 
Law. 

22. Yugoslavia. The fi.gure11 shown are 
•ciUtJI eflectives - i .1., 
eflectives who have, during 
the period in question, 
actually been in service 
in the navy and the naval 
air force. The cadets in 
the navalachool and in all 
the schools for subordinate 
personnel are included. 

The number of the 
theoretical or legal eflec:
tives is fixed by the " Loi 
de. Cadres," but this 
Dumber has Dot yet been 
reached. 

The number of the 
budgetary eflectives is laid 
down in the ordinary 
annual budge~ . 

(a) Effective days of 
presence, included in which 
are short leave periods, 
ordinary leave, travelling 
days. bme sick in hospital, 
periods when available for 
service on the establish
ment ('" disponibilite), 
periods when available off 
the establishment (Ito, 
t:lldns) (naval attach61 
attached to other Ministries 
A.D.C. to H.M. the King 
and to the Royal Princes, 
etc.). 

(b} Effective days of 
presence, included in which 
are short leave periods, 
ordinary leave, travelling 
days, time sick in hospital, 
perioda available for service 
on the establishmeut (IJI 
disfJo•ibiliU). · 

(t:) Effective days of 
presence, included in which 
are short leave periods, 
ordinary leave, periods sick 
in hospital. 

Daya on leave awaiting 
discharge are not included. 

(d) Effective daya of 
presence. 

(a) (b) (t:) Each day 
with no deductions for 
illness, leave, etc. 

(d) For reservists : each 
day's service performed 
during the year. 

(a) Officers detached to 
services other than the 
Ror.al Navy-i.e., missions, 
civ1l service, etc.-are also 
counted in. · 

(b) Those detached to 
various services under 
other Ministries are also 
counted in. 

(,;) Cadet officers at the 
Leghorn Royal Naval 
'Academy are counted in, 
as are also pupils at the 
Pola C.R.E .M. schools 
(specialist sailors). 

(d) Those detached to 
special services are counted 
in. 

(e) Not counted in, 
because no naval prepara
tory traininf un<ler the 
direct contra of the Royal 
Navy exists in Italy at 
present. 

AU officen and assimila
ted ranka, petty officen, 
cadets and conscripts, 
including those in the 
naval air force. 

Category (e) does not 
exist in tbe navy. 

(a) Coast-watchers and 
coast-guards are coonted 
in. 

No special category of 
coast-watchers and coast
guards exists. 

Sailon employed in 
observation duties are 
counted in. 

Category (b) is included 
in the land army eflectives. 

Yes, actually the 
following are counted 
in : Efiectives of 
the " Guardia di 
Finan%& " employed 
on coastal super
Vllllon ; eflectJves 
in the port adminis
trations and port 
inspectorates. 

There are no 
formations organised 
on a military basis. 

Articles 2 and 3 : no 
difficulty. 

Article 4 : the format ion• 
organised on a military 
basis mentioned in Answer 
' should not, by a atrict 
mterpretation of Article 4 
of the draft Convention, btt 

· counted in, aeeing that a 
number of measurea of 
mobilisation are neceua.ry 
to put them into a 1tate 
to serve for war purposes. 

They have been ahown. 
so as to give the greatest 
detail. 

No particular difficulty. 

L 


