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This volume contains the Minutes of the Naval Commission, which was in session from

Feb th to July zoth, 1932. o
) r"l{;l;yNZZval Co.rInm);SSion wa.gs 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 before it : J

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

““(2) Requests the General Commission to proceed to a preliminary 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, such
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. CoLBAN (Norway), succeeded by M. E. MORESCO (Netherlands) ;

Vice-Presidents: M. M. DuPrE (Canada); Tevrik Bey (Turkey), succeeded by Cemal
HosnG Bey (Turkey) ; :

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

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

! Part V of the Rules of Procedure reads as follow;rs :

V. COMMISSIONS.

1. The Conference shall have the right, according to the exigenci i
' t ies of th.
:ngeli::::n::ge ‘:f wlc;rk, tptsezit ];lp cé)mmxssu’ms on which al] delegations mayebgu:égizge;?egagg
ate, ay be assiste advisers, experts and i i
up consisting of delegates of a limi)tred number of countries?ecretanes. Committees may also be set

and s.hz;.'l . Each Commission shall appoint its Chairman and its Vice-

t the appropriate time, appoint cne or more Ra.pporteul'(s::m"’man or its Vice-Chairmen

3. The Commissions may themselves set up sub-commissions.”
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FIRST MEETING

Held on Saturday, February 27th, 1932, at 11 a.m.

The Right Honourable A. HENDERSON in the chair.

1. ELECTION OF THE PRESIDENT OF THE COMMISSION.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Naval Commission had met, in pursuance of the decision
taken 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
Rapporteurs. The Commission would therefore be invited to elect first a President by secret
ballot in conformity with the Rules of Procedure, Article 13, unless it decided otherwise.
One or more Vice-Presidents and Rapporteurs would then be appeinted in the same way.

M. DbE 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

Rapportl()surs should be postponed until it was known who the members of the Commission
were to be.

Agreed.

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

SECOND MEETING

Held on Wednesday, March oth, 1932, at 4 p.m.

President: M. COLBAN,

2. ELEcTION OF VICE-PRESIDENTS AND RAPPORTEUR.

M. Dupré (Canada) and Tevrik Bey (Turkey) were elected Vice-Presidents, and
M. WEsSTMAN (Sweden) was elected Rapporteur, by acclamation.

3. — EXAMINATION OF THE LIST OF QUESTIONS REFERRED BY THE GENERAL COMMISSION
T0 THE NAVAL CoMmMIssioN (document Conf. D. 103).

The PRESIDENT read the iollowing‘decision reached by the General Commission with
regard to the organisation of the work (document Conf. D.101, No. 4).

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

4¢ 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.103., pages. 4 and 5) was rather long, but
they might be divided into three groups :

1. Questions such as Nos. 10, II, I2, I3, I4, 16, 17, 24 and 25, which the Naval .
Commission could examine immediately.

. A ards other questions, particularly that of personnel, the Naval Commission
woulczi be tilggly wasting (ilts time if it were to begin to study them before it knew 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,_ etc.,
certain decisions of principle would have first of all to be taken by the General Commission

or the Political Commission.

Mr. SwansoN (United States of America) said that, in examining the list of questions, he
had also noted that the Naval Commission would not be able to consider certain questions
usefully until it knew what decisions had been taken in connection therewith by the Land
and Air Commissions. For instance, the decisions with regard to aircraft carriers would depend
on those reached by the Air Commission with regard to aircraft. Other questions, as the
President had rightly pointed out, could not be considered by the Naval Commission until
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 Pounp (United Kingdom) communicated to the Commission a message from
Sir Bolton Eyres Monsell, 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 10,000 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. pE 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 thelist 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
views 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

o 1mportant a question, the Bureau should consult all delegations which showed that they

were particularly interested in the question. The Bureau was prepared to carry out the task

gelﬁne%by the United States delegate with the assistance of the representatives of the aforesaid
clegations.

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 the desirability
of defining 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 PRESIDENT noted that the Burcau had been instructed to submit a report with
explanations, classifying the questions submitted to the Naval Commission into three groups
and defining the order of priority of those questions. The Bureau would get into touch semi-
oﬁicia.llydwith the various delegations, in order that its 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. pE AGUERO Y BETHANCOURT (Cuba) emphasised the importance of Sir Thomas Wilford's

remgrk, 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, 1932, at 10.30 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 HusN© 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 DRAF_T AGENDA
(documents Conf. D./C.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. ) ] o

The Bureau had also agreed with the Argentine proposal that the question of limiting
capital ships to 10,000 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 examined 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 Bene$ report should be
adhered to. It might be asked why the definition of v_essels 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 unless absolutely necessary. Secondly, it would
be useful to discuss a number of technical questions before coming to the question qf definitions.
If, however, the Commission encountered any insuperable difficulty in technical matters,
the discussion could be stopped and the question of definitions might be taken up.
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al Commission would be sitting in the afternoon and might possibly'be in a
't‘il;l::e tﬁe;:ﬁ{’e certain questions of principle in the order set out in M. Bened’ report.

(E,g;lsequently. the Naval Commission itself might have a clearer vision of certain points in
a few days’ time.

 OUINTANA (Argentine) said that the question of definitions was a matter of capital
impolgtar?ce to the A(rgeﬁtine delegation. That was why he had asked that it might be discussed
first. He admitted, however, that the discussion would probabl_y be b_oth long anq comphca.ted.
Consequently, the Argentine delegation would agree to the discussion of technical questions
first, but reserved the right to raise the point of “ definitions ’ wherever necessary. It would
seem that some questions could hardly be discussed without discussing definitions, 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 I7 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 armament 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 Pounp (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 meaning that they covered all possible ways of acquiring ships. Sure.ly
therefore, no alteration was necessary. '

Mr. Swanson (United States of America) concurred with the views of the United Kingdom
delegate, The'Umted States were not in favour of modifying the wording of the Washington or
London Treaties unless it was absolutely necessary. As the German delegation had suggested
the Commission could always reconsider this point at the second reading. Any discussion at
present must necessarily be long and complicated. The point should therefore be reserved.
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Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) also agreed that the original text of the draft
Convention should be maintained. The German proposal could be held in reserve to be
utilised if the General Commission decided to abolish certain classes of ships.

Admiral AcTox (Italy) agreed that the wording of Article 17, which was the wording
used in the Washington and London Treaties, should not be altered at present.

_ Captain FERRAZ E CAsTRO (Brazil) thought that the wording should be maintained,
as it applied 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,
unless there were some absolutely imperative reason for change, France spoke in this matter as .
a signatory to the Washington 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 noted that most delegations were in favour of maintaining the present
text. If, later, a decision were reached to abolish certain categories of ships, the Commission
would have 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. VeEntzOFF (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 in foreign yards.

8. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA : ARTICLE 18 AND ANNEX IV To CHAPTER B oF PART Il 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 :

‘““ (@) 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. CHOUMENKOVITCH (Yugoslavia) agreed with the Spanish delegate. There was also
another point—the historical clause. It must be remembered that certain countries had as
yet practically no navy. If only replacements were allowed, these countries could not build
any ships, for, having no vessels, they would have nothing to replace. That, however, was the
point of the Soviet proposal. If it were decided not to enter into the substance of the question,
the Naval Commission could not take up this proposal, which raised a question of principle.

Admiral AcTon (Italy) suggested that the text of Article 18 might be left as it stood, and
the discussion regard(ing y&)nnexglv might be postponed until the question of definitions had

been disposed of.
Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) thought that the two questions—Article 18 and

IV—might be kept apart. The Commission might discuss Article 18 in its general
g:alg::gs. He aégreed withlt)he IF;alian delegation that the text of Article 18 should be maintained.

L %

Al
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i1 FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) agreed with the .Itzilian delegation. He thought
the S(C,f,‘.ffl pl:oposa.l tended to carry(]zhe discussion from a special to a general problem. Countries
which had not yet completed their problem of naval construction would be fl}aced at a great
disadvantage if it were decided that countries might only replace what they already possessed.

SIDENT sugeested that the Commission should not enter into fundgmeptals.
For '{1111: ;iient, it ha%g 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
wording of Article 18 and reserve its opinion regarding Annex IV. If it formally adopted
Article 18, it would also be formally adopting Arnex IV, since the two matters were bound up
together. It would be possible, however, to discuss Annex IV in general.terms, leaving each
delegation free to maintain its own opinion. Each country would be entitled to put forward
its claims on another occasion. Such an occasion would arise when Part II was examined.
Moreover, there were various provisions relating to transitional measures. Consequently,
the rights of all countries would be safeguarded. The only question which arose was, if this
clause were adopted, at what age should vessels be scrapped ? E ]

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 Pounp (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 18 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 18 until a decision had been
reached on the subject of definitions, it must also await the General Commission’s decision
on Articles 14, 15 and 16 of the draft Convention, which had been referred back to it by the
Naval Commission. He pointed out that the French delegation was only too anxious to

expedite the Commission’s work, but understood that the rights of the various delegations
were fully reserved.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) considered that Article 18 presented two different
questions. The first, a question of principle regarding the replacement of vessels which had
reached the age-limit—a question which the Naval Commission could there and then accept
or reject ; the second, as to the rules by which this age-limit should be fixed. Where the second

question 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
11:{32;10?vto the Naval Commission’s immediately beginning to examine Article 18 and
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His only objection was to the draft amendment submitted by the Soviet delegation,
the result of which would be to fix the armaments of the various countries definitively at their

present level. In any case it was a question of princi le, which lay within the competence
of the General Commission. P P Y P

. The PRESIDENT thought that the Soviet draft amendment raised a question of principle
}Vhlch lay outside the scope of Annex IV. If, however, the amendment were accepted,
it would necessarily produce certain effects on the Annex.

_He proposed that the Naval Commission should examine Article 18 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 18
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 Soviet delegation’s view, the question was now one of disarmament, and
the texts of the Washington and London Treaties were therefore inadequate. The Soviet
delegation would press for a substantial reduction of tonnage, and in these circumstances the
'c‘onstrlqct_i:)n 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 18 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 18 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 Pounp (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 signatories after hostilities had commenced. .

In drawing up provisions, account should be taken of human nature. The provisions
of Article 20 would expose a country fighting for its very existence 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 that the delegations would
wish to have time to examine it. He would repeat, however, that it was not very desirable
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. o oL

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 out that the Preparatory Commission itself, which had taken
the same line as that followed in various proposals pending before the Conference, introduced
into the Convention a whole series of rules to be observed in case of war, particularly as
regarded chemical warfare, the manufacture of certain arms and even the training 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 agree with the delegate of Great
Britain. Article 2o was a very important clause. It was essential to avoid, as far as possible, all
grounds for suspicion between the various countries. If Article 20 were to be omitted, all
certainty regarding the proportion established between the arms of the various countries
would disappear. There might be surprises; certain countries might suddenly be found to
be much stronger in war-time than they had been prior to the outbreak of hostilities. United
States opinion regarded this clause as indispensable and the United States delegation was

opposed to its omission.

M. SawaDa (Japan) shared the United States delegate’s views. The provision of Article 20
was one of the most important which the Preparatory Commission had adopted. To omit
this clause would be to shake the very basis of the Convention. i .

Consequently, the Japanese delegation was opposed to the omission of Article 2o.

M. Charles DumMoNnT (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
élite of such countries, in conjunction with the élite 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. v

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

Ariicle 20 of the draft Convention was adopted without modification.

10. ITEM 4 OF THE AGENDA : ARTICLE 21 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.
Article 21,

‘“ 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.”.

'l_‘he 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 HutoNeN (Finland) said that if, as he supposed, the whole Commission interpreted
Article 21 as not in any way restricting the possible joint action provided for in the Covenant,
it would be sufficient if this point were definitely stated in the Minutes. Otherwise, if Article 21
were likely to weaken the scope of the Covenant, the question would be one of principle which
would have to be decided by the General Commission. \

The PRESIDENT thought that no misunderstanding could be possible. Th i
“ i " : . . ee
Foreign Power " could obviously not include the League of Natior?s itself. xpression

Article 21 was adopted without modification.
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FOURTH MEETING.

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

President : M. COLBAN.

11. ITEM 8 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX III T0 CHAPTER B OF PART IT 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.

“(f) = Vessels of war, not aircraft
carriers, whose displacement exceeds
10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard
displacement, or which carry a gun with
a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 mm.),

r

* (#1) For Parties who do not possess any

capital ship exceeding 8,000 tons (8,128 metric
tons) standard displacement :

** Vessels of war not exceeding 8,000 tons
(8,128 metric tons) standard displacement
and the calibre of whose guns exceeds

8 inches (203 mm.).
‘““(b) Aircraft-carriers.

** Surface vessels of war, whatewer 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) Crussers.

** Surface vessels of war, other than
capital ships or aircraft carriers, the
standard displacement of which exceeds
1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) or with
a gun above 5.1 inches (130 mm.)
calibre.

“ The cruiser category is divided into
two sub-categories as follows :

“ (f) Cruisers carrying a gun above

6.1 inchesC(Iss mm.) calibre. '

(a8 ruisers not carrying a gun g
abov(e )6.1' inches (155 mml:;y:ahbre.gu ()

*“(d) Destroyers.

** Surface vessels of war, the standard
displacement of which does not exceed
1,850 tons (1,880 metric tons) and with
a gun not above 5.I inches (130 mm.)
calibre.

“(cd) Light Surface Vessels.

* Surface vessels of war, other than aircraft
carriers, the standard displacement of which
does not exceed 10,000 tons (10,160 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 :

Vessels carrying a gun above
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre.

‘ (14) Vessels not carrying a gun above
6.1 inches (155 mm.) calibre.

‘ Standard Displacement.

‘1. 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, m;scellaneous
stores and implements of every description that are intended to be carried in war, but
without fuel or reserve feed-water on board.

2, The standard displacement of a submarine is the surface displacement of
the vessel complete (exclusive of the water in non-watertight structure), fully manned,
engined and equipped ready for sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment,
outfit provisions for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that
are intended to be carried in war, but without fuel, lubricating oil, fresh water or ballast
water of any kind on board.
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‘3. Each naval combatant vessel shall be rated at its displacement tonnage when

in the standard condition. . ) ,
“ The word * tons ’, except in the expression ‘ metric tons’, shall be understood to

be the ton of 2,240 pounds (1,016 kilos).”

The PRESIDENT announced that the Bureau, having consulted the various delegations,
had considered it desirable to proceed forthwith to discuss definitions—Item 8 on the Agenda,

i.e. Annex III to Chapter B of Part II of the Draft Convention. )
In this connection, the Soviet delegation’s proposals were contained in document Conf.

D.87. There was also an amendment proposed by the German delegation, 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.

“(¢) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds 6,000 tons
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement or which carry a gun with a calibre
exceeding 5.9 inches (150 mm.) : X

‘“(#5) For Parties who do not possess any capital ship exceeding 6,000 tons
(6,096 metric tons) standard displacement :

** Vessels of war not exceeding 6,000 tons (6,096 metric tons) standard
displacement and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 5.9 inches (150 mm.).

“(b) Aircraft-carriers. ' -

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

“y C ruisers.

** Surface vessels of war, other than capital ships or aircraft carriers, the standard
displacement of which exceeds 8oo tons (813 metric tons) or with a gun above 4.1
inches (105 mm.). :

*(d) Destroyers.

** Surface vessels of war, the standard displacement of which does not exceed 800 °
tons (813 metric tons) and with a gun not above 4.1 inches (105 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 () to (d).
Such special vessels shall be fixed nominally by the Conference for each of the High
Contracting Parties.” ' .

Further, the United Kingdom delegation proposed the replacement of paragraph (4) by
the following : , ‘

“(a) Capital Ships.

“(x) Vessels of war, not aircraft carriers, whose displacement exceeds 10,000 tons

(10,160 metric tons) standard displacement, or which carry a gun with a calibre exceeding
8 inches (203 mm.). .

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

“(7) Capital ships whose standard displacement exceeds 8,000 tons.
*“ (i) Capital ships whose standard displacement is 8,000 tons or below.”

classgsh? Spanish delegation proposed the addition of the following after the definitions of the.

“ NOTE. — The above definitions of the various classes of vessels apply to units
actually in service. They are consequently of a purely provisional character, and will
have to be revised and, if necessary, amended, if the General Commission should approve

of qualitative limitati ifferi i i :
o ga ' e; 2 ive limitations differing from those laid down in the Washington and London



The Argentine delegation proposed th it
paragraph (5 o Caers hos IE‘_);: e addition of a note, as follows, at the end of

“ NOTE. — Vessels completed before Januar i i
T y 1st, 1910, which do not displ
than 8,000 tons (8,128 metric tons), even if they mount guns exceeding 8 inchels l()zzgenl:ln?.r)?'

will be considered temporarily as being i isers—
only be replaced v fooo grg bk ng in category (¢) Cruisers—sub-category s, and may

Lastly, the Hungarian delegation, considerin

) le ) © g that the naval strength of a Power does

21(1)& ct'l;lap:r;g solely on sea-floating material, but also on the floating matgerial of river forces,

and t a dose river forces may be of great importance, especially for countries having no sea-
asts, and suggesting that these restrictions be applicable only to States which have no

oversea colonial interests, proposes the addition of a new definition, namely :

“{€) River Gunboats, Monitors, Scouting Lawunches.

*“ Surface vessels of war, specially built for river work, whose standard di
, : , isplacement
does not exceed 250 tons and the calibre of whose guns does not exceed 3.1 inches %80 mm.)"

Since the German proposal, containing as it did numerous references to figur
\s » LU es, went
farther than the British proposal (which amounted to little more than a re-draft), lgxe proposed
that the German amendment should be discussed first.

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

- M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) asked whether it would not be preferable, before
examining the amendments, to have a short general discussion on the whole matter.

The PRESIDENT replied that the Bureau had no objectidn 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. vox 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 conformit
- 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 limited to craft of 200 tons. In the London Treaty, the maximum
limit of exempt ships was 600 tons. Obviously, the authors of the London Treaty considered
that ships under 600 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
600 tons.

Again, though Germany was prohibited under the Treaty of Versailles from possessing
aircraft, the German delegation had asked for a definition of aircraft carriers, seeing that the
definition itself would not preclude the General Commission from deciding on their abolition.



There was no definition of submarines in the draft Convention. In the light of what was
being discussed in the Air Commission, he wondered whether a definition of submarines should
not be added to Annex III. Finally, he proposed that the subject-matter of Annexes II and
III should be reversed—i.e., Annex II should deal with * definitions * and Annex III with

‘“ special vessels "'. .

N

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Soviet delegation
had made proposals concerning the whole range of c.lef'lmtlons. This question _of principle was
perhaps the most important on the Naval Commission’s agepda. The main aim of these
definitions was to achieve a real and substantial reduction of navies. In recent years, the number
of vessels in each category had increased, but the most irqportant fact during_this period had
been qualitative development. Qualitative indexes were directly connected with the problem
of definitions. For instance, the main tendency of recent years in 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 ** Curagao "’ 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.87), it had put forward the following
proposals which it maintained :

(1) To refrain from building war vessels over 10,000 tons. Not to mount anything
greater than 12-in. guns.

(2) To define as a capital ship every warship of 7,000 tons or more mounting
8-in. or greater calibre guns. -

(3) To define as a cruiser every surface warship of over 1,200 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 600 tons.

The $oviet delegqtion did not propose any definition for aircraft-carriers, which, being
of an entirely aggressive nature, ought to be abolished unconditionally.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT (Spain). thought that the German and Soviet proposals, though
they contained many interesting points, ought not to be discussed immediately. The Commis-
sion should confine its attention to the matter of correct and adequate definitions. In drawing
up the Washington Treaty, great difficulty had been experienced whenever an attempt had
been made to provide qualitative definitions. Finally, resort had been had to purely
conventional definitions, which led to the anomaly that a ship of 10,000 tons might be a cruiser,
while a ship of 10,100 tons might be a capital ship. In the present case again, the definitions
were conventional and all depended on tonnage. It should therefore be agreed that the present
definitions were quite provisional, and would have to be revised after the General Commission
had reached a decision on qualitative characteristics.

. Vice-Admiral Pounp (United Kingdom) said that, although the Soviet delegate’s
qurmatu_)n concerning naval increases might be correct in general, the naval budget in the
United Kingdom had been steadily decreasing each year.

Wlth_ regard to definitions, he had understood that the Commij
the wording of the clauses, and that there would be no discussio
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Certain delegations had put forward proposals which had not yet been circulated. These
proposals were doubtless of great importance to the delegations which had submitted them,
but he thought their discussion 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 Simeon, 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 Treaties were arrived at after prolonged negotiations and represented, in fact, the
only measure of international 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. Bene$’ 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 Maron1 (Italy) said that, subject to the action that would be taken on the
proposals made by M. Grandi at the plenary meeting on February roth with regard
to qualitative limitation, the Italian delegation saw no reason why the discussion of Annex
ITI should 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 the figures, it could not do so until it was aware
of the decisions taken by the General Commission. For instance, certain subdivisions in 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 () 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 they attached a wider interpretation
to it. That being so, it might perhaps be preferable not to discuss the amendment at present.
The Commission might adopt the whole of Annex III, and come back to the United Kingdom

amendment after the General Commission had communicated its decisions.

Vice-Admiral Pouxp (United Kingdom) stated that the amendment proposed by the Britigp
delegation was indeed merely a matter of drafting. The suggestion was that paragraph (i)
of Section (a) should be omitted. The paragraph was unnecessary, in that the ships it defined
were, owing to the fact that their guns exceeded 8 inches (203 mm.), covered by the definition
given in paragraph (i). Moreover, Table II annexed to Chapter B of Part II of the draft
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i e Preparatory Commission had desired to divide the category
gfo gﬁﬁte;h;:?gtg l:.:vto tsltllb-caf:é)gories.yTl.m.t was why the British delegation proposed to
mention this division in the definition of capital ships. .

If, however, certain delegations thought that the British amendment tended to
introduce changes other than mere drafting changes, the British delegation would agree that
its amendment should be examined later. :

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission agreed to adopt Annex III as a very valuable
ide i her conduct of its work. :

.gmdsitm mti}glgtf,ulrltowever, be desirable perhaps to examine thg last part .of Annex III concerning
standard displacement. At the end of paragraph (¢) of this Section, it was sa}}d 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
(document Conf. D.87), it was specified that standard displacement should be calculated
“ including fuel and reserve feed-water for engines 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 importance, because
the main question was to determine the outside tonnage for each category of ships ; ifit were
decided to include fuel and reserve feed-water in this tonnage, it would be sufficient to
increase the figures accordingly. i ) )

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 {4) 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
modern 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 -
desired to supply an omission by proposing that a number of units of river navies should be
defined. This question was 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 1V T0 CHAPTER B OF PART 11 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

“Annex IV.

‘“ RULES FOR REPLACEMENT.

“1. 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! years, subject to special provision as may be necessary
for the replacement of existing ships.

! Under the London Treaty, certain Powers agreed not to exercise their rights to 1
) g , : ay do he
%_f r::?;tal ship replacement tonnage during the years 1931 to 1936 inclusive, as pglv-ovided iﬁ thewvt\llat.shingzl:



*(8) 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
10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement :

:: (t) If lai_d down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years ;
() If laid down after December 31st, 1919, 20 years.

. . (d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard
displacement :

“{()) If laid down before January 1st, 1921, 12 years;
“(#) If laid down after December 31st, 1920, 16 years.

“{¢) Submarines: 13 years.
"*3. The keels of replacement tonnage shall not be laid down more than three years
before the year in which the vessel to be replaced becomes ‘ over-age ' : but this period
is reduced to two years in the case of any replacement surface vessel not exceeding 3,000
tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement.

“ The right of replacement is not lost by delay in laying down replacement tonnage.

X}

) 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 III, 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 1 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 :

(r) 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-agé ’ 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 (), (), (c), (d) and (¢} by the following :

‘““ (a) Vessels exceeding 10,000 tons displacement : 24 years.

““ (b) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding 10,000 tons
standard displacement : 20 years. ]

““(c) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons standard displacement :

16 years.
““(d) Submarines : 14 years.”

(s) A Hungarian proposal to add to paragraph 2 the following :
*“ River gunboats, monitors, scouting launches : 25 years.”

M. VextzOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) thought that the Commission could
not discuss the age-limit for the various categories of ships before it had ascertained the exact
definition of these ships. Accordingly, he asked that age-limits _should not be discussed. As,
however, he did not desire to hold up the work of the Commission, he requested the Bureau
to be good 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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RHEINBABEN (Germany) explained that the German delegation, having proposed
the :{)'oﬁgiﬁn of aircraft-c(arriers aﬁl s&)bmarines, was logically p_recluded from referring to
these categories of ships in its.amendment. The draft Convention proposed for destroyers
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 launching and the figure adopted was fifteen years.
The German delegation was all in favour of introducing stricter rules in a general convention

such as the one now under discussion.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) was of opinion that the Soviet 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 until the General Commission had taken a decision
regarding definitions. What was the opinion 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 10,000 tons, for
instance, it might suggest an age-limit even if these ships were later on abolished. Certain
steps could be proposed with regard to these vessels, which, for the present at least, were still,
in 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
German delegates. The age-limits of ships was pre-eminently a question for the Naval
Commission to decide—-in fact, that Commission was the only one qualified to decide -
it. If the experts of the Naval Commission were unable to define the period at the
end of which a ship of a given type might be regarded as ‘‘ over-age ”’, then who could ?
If the Naval Commission were unable to answer a question like that, then what other question
could it 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 would
be good enough to withdraw his proposal. : :

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) argued that the question of age-limits
was intimately 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 MoNTAGUT (Spain) observed that the Spanish proposal had been drafted
So as not to prejudge any decisions which might be taken concerning definitions :
the figures it proposed depended solely on tonnage. This proposal would raise the
age-limit of the various types of vessels, thus tending to decrease the aggressive
potentialities of navies. All delegates were aware that, after twenty years of existence,
a warship of 10,000 tons was still in perfectly good condition and would only be
replaced in order to obtain a more modern vessel of greater fighting capacity.

M. SAwADA (Japan) said that discussion had now reached a point at which the Japanese
delegation thought it opportune to submit the following proposals :

(1

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

‘' (a) Capital ships : those exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons), 26
years ; those not exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons), 20 years; subject to
special provisions as may be necessary for the replacement of existing ships.

“(b) Aircraft-carriers : those exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
26 years; those not exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons), 20 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 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
this period is extended to four years.”

FIFTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, March 17th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m.

4

. President : M. COLBAN.

13. COMMUNICATION FROM THE TURKISH GOVERNMENT REGARDING THE ELECTION OF
Husnt 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 bim 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 qgestion of effectives until the Land Commission had reached a decision
i d to land effectives.
Wlth’I!.lflsgal&:ornmission’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 writing as well
explanations from certain delegations. .
= vl?.;.ba&’esfgan 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, Gerr_nan, I-tahan, _]apgn_ese, l:Imte_d
States and Soviet delegations—and any other delegations which desired to participate in tl*_ns
study. The Bureau might prepare, with the representatives of these.delegatlons, a questionnaire
conce;-ning the interpretation of the term * effectives ™. Tl;at 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 2,
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15. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA | ANNEX 1V 10 CHAPTER B oF PART 11 OF THE DRAFT
CoNVENTION. (Continuation of the discussion.)

IDENT pointed out that the Commission had begun to examine paragraph 2
of Aiggxp?\E’? and tlﬁxotl various amendments had been tabled. The amendment furthest
from the original text was that submitted by the Spanish delegation,

ice- i TAGUT (Spain) explained that, in drafting its new rules for replacement,
the S\;f;iﬁxdc?;i;?a?i?nzqhad bor(ng in r)nimli) that the General Commission’s decisions with regard
to limitation of the tonnage of various categories of vessels were not yet known. For that
reason it had not designated by name the categories for which it proposed age-limits. It had
used the division generally adopted—that of the draft Convention—namely :

(1) Vessels exceeding 10,000 tons;
(2) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not exceeding 10,000 tons ;

(3) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons; -
(4) Submarines. :

For vessels exceeding 10,000 tons standard displacement, the Spanish delegation
proposed that the age-limit should be 24 years. - There seemed to 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
n}tlaver 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.

With regard to age-limits, the figures adogted in the Treaty of London were : 20 yéars
for ships of over 3,000 tons ; 16 years for ships of under 3,000 tons ; and 13 years for submarines,

_ The Commjssion now had before it proposals to increase these age-limits. For capital
ships the Spanish delegation proposed 24 years, the British delegation 26 years, and the
Japanese delegation 26 years for vessels of over 20,000 tons. France woul 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



at the present time to disregard such an important possibility. Moreover, Great Britain,
Japan and the United States of America 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
or the conditions under which certain cruisers were built in war-time. The rules adopted
in the draft Convention for the replacement of surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons but not
exceeding 10,000 tons standard displacement (age-limit 16 years for ships laid down before
January 1st, 1920, and 20 years for those laid down after December 31st, 1919) were the result
of very minute enquiries in which all the factors had been taken into account. He did not
think that these rules should be altered except for very weighty reasons.

_F_inally, with regard to submarines, France had, under the Washington Treaty, been allotted
~ a minimum number of these_ vessels, taking her requirements into account. France had to
maintain a sort of pontoon bridge between the home countryand her North African possessions.

The French delegation would nevertheless make every efort 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
ec.czﬁorpiﬁs 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 Maron1 (Italy) said that the Italian delegation, actuated by the same sentiments
as those expressed by the French delegate, agreed with the proposal to raise to 25 years the
age-limit for the replacement of capital ships. It also agreed that the 13 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 Pre aratory
Commission, the Soviet delegation had already spoken in favour of raising the age-limits of
the various types of ships beyond the figures laid down in the draft Convention. He once
more urged the raising of these age-limits for the following reasons :

Firstly, the problem of the age-limits of ships was directly connected with the technical
progress achieved in naval construction. Experience proved that this progress had been
so great that the rules regarding the life of vessels laid down before the world war, which
were very near those indicated in the draft Convention, could be increased without affecting
fighting potentiality. ; .

Secondly, rapid progress had been achieved during the last ten years in what might be
called the modernisation of old ships. It was technically possible now, by modernising
ships, not only to maintain, but to increase their power as fighting units. .

Thirdly, the raising of the age-limit would naturally bring about a decrease in expenditure,
since expenditure depended directly on the rate at which vessels were replaced.

For all these reasons, the Soviet delegation supported the British proposal that the age-
limit for capital ships should be 26 years. He felt bound to point out, however, that the Soviet
delegation still interpreted the term * capital ships "’ as meaning ships exceeding 7,000 tons
standard displacement. '

In the case of surface vessels not exceeding 7,000 tons, the second draft Convention
of the Soviet delegation proposed an age-limit of zo years.

Though it maintained this proposal, the Soviet delegation would agree, if necessary,
to an exception being allowed with regard to torpedo-boat destroyers and torpedo-boats
(of less than 1,200 tons), which, by reason of the great difference in tonnage, could be accorded
an age-limit of 16 years. . - .

With regard to submarines, the Soviet'delegapon saw no adequat'e techmcal_rea§ons
for reducing the age-limit to the extent i.ndlcated in the draft Convention. It maintained
its proposal to fix the age-limit for submarines at 15 years.
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The PRESIDENT considered that the discussion had shown that the Naval Commission
could not take a decision in the course of the present session. It was not sufficient that it
should merely choose between the solution offered by the draft Convention and that proposed
by the Japanese delegation, but it must pursue the discussion in the same spmt—that was to
say, each delegation must express its views clearly and frankly.

When work was resume ! t 4
received fresh instructions, conversations might take place between the delegates, and it

would perhaps prove easy then to arrive at a general agreement.

M. Sawapa (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. o

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 PouNp (United Kingdom) ;:)bserved 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
modern fleets could serve for 26 years.

Further, it was considered that a capital ship required a complete refit every 8 or g
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, 1g19. Finally, the United Kingdom delegation proposed that
the age-limit should be fixed at 16 years in the case of surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 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 10,000 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 20,000 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.

d after the Easter recess, the delegations would perhaps have
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The British delegate had rightly said that, after three successive refits, the upkeep of an
old ship became an uneconomic proposal and it was better to build a new one.

It should 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 ships were inspected at regular intervals and, if found to be unseaworthy,
were not allowed to sail from port. That was done to protect passengers who might be tempted,
by low rates, to travel in unseaworthy vessels. In the Navy, men were ordercd to their ships—it
might be to a submarine or torpedo-boat which had been subjected to great strain—and they
had no choice. 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 States delegation, which had a perfectly open mind on the question, did not think
that any ship should be retained beyond the limit of her usefulness.” Surely all delegations
W(;re 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 delegate’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 thereby extended.
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
inevitable. '

-

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 during the recess and send in definite reasoned proposals to
the Bureau before the next session. Though this proposal had been made only in 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 naval
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, the Conference’s work had run parallel to that of the Pr'eparatory
Commission—namely, it had been dealing only with 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./C.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./C.G.26 (1)), the Conference is of opinion that
the range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the competent special
commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically

offensive. or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to
civilians.” - :

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 internationalisation 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.102). 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 Pouxp (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.

In the first place, the meaning of ** those weapons whose character is the most specifically
offensive or those most efficacious against national 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, asthe units
of a fleet usually operated in groups, it would be difficult to distinguish between offensive and
defensive arms.

It would seem, als.o, that the General Commission’s resolution was based, infer alia, on
the statement that scientific developments had recently led to the appearance 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.

(1) With regard to capital ships, the discussion could be approached either from the
theoretical aspect or in the light of events which had actually occurred. There was an English
proverb which said that an ounce of practice was worth a ton of theory. Vice-Admiral Pound
would consider the question purely from the practical aspect.

Undoubtedly, large capital ships were particularly well equipped to check the offensive
operations of the enemy. During the world war it 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 ofiensive 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 Powertoinvade a territory depended,
not on whether it possessed a particular type of vessel, but solely on its general naval superiority.
For example, in tge 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 occdsions, 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.

(2) 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 aircrait-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 manceuvres 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, frpm
the point of view from which it was now being discussed, would not be altered by any reduction
in their size, Suggestions for the reduction in size of various classes of 'vessels had, hqwever,
been made by the Japanese delegation—in particular, in the case of capital ships and aircraft-
carriers, and there might be good reasons for such red_uctloqs. The United Kingdom 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 submarines, there had been a good deal of discussion as to whether
they were offensive or defensive weapons. Without entering into 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. _ o

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.
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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 the Treaty sighed
at Washington on the subject of submarines. In the Washington Treaty, the signatory Powers
had recognised the practical impossibility of using submarines as commerce-destroyers without
violating the requirements universally accepted by civilised nations 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 internatonal law 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 warship was specifically offensive. With regard to the safety of civilians,
submarines should be classified as a weapon which was peculiarly threatening to them.

Captain MARoONI (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 10,000 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. : 7

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 extfemely mobile floating stations for bombing
aircraft. Indeed, if reconnaissance aircraft and fighters could be embarked on board ordinary
vessels, even of small tonnage, without difficulty, bombing aircraft could be transported
only on aircraft-carriers. The extreme mobility and the great range of action of these vessels -
increased 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 Ital_ian delegation therefore considered that aircraft-carriers were clearly aggressive
and destructive.

In conclusion, Captain Maroni reiterated what M. Grandi had 'a.lready said in the
?eneral Commlssnor_n-:-namely, that the Italian delegation was prepared to consider a scheme
or the gradual abolition of the classes of vessel in question, and that, inits view, an undertaking

to destroy them might, in certain b ival i i .
replace them, g in cases, be equivalent in practice to an undertaking not to
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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 :

“(1) Whose character is the most spéciﬁcally offensive ;
*(2) Which are most efficacious against national defence ;
*(3) Which are most threatening to civilians;

“ The Naval Commission has decided to designate the following weapons as
corresponding to the above definitions :

“(a) Capital ships whose standard displacment is over 10,000 tons and which
carry a gun of a calibre over 280 mm. (11 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 gad been said in this connection
was not sufficient. B

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 Treaty 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.

(1) 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-carricrs, 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 spectally efficacious arm against countries which did not themselves posscss
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. M. von Rheinbaben thought that those who upheld
the submarine did so, not because they considered it a defensive weapon, but because it enab_led

- 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
ochemical and bacteriological methods of warfare.

{(5) F'Q‘ally. the German delegation had proposed, during the general discussion, that
certain fortiesses which commanded communications between two open seas should be
abolished. Thix-request was based on the special restrictions imposed on Germany under
Article 195 of the\'}_‘ reaty of Versailles. _ ] '

Although the Uerman delegation considered that this question was connected with the
second criterion laid down in the General Commission’s resolution, M. von Rheinbaben, in
conformity with the P&gsident's suggestions, would not at present deal with it.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT ¥ MIRré (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 objects of these proposals were as follows ¢

(@) To abolish capital ships over a given tonnage and tolimit thecalibre of theirguns;
() To abolish aircraft-carriers ; _ _ .

{¢) To abolish submarines; .

(d) To lay down rules respecting the use of mines ;

{¢) To prohibit chemical and bacteriological warfare ;

(A To abolish fortifications controlling certain straits.

A number of conclusions could already be drawn from the discussion. L

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 abolition of all military
aviation, it would seem useless to discuss for the moment the question of aircraft-carriers.

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

(1) Capital ships of over 10,000 tons, for example, and carrying guns of a calibre
over 203 mm. (8 inches) ; h

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

Vice-Admiral Montagut y Miré 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, indeed, 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 Wednesday, April 27th, 1932, at io.3o 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./C.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. Asa

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 :

. 1. In the original American proposal bearing upon qualitative limitation of armaments,
it was pointed out that one, and perhaps the most important of all, of the factors affecting
security was the fear of invasion. That fear was largely based upon the existence of certain
weapons which seemed peculiarly adapted, or, in the language of our terms of reference,
specifically adapted, to increase aggressive power at the expense of defensive power. Three
weapons of land warfare were designated as most obviously falling within this category. The
feeling of security, it 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
warfare so far as offence and defence are concerned. The primary element in security is
- security against invasion and the forcible destruction or usurpation ‘of territorial sovereignty.

No nation exercises sovereignty 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 compared to the security of its territorial sovereignty. It fluctuates in time of
peace as well as in war.

. "4 Certain naval types have been stigmatised as aggressive, notably battleships and
aircraft-carriers, It is almost a naval truism that these very types are actually the least
effective and the most inefficient with respect to action against merchant craft. The thesis of
aggressive-defensive definition pushed to such limits as this involves a fallacy which cannot
but inject an inherent weakness into 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 oftence 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 in 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 of defence against invasion. The
protection from invasion of a long coast-line can be accomplished more efficiently and more
economically by sea forces than by a line of shore fortifications. No naval types can be charac-
terised as specifically ‘ offensive . Their missions may be entirely fiefensxve '. Nor can
any naval type be said to be * efficacious against national defence’ or ‘ threatening to civil
populations *.

Captain Sorski (Poland) said that the Polish delegation was prepared to discuss peint
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 wo_uld
merely submit a few general observations to define the attitude of the Polish delegation.
They believed that, in considering the present points referred to them by the General
Commission, it was also necessary to bear in mind another resolution which that Commission
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opted on April 19th, which referred specifically to Article 8 of the Covenant and pointed
«l)l:f ?gaf accountpshou?ld also be taken of the geographical and special conditions of each
State.. There were States which, owing to their geographical configuration and coast-line,
could not possibly constitute a danger to their maritime neighbours. Whatever armaments
such States possessed, those armaments could never become offensive in the strict sense of
_ the term. Poland possessed neither capital ships nor aircraft-carriers—those were vessels
which concerned countries having wider maritime interests. He felt bound, however, to draw
the Commission’s attention to the importance of submarines as a defensive arm for less
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 opinion that these vessels, though highly useful for defence,
were not particularly effective as a weapon against national defences, nor did they constitute
a menace for civilians. The conditions under which these vessels could be employed had
changed considerably since the world war. At the present time, submarines could, practically
speaking, be employed only against warships. The rules laid down in Part IV of the Treaty of
London, signed by the five leading naval Powers, who, taken together, possessed most of the
submarines in the world, had subjected the action of submarines against merchant ships to the
same rules of international law as were laid down for surface vessels. The contracting 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 efiectives 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
and range pf guns, in certain cases, speed, and so on. The Soviet delegation could not, therefore,
limit the list of offensive 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
required 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 coast defences. As far as their knowledge went, there were many reasons other than
the quality of the capital ships which led to the failure of that interesting operation. Not
merely capital ships, but also monitors with heavy guns, and even certain types of
Washington cruisers, were extremely useful for invasion operations against enemy territory.
Consequently, not only capital ships, but also certain types of Washington cruisers, possessed

certain qualitative properties which precluded their inclusion in the category of defensive
armaments.



Large submarines were clearly an aggressi i i i

. : ] gressive arm, in the same way as aircraft-carriers
in which large aircraft could be transported. The German delegationyhad rightly pointed
out that the Versailles Treaty, drawn up under the immediate impression of the world war, had
ﬂv%} a correct description of the naval arms which might be regarded as offensive.
M 1entzoff would merely add that this description should be extended to include the vast

evelopment which had taken _Place in the last ten years in the technicalities of naval
construction. Accordingly, and in ct_mformit{ with its scheme for the reduction of armaments,
the Soviet delegation thought that it would be possible to draw up the following basic list of
offensive naval arms ;

(1) All warships of over 10,000 tons displacement whose maximum gun calibre
exceeds 12 inches;

(2) All aircraft-carriers and all other special means for transporting aircraft ;
(3) All submarines of over 600 tons R
(4) Al chemical and bacteriological methods of naval warfare.

When tl_lis list came to bf: di§cussed in detail, other kinds of offensive armaments might
be added to it. For instance, in view of technical developments, the fonnage of submarines
might 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 reply 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. Regulations for these mines had been adopted at the second Hague Peace
Conference in 1907, 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. Sarro (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 are
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. (1) 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. {z) When such aircraft-carriers are afloat, the national defence relations
between countries are bound to become very complicated. No country, with the possible
exception of same inland States, can remain indifferent to the menace of an attack from the
air owing to the existence of aircraft-carriers. (3) Further, the presence of aircraft-carriers
greatly increases the aggressive nature of a fleet. (4) Of course, aircraft-carriers could be used
for defensive purposes in the vicinity of their home country, but nothing is more unpractical
and unwise. There is no navy, I am sure, that will use aircraft-carriers 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 same purpose can be effectively served by
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 submarines aim theirattacksare enemy vessels, and the damage
they can inflict is confined to the sea. This is not the case with aircraft-carriers, which can work
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havoc on land as well as at sea, fncluding among the potential victims of<attack buildings,
railways and civilian population. _

“II. As regards vessels equipped with landing-on platforms or decks, at the time of the
London Naval Conference of 1930, it was agreed between the United States of America, 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 increase the personal safety of those
flying over the sea. It was only intended to permit the erection of such, relatively small,
platforms or decks as would be necessary for that humanitarian purpose. It would be regrettable
if, on the strength of that agreement, cruisers were to be conver.tec‘l into something very
similar to aircraft-carriers—an eventuality entirely foreign to the spirit in which the agreement -
was reached and to the spirit of disarmament itself. Fortunatgly, no cruisers have, as yet,
been equipped with aircraft landing-on platforms or decks, and it would seem opportune and
well advised for this Conference to arrive at an agreement to prohibit such equipment on naval
vessels. Moreover, if we could agree to the abolition of aircraft-carriers, the necessity for the
saving of lives of aviators with no equipment for alighting on water would disappear of itself.

* These are the reasons for which we prbpose the selection of the aircraft-carrier 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
naturally 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 asa 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
submarin_?, 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.
That was why—and, indeed, that was the only reason why—small countries whose resources
did not permit them to possess large surface vessels, constructed and maintained submarines.
Submarines, therefore, existed because capital ships existed. Without submarines, small
fleets would be totally deprived 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 in the matter of bombarding coastal defences, for instance. Submarines of small



tonnage and low range of action were, in fact, designed for defensive rather than offensive
purposes. Certainly, wrongful use could be made of submarines against merchant vessels.
_In that case, submarines might, to a certain extent, threaten civilians ; but, in this case also,
if the use of submarines were governed by the rules adopted in London, submarines
would constitute no greater menace to civilians than surface vessels, That was 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 consequence of the existence of more
powerful naval armaments. .

Rear-Admiral Lu (China) said that the Chinese delegation regarded capital ships as
being of a highly aggressive nature and as a powerful means of attack against national defences,
The power of capital ships armed with long-range guns to wreak destruction by attacking
coasts and coastal fortifications had been amply demonstrated. They were therefore aggressive
weapons within the meaning of Points 1 and 2 referred to the Naval Commission by the General
Commission, He agreed with the German delegation that aircraft-carriers were also an
essentially offensive weapon. Submarines—particularly large submarines—not ouly possessed
terrific offensive power, but were bound to cause risk to civilian travellers by sea. Lastly,
the opinion was almost unanimous that forms of chemical and bacteriological warfare were
to be regarded as aggressive in the highest degree.

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, April 28th, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

18. CONSIDERATION OF THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO THE NAvAL COMMISSION BY THE
RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION, DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932
(Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) : GENERAL DIScUSSION (continuation).

M. Charles DuMonT (France) pointed out that the problem the Naval Commission hgld
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 nowhere been welcomed with such favour and hope as in France. France
had no desire to annex an inch of territory or one human family in 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 Genera:l Commis-
sion against purely offensive armaments already had the full support of French public opinion.

With regard te 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 shores 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 departments of France were on the other
side of the Mediterranean. She kept a large part of her troops in North Africa. From the point
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. Sl'le 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 conclusions. Secondly, he would consider armaments
which might be destructive and threatening to national defence organisations. Finally, 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 torn 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 ef
the whole of the new order. The new 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 16 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 ve?r 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
against surface war vessels. During the great war, 312,000 tons of allied warships had been
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sunk by submarines. The 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
attacking merchantmen, half its history during the great war was overlooked. The fact
was that during the great war—and those dreadful years could only be discreetly mentioned
here—an inhuman 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

suitable proposals for regulating the use of the submarine. She had asked for the adoption
of Article 22, which was fair, clear and precise, and which read :

“ 1. 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 submarine, may not sink or render incapable of navigation a merchant vessel without
having first placed passengers, crew and ship’s papers in a place of safety. For this purpose,
the ship’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 1V
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 connection with naval armaments as a
possible menace to non-combatants. That was the question of bombardment from the air
and, in close connection with that matter, the question of aircraft-carriers to wlpch the
Japanese delegate had referred. The question of bombardment from the air would be discussed
in a general manner by the Air Commission, but it was too closely connected with naval
armaments to make it possible for the Naval Commission to ignore it or pass it over in silence.
The Naval Commission must discuss that issue. Bombardment from the air 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 t_heir
cradles, the aged by the fireside and those buildings in every great city whose beauty entitled
them to 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 that it should be possible to sow death with the germs which
his genius had isolated for the relief of human suffering ? Bombardment from the air was’'an
abomination when it 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 abolishing
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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 were needed
to convert a civil plane into a bombing-plane. That was why the strictest precautions were
necessary if it were desired to do away with the peril, the menace, the nightmare of
bombardment from the air. Such precautions would not conflict with the interests of any
State; they would serve the security of all.

It was not yet known what decisions the General Commission would take regarding
bombardment from the air. It might, however, be hoped that they would go far in the
direction of restriction and regulation. The question of aircraft-carriers would then arise.
He owed areply to the Italian delegate, and to the Japanese delegate as well. If bombing-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 épso facto ? As Minister of the Marine
and previously as Rapporteur-Général 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
described, 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—defensive 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 submerged mines and by fixed or mobile batteries. Which were the ships that could destroy
defensive organisations prepared for the defence of the coast against bombardment andlanding
of troops ? Plainly, all naval armaments, bombing-planes, all surface vessels and in particular
all capital ships, since they, as the United States delegate had observed, were the first line of
defence against landings; they were also the arm which was used to prepare for landings
by covering the coast with fire so as to drive the defence force from its positions and by
covering too with fire the areas in which mines 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



Kingdom delegate had moreover 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 gt:ltlh::ardba.ttle fronts. They would undoubtedly be regulated if the calibre of capital ships was °
re ated. R

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
capital 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
bad 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 wice 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 defensive
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 réle and remain at its
post. Suppose, therefore, that in constructing a cruiser the need for protection was deliberately
ignored and that armament, gun power and, above all, radius of action were the main
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 an 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 range of action. The nation which constructed them, however, would
conceive of them as defensive vessels and as requiring adequate protection, regard being 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.
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The Naval Commission might therefore suggest to the General Commission that specifically
offensive vessels were those which, for a given tonnage, sacrificed protection either toarmament,
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 increase
the power of the working parts. Suppose a Diesel engine were selected ; generally speaking,
the Diesel engine was heavier than a turbine-engine, b1_1t if the Diesel were co_nst_ructed with
special materials, with special steel, its weight might bardly exceed, if it exceeded
at all, the weight of turbine engines constructed of ordinary material. The hull
of the vessel in ordinary material weighed a certain amount for a given tonnage. The same
resistance would be obtained but with 30 to 40 per cent less ‘yelght if the hull were made of
special alloys. Thus an offensive navy had two characteristics : - attention was paid to its
fighting capacity rather than to means of protection, and it also cost considerably 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 tonnage werereduced,
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 Dument 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 necessary 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 the xbolition 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
with regard to aircraft-carriers. If the aircraft-carrier did not of itself constitute a fighting
unit, if it did not carry guns which turned it into a fighting cruiser, if it could carry only light
reconnaissance aeroplanes but neither bombing-aircraft nor bombs for bombardment purposes,
it could not constitute the danger to which the Japanese delegate had called attention
on the previous day.



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 strict provisions, humane provisions, carefully
dr_awn up, with regard to the use of automatic mines, submarines and surface vessels, in so far as’
mines, submarines and surface vessels of all categories might threaten non-combatants.
M. Charles Dumont repeated that the preparation of this convention, carefully drawn up,
strengthened and provided with sanctions was one of the chief tasks of the Conference, It would
be of considerable practical importance, in view of the League’s power. It would help to
restore a feeling of security and confidence. It would bring nearer and make more extensive
the other stages of simultaneous, progressive and supervised disarmament, which every
civilised man must desire if 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 it to recommend 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 particular the burden imposed on taxpayers could be reduced, care being taken that any
saving the Commission might make was not spent or wasted or consumed in a competition
as regards quality.

Did this ﬂ{.)olicy 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.112),
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 2znd (document

Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

M. voN REHEINBABEN (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 would, however, return to it later when these questions were examined again.
At the same time, he desired to make two brief general observations.

In the first place, he could not help feeling that the French delegaife 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 l}ad suffered
in one century. The term “ invasion " seemed to indicate that the country which was the
victim of invasion had simply defended itself against 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‘m 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



was no doubt that, during the world war, a repetition of which all Governments
:l::?iugle]:;lhegr;ere anxious to prevent at all costs, a number of abuses of all kinds had been
committed by all the armed forces concerned. Thus, for example, many villages and open
towns on German territory had been bombarded by enemy aircraft. )

M. von Rheinbaben repeated once again, however, that the German delegation hoped
the French delegation would not discuss these questions in the Naval Commission. Tpe
Commission should keep strictly to the prob_lems before it, and not seek to extend' its
scope. It was important, as M. Dumont had said, to reach agreement through the harmonious
collaboration of all the delegations, and for this purpose it 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.df_:taﬂ_ed.consndera.non 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./C.G.28(2)) to :
‘ 1.- 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.12) 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: (4) those whose character was the
most specifically offensive ; (d) those most efficacious against national defence; (¢) 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
ArriL 22ND (document Conf.D./C.G. 28(z2)).

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should now discuss the first point on the
agenda—namely, capital ships. This did not mean that the general discussion should be
reopened. The present aim of the Commission should be to see if it could not get to closer
grips with the specific points. For instance, as regarded capital ships, the Commission would



need to consider what characteristics rendered those ships more or less aggressive and more
or less of a menace to national defence and the civilian population.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRé (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation had prepared
the followu_xg statement, in which it had endeavoured to suggest criteria for the determination
of the specific points now before the Commission :

* The Spanish delegation, after a careful study of the various questions referred to
_the Naval Commission by the General Commission in its resolution of April 22nd last,
is of opinion :

“(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 to the places where they might be used, and the conditions permitting
them to remain at these places for the whole time required to exert their action ;

“(b) That the character of greatest efficacy against national defence must be
determined according to criteria similar to those enumerated above, taking also
into 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 :

“(1) 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 (4) 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 resolutionsimilar to the provisions
of Part IV of the Treaty of London ;

“(4) That mines moored in the neighbourhood of national ports are specificall
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 :

o (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 a2 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 capital ships involved all these



ints. They were possessed of great offensive power, could convey that power to _great
E?srf:nlizln;id coulzf'l carrypout their degtructive purpose. In fact, they were specially .de'51gnec!
for that purpose. He admitted that the destructive power of capital ships was not limitless :
on several occasions capital ships had failed in their destructive object. But in many other
cases the very presence of capital ships on the spot had brought about 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 capital ships formed a patioqa.l bulwa:rk of defence. They
could indeed be of immense use for defensive purposes, put if their sgle gb]ect had been defenqe
they would have been of quite a different type and certainly smgller in size. Thougl_l the d_eﬁm-
tion was admittedly conventional, it might, he thought, be laid down that all capital ships of
over 10,000 tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. calibre must be regarded as pre-eminently
offensive weapons. In any case, an attempt should be made to define a limit of tonnage and
calibre which, if exceeded in vessels, would allow of a demand for either their abolition or their
internationalisation. In view of the proposals of other delegations, he hoped that an agreement
might be reached on this point, taking as the limit 10,000 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, (5.9") 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 10,000-ton 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 based in general on the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. He
would endeavour to explain-why capital ships of over 10,000 tons armed with guns of over
280 mm. (11”) should be regarded as speciﬁcal{’y offensive weapons. Much had been said for and
against the offensive character of capital ships as a class. It would be impossible, however,
for the Commission to make any real progress unless it came down to details and raised the
question what were the specific characteristics of vessels of over or under 10,000 tons respec-
tively, from the point of view of their aggressive potentiality, Again, might capital ships of
lower tonnage possess a similar power of aggression under changed conditions ?

Certain delegates had seemed, in their speeches, to have gone beyond the Commission’s
terms of reference. For instance, the French Government had itself already reached certain
decisions and had made proposals with regard to battleships having a displacement of more
than 10,000 tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. (8”). It had suggested that these vessels
should be placed in a special category and should be treated in a particular manner. It was
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down a new defensive policy. If delegations were afraid to do so, he feared that an agreement
on naval disarmament would never be possible.

_He agreed with the Soviet delegation’s views concerning the offensive possibilities of
capital ships. 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 the Italian delegation’s argument that the consideration of capital
ships must be linked up with that of submarines. As German possessed no submarines,
however, she must leave other delegations to discuss that proposal!.,

' He wished the Commission to understand that Germany was ready to accept any proposal

for disarmament going beyond the terms of the Versailles Treaty, if that proposal were also
accepted by all other countries.

He failed to see why an agreement should not be reached to reduce tonnage. If the tonnage
of all capital ships were reduced to a certain level, those ships would retain their defensive
potentiality and lose all their aggressive capacity. He therefore agreed that capital ships of
a tonnage of over 10,000 tons and with guns having a calibre of over 280 mm. shouﬁl be
regarded as specifically offensive weapons,

With regard to the French delegation’s criticism of the German pocket battleship ",
which seemed to be regarded in some quarters as a veritable mystery ship, M. von RheinbaY)en
made the following statement :

“If T 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 this 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 allowe
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 10,000-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. Baut it is the fault not of the guns but of the extremely low tonnage within
which we had to keep, and which unfortunately did not enable German{ to give the ship
stronger armour. What are the means by which such a ship can defend herself ? You can
give a ship armour strong enough to resist apy enemy shells. If tonnage were limited, this
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 26,000 tons could be conside{ed as'equxvalent
to the German 10,000-ton ship. This surplus of 16,000 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. (11”) 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

© superior enemies.



“ iticism of the ship was that-she was built with the best material and
accordﬁ:;mtt(lbera crl;ntat‘;lzd of saving I\’veight,' wherever that is possible. Both armour and
artillery as well as speed are exclusively questions of weight. A naval designer wishing
to take account of these conditions is bound to use only the best material and the most perfect
method of construction in order to save the weight on the construction of the hull which
he needs in order to meet the requirements of the naval officer.

It is furthermore declared that the German ship has an extraordinarily large radius of
action, As you all know, a ship’s radius of action is primarily constltu_ted by the number of
successive days she can remain at sea. A ship with a small radius of action may perhaps have
to return to port every three days for refuelling. A shq? having twice as large a radius of action
can remain at sea six days. If, for the purposes of national defence, a certain station atsea must
be occupied by a ship and the ship must return to port after a few days owing to her limited
radius of action, she must be replaced at her station by another ship. Whether such replacement
is possible depends upon the number of ships available. A country in the privileged position
of having a large number of ships at its disposal or not limited 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. ‘ h

*“ 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 10,000-ton cruisers of the other naval Powers. She
costs approximately one and a half times as much as a 10,000-ton Washington cruiser. But
just as you cannot reasonably compare the costs of a 1,000-ton submarine with those of a
1,000-ton destroyer, you cannot compare the costs of a 10,000-ton battleship with those
of a 10,000-ton cruiser. The essential element in a cruiser is her speed, which must enable
her to avoid stronger ships and attack weaker ones. QOur 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 yp 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 25,000-ton ship, this difference in
the cost per ton would certainly not have existed. But if you are forced to give a 10,000-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 10,000 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 timesaslarge.
If, therefore, you were yourselves to take up the 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 Deufschland type of vessel upset the definitions incorporated
in 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
Tregty of Versailles, if these agreements stipulate the same 10,000-ton limit in regard to the
cruisers of the five contracting Powers, which was laid down in the Treaty of Versailles in
respect of the 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

?lt]her nl:fwal agreements reminds me, if I may be allowed to say so, of the tale of the lamb and
e 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
of the fact that Germany has succeeded, in spite of the heavy restrictions imposed upon us,
In creating a reliable instrument of defence, I must remind you in this connection that it has



been declared, in the course of the general discussion, that Germany would be ready to sacrifice

this ship 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 be regarded as specifically offensive in character could not gle) confined to abstract
and objective channels, _He had therefore thought it right to allow naval experts to speak of
their own practical experiences. He said thisin order to avoid anyimpression that the discussion
was spreading beyond the strict limits of the agenda. '

- M.Sarro(Japan) said that the Japanese delegation did not consider that capital ships came
- within 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 delegations,
Reasons for not regarding capital ships as specifically offensive weapons or most threatening
to civilians had been explained by the %ﬁited Kingdom delegate and also by the
United States and French delegates, but,since other speakers held different opinions, he would
venture to expound briefly the Japanese delegation’s views on this subject.

In doing 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
considering the actual aggressiveness or defensive character of weapons. In a sense, all weapons
might be said to possess some degree of aggressiveness or offensiveness. Even a private indi-
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
wg;:fld 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 would be a
most desirable achievement from the point of view both of disarmament and of lightening
the financial burden of nations. Needless to say, the reduction should not be of such a nature
as to deprive capital ships of their essential character. The Japanese delegation believed
that, on that basis, a method might be worked out for effecting a suitable reduction in the

unit size and gun calibre of capital ships.

Mr. SwansoN (United States of America) wished in the first place to congratulate the
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 existing systems of defence. No
nation could be expected to reverse, or even to reorganise, immediately 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



i international obligation as in the case of the Sugz Canal. It was simply that the
3:?:::11 gtoa:le]s of America reglised its duty and was determined to fulfil its moral obligation.

For that purpose, however, an adequate navy was absolutely necessary.

On the other hand, the United States navy did not constitute a menace to any nation.
The United States was a party to the Pact of Paris, which prohibited the employment
of military force as an instrument of national policy. The United States intended 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 other country. If after the war
the United States had completed its programme of construction, it would have attained
absolute world supremacy at sea so far as technical equipment could assure such supremacy,
and yet his country had convened the Washington Conference of Naval Powers and had
agreed to reduce its navy to equality with certain other navies. By that decision, 175 million
dollars had been sacrificed, and gladly sacrificed, to promote security by good understanding.
It had always been and would always be the policy of the United States to strive for limitation
and reduction, without, however, infringing the right of countries to ensure their defence.

He would repeat that the Commission was called upon to discuss not equalisation but
certain specific points concerning the offensive potentiality of certain categories 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 power might constitute a threat. 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
124,000, 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 said,lcapital 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 absolufely 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 10,000
tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm, (8”). It concentrated great offensive power in a hull
of great defensive capacity. Its specific character could therefore be summarised as follows :
a maximum of offensive capacity with a maximum power of resistance. .

He did not need to prove that the ratio between the foot-pound of energy developed by
the guns carried and the displacement followed the exponential law. Though cruisers’ guns
might fire more rapidly, the heavier shells fired by capital ships were far more likely to reach
their target. It also seemed hardly necessary to state that the characteristics of the construction
of a capital ship were such that this vessel might be regarded as almost invulnerable, whether
1t was fired at by artillery or was attacked by aircraft or submarines, '

He therefore did not see the least difficulty in unhesitatingly classifying capital ships in
the category of offensive armaments. Even delegates who did not share the Italian point
of view admitted that when a battleship reached the scene of operations, all the other units



were obliged to give way and leave it master of the situation. Faster ships might flee : those
which would not or could not were doomed to destruction. Only subma}:rinesgand bo.mbing-
aircraft could endeavour to put upa fight, with some hope of success, against the capital ship.
That being admitted, it seemed very difficult to deny that the capital ship possessed a specifi-
cally offensive character as compared with other less protected and less powerfully armed
vessels. Nor could it be denied that its efficacy might be decisive when it was employed
:gi;'slpe out the defence of a country which possessed no—or at any rate too few—capital

But there was another consideration. Was there an greater danger for a seafarin
Power than that of the blockade of its coasts by superior navlg.l forces ? Thg civilian populatioﬁ
might not be directly threatened by capital ships; he agreed with the French delegate on
that point, 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 non-combatants and even on the populations of neutral countries. If the blockade was
applied by a fleet supported by capital ships, no other fleet without capital ships could possibly
break it up. From that standpoint, then, capital ships might also be regarded as dangerous
to civilian populations,

_ In short, the Italian delegation regarded the specifically offensive character of capital
ships 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, K technical 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 2z2nd, 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. All 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 recognised 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 emploxed 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 fleet. Blockades were generally
carried out by units other than battleships ; the latter were, in 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 definitely organising
aggression, as distinct from defence. If a country had a commeon land frontier with the country
it intended to invade, obviously it would not employ its capital ships; if the two countries
were separated by sea, capital ships would not be built and used as themselvgs aggressive
weapons, They would, in such a case, be required, if at all, for the purpose of meeting the naval
power of the contemplated 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,
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Naval Commission had replied to the General Commission’s resolution, to revert
stion of a substantial reduction of tonnage. That question was quite distinct from
lative offensiveness to which the attention of the Commission should now be
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proposal to the effect that limitation might be based on the cost per kilo
tion of war vessels. The method suggested would be impracticable seeing that the
raw materials and purchasing power of money varied considerably from count )
Moreover, the most convinced supporters of methods of budgetary limitation admitted that
the naval expenditure of the various countries were not comparable snter se. The figures of
such expenditure merely showed whether in any particular country the expenditure on
armaments was increasing or decreasing. There was a perfectly good method available 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 difficuity. _ o S

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. 7 .

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 delicate instruments collected together at one single point, so that one single fortunate
shot might put the whole vessel out of action. Moreover, vessels were in general visible from
the observation posts on shore. Modern fortifications, on the other hand, were very skilfully
concealed ; their ammunition depots were situated at a great depth below the surface, and the
firing was often directed from a long distance from the guns themselves. The hazards were
therefore most unequal,

_ Formerly the situation was quite different. Most countries had a large number of capital
ships, many of which were 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 country could be counted on the fingers and their value was so great
that there would be great hesitation in exposing them to the fire of fortified batteries. Moreover,
when a warship thought that it had reduced a fortified battery to silence, it often happened
that as soon as the battleship itself ceased fire the gunners of the battery again took up their
positions and reopened fire on the vessel.

In conclusion, if all these ﬁgints 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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20, APPLICATION TO CAPITAL SHIPS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION
DATED APRIL 22ND (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) [continuation of the discussion).

The PRESIDENT observed that all delegations might, when the draft report came to

be discussed, mention in that report that they shared some particular opinion expressed 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
8,000 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 theefficacy of these ships against coastal defence was not very great.
He would not discuss that point. He would merely say that small countries which 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 10,000 tons—or even 8,000 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.
(11”) or 305 mm. (12”) 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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asa s\eftcﬂﬁ::éuajtfdo?: I;j:l‘;:;lezn-ines, the Persian delegatl(f)n shared ﬂ;gl og;rgg?ez:ggz‘sjs:c; :g, t%e
inni ion, Submarines with a small radius o action could not be re ecifi-
fa{lt};]rlsolii’g:ﬁgztz'?namems if the international restrictions of a2 humanitarian character laid
down in the Treaty of London were universally and stnctly_observed. : . -
No opinion concerning the offensive or non-offensive qh.aracte'r of alrcra.ft-c;-n:ners
could be formed until the Air Commission had reached a deciston with regard to military
avml-l‘(i):auy, the Persian delegation felt that all armaments conneqted with chemical or
bacteriological warfare should be regarded as specifically offensive and inhuman.

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

“ As regards the application to capital ships of the General Commission’s resolution
“of April 22nd, 1932, the Roumanian delegation, in regarding this question from the
point of view of the maritime interests of Roumania, considers that capital ships, by
reason of their radius of action, their speed and their heavy armament, are the most
efficacious of all surface ships against national defence.

« States which are unable to possess capital ships and whichcannot line all their
maritime frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarines to protect themselves
against the aggressive action of large surface ships.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that most of the speakers, while

showing that they possessed a profound knowledge of the questions under consideration,
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, Roumanian 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
;{m:r;g:: of replacing the qualitative reduction of armaments by methods for regulating naval

The General Commission had taken a clear decision recognising the need for qualitative
Leductnon ; that decision, which had perhaps been preceded byg: googd deal of heart(-lsearchinga
C::)d bgeq reacped_unammc_)usly.' It was the Naval Commission’s task to assist the General
c mmission with its experience and knowledge. No one would thank the Naval Commission
if, lgstead of answering the questions submitted to it, it expressed an opinion that all that was
ne:ehed was to sign some vague manifesto condemning the torpedoing of merchant vessels
"glet out warning or the bombardment of coasts without previous notice. Nor would anybody

particularly pleased with it if, after a special study of modern fleets, it stated that these

fleets C
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of arlnilg ::I?t;ea{l‘yhgsr&exed to knovy what connection these matters had withttge reduction
of armaments. Whe : ;epresen_tatx_ve of the United Kingdom had submitted to the General
ommission h cpr't;:l)sah. or qualitative reduction, and when the representative of France
fn ¢ m 3 tha fOracgl didst l11ps and large submarines should be placed at the disposal of an
international fors 'M ey really believe that no change would be made in the z?llocation of
8 oreover, it was not the mission of the Naval Commission to decide whether



capital ships should be abolished, internationalised or reduced in tonnage. It was not called

upon to reply to this political question but merely t ai i i i
Cneral Gy to this po q rely to certain technical questions raised by the

In so doing, the Naval Commission ought to take into account, as reea i i
0 doing, . . ) garded capital ships,
the possibilities of these ships from a tactical point of view. Any endeat\’rour to li?\k up ﬂll)is
ﬂlu(e::tslgsno?;p thtt: length l:)f t;oasts_. thelnumber and quality of naval bases, possible combinations
15pute—in short, national security and the particular conditions of each —

could only lead them straight into a blind an{ey. P o cach conntry

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

Se_veral of the preyious speakers had observed that, in order to undertake offensive
operations at sea and, in particular, to land troops in foreign territory, it was not enough to
possess capital ships: the command of the seas had also to be secured, either totally or
regionally, Obviously such command implied the existence of certain advantages such as naval
bases, the quantity and quality of vessels of the various categories, preparedness of effectives
and the capacity of the commanders of a modern fleet. But these questions also lay quiteoutside
the Naval Commission’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.

The only question they had to elucidate was the part played by capital ships in offensive
operations. To determine that point, they must consider in what respects capital ships were
being developed and what were the changes in their construction and armaments during the
last twlenty 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 Sefsu type were compared
with those of the Nagato 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 22,000
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 2o miles and the broadside-weight from 3,084 to 9,450 kilos,
while the radius of action had passed from 6,000 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 owing 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.
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i i i i the attacks of enemy

Moreover, defensive capital ships must be sufficiently armed to meet { .
fleets. The Soviet delegatic?n considered that an 11-12 inch calibre was the maximum calibre
allowable for the guns of these vessels, It had therefore been very interested to hear the Spanish
delegation propose a maximum calibre of 8 inches. A m%re detailed technical examination

would make it possible to give a definite opinion on these figures. o
In short, tl?e Soviet delgegation felt that the decision to be taln_:en by the Nava; C_omml_ssnon
with regard to capital ships should not allow any doubt to remain. If the Commission wished
to achieve any result at all, it must not merely enumerate the opinions expressed by the various
delegations. The decision to be taken should not be a lecture on naval tactics but something

intended to further the cause of disarmament.
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 point 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 of April 22nd, 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
delegations. It might be said that they had allowed the heads of their delegations to adopt
a resolution which they knew was impossible of execution, instead 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
armaments, The general discussion at the plenary meetings had led the nations to hope that
a result might be achieved. Were they to be disappointed again ?

It was the more important to take account of that danger, inasmuch as any failure to
find a solution of a particular important question might have regrettable results with regard
to other questions dealt with by the Naval Commission or by other commissions.

Certain delegations had tried to reassure the Commission by pointing out that, if they
refused to acknowledge the distinction between offensive and defensive weapons, that would not
prevent them from accepting any limitation of the tonnage of warships ; a limitation of that
kind might 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 considered that this argument could be reversed : if the Naval Commission
admitted that capital ships, or at least those exceeding a tonnage to be fixed, presented the
characteristics enumerated in the resolution, it did not follow that existin s'hf s exceedin
that tonnage would have to be destroyed immediately. Indeed according tgo wlfat had b a
g;o‘gglsl?g by 1t"he }Iltalian delegation, they might examine such a s&stem of progressive a%olit?gg
as replacemt%x e(:n t e undertaking to destroy ships equivalent 11} practice t_o an undertaking not

He would not discuss the alternative pr i i i
time had not come to deal with it. It seerrll)eglzﬁsﬁgnint}tgf {ﬁzo(liﬁg)rﬁ" as he considered that the
appropriate decisi : . 1ssion was free to take any
ppropriate decision without fear of upsetting the present systems of defence or of entailin
considerable expenditure or giving rise to other objections, g

What decision was appropriate ?

First of all, the Commission ought to take
law that, when a clause was capable of bej
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Commission would have no effect. Certainly it was true that a sword-stick could be used a
support and an ordinary stick could be used to assault a person. It was none the less true t}?a%
a sword-stick was of a ™ more specifically offensive character " than an ordinary stick, though
that did not prevent its being more efficacious for the purpose of defence; the one did not
exclude the other. If the Commission were to interpret the resolution in the simplest and most
natural way, it would state that In proportion as they are larger and more strongly armed,
capital ships are of a more specifically offensive character and are more efficacions against
national defence. Those were the limits 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 preferable to do so, but it seemed improbable that such a difficult question, involving so
:pany technical and political considerations, could be settled immediately or in a very short
ime.
fthMon;o\trer, }he Igatva_lt(l:)omtrﬁlisaion v;inéld be able to deal with it during the discussion
of the points referred to i e General Commission, and in particular th i i
to Artgl)e 14 of the draft Cjtr)nvention. P the question relating
- 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 more
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 Sorsk1 (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 territorg.

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 those
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 comﬁosition of those forces, it was necessary to regard
the question within the natural framework of the requirements of defence and of 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 in 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 composition of the aggressor’s fleet but in the long run on his general naval superiority,
Captain Solski was therefore of opinion that, as regards qualitative limitation, the relative
numerical value of the various fleets should be largely taken into 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

kades.
of blgcevtgal 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 of
the weak—which could alone venture to oppose them with any chance of success. Submarines
could therefore still more easily defy superior naval forces when the latter were composec
of ships other than capital ships. The Polish delegation reserved the right to raise those
questions again when the time came.
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Commodore OTT0 (Norway) said that the Norwegian delegation entirely concurred in
the observations of the Swedish delegation.

emal HiisNni Bev (Turkey) was of opinion that capital ships cel:tainly possessed the
threeccharacteristics dst’eﬁ(ned b)jr’)the General 'Co.mmissio.n, and in’ particular the first two :
they were specifically offensive, very effective against national defence and were an arm which
threatened the civilian population. ]

) Without entering int% fechnical details, which would prolong the discussion and had been
developed by other delegates, he would quote an historical example to show how these powerful
armaments were instruments of aggression 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 theattackers,
that was not by any means—as had already been explained in the course of the discussion—
due to the inefficacy of capital ships from an offensive point of view ; the Dardanelles affair

. 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./C.G.28 (2)).

The PRESIDENT said the Commission now had to consider the second point on its agenda
—namely, aircraft-carriers. In this connection the Spanish delegation had raised what might
almost be regarded as a previous question—namely, that, although aircraft-carriers also
seem to fulfil t}}e three conditions, the Naval Commission should not pronounce on this point
immediately, since any resolution on the subject must be conditional on the studies of the
Air Commission with regard to the aircraft carried on this type of vessel,

He had reflected on this point at some length, In the first place, the Spanish delegation
had agreed to the agenda, which included a discussion on the application to aircraft-carriers
of the General Commission’s resolution. He assumed the Spanish delegation’s intention to be
that the Naval Commission should not reach any decision regarding the characteristics of
aircraft-carriers which might embarrass the Air Commission or even hinder it in its discussions
regarding the aircraft themselves: in other words, the rights of the Air Commission in this
n;atter should be reserved. But, since the Air Commission would need to be in possession of
all the elements which might help it in reaching a decision, the Naval Commission might
pos;;bly assist the Air Commission by endeavouring to decide whether aircraft-carriers did
Er id not possess all or any of the characteristics referred to in the resolution of the General
Comm;ss!on. The Naval Commission should, for instance, be in a position to say to the Air
: l:)mmlissmn that, if certain aircraft (whatever the decision reached regarding these aircraft in

1 lemse ves) were put on certain ships, the combination would or would not Possess some or”
all of the characteristics referred to in the General Commission’s resolution, He therefore

asked the Spanish delegation whether, in view of th i i i
discussion should nevertheless take pl:;ce. orhese conmderatxor.ns, 1t would agree that a

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT ¥ MiRré {Spain) said that, j i
delegation had in view the President's own )remark tc; ltrlllgr:gfentm

: g its proposal, the Spanish
e decided only by joint discussions between two or more Co

ect that some questions could
mmissions. Surely this was one



of the cases in point. The Air Commission would have to consider the characteristics of all
fmcraft, not only 'bombers. but fighters and scouts. If the Air Commission concluded, for
instance, that all _a.lrcraft were non-offensive in character, and the Naval Commission concluded
that aircraft-carriers possessed specifically offensive characteristics, then the two Commissions
_ wm_lld have r_eached two incompatible decisions. If, however, the President felt that it was
desirable to discuss this point with a view to ascertaining certain preliminary views, the Spanish
delegation would raise no objection.

The PRESIDENT assured the Spanish delegation that allincompatibility between the decisions
of the various technical commissions would be avoided by the fact that the Bureau of the
Naval Commission kept constantly in 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 Bureaux would submit that report to the General Commission. As a matter
of fact, the question of aircraft-carriers had been dealt with fairly fully by the various speakers
in the general discussion.

M. Charles DumonT (France) said that the French delegation’s views as expressed in the
general discussion 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 of the conclusion
of the Washington and London Treaties. The French delegation believed that the standard
displacement specified in Article 15 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-carriers 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 135,000 tons each to the United States of America
and Great Britain, 81,000 tons to Japan and 60,000 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 TreatK
had fixed a definite distribution of naval power and the ratio of aircraft allowed to eac
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 aircrait 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 not

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 light of the clauses of that Treaty. Would
it, for instance, be logical to contemplate the abolition of naval bombing if fleets were still
exposed to bombing from land ? He therefore agreed with the Spanish delcgation that .
land and naval bombing must be considered together. o

The United States delegation felt that there ought to be no redistribution of naval power
before December 31st, 1936, when the London Treaty might come up for reconsideration,
unless the signatories to that Treaty consented to such a change as would be expressed in a
universal agreement. It would be eminently desirable, however, that such a universal agree-
ment should itself embody the decisions of the Londen Treaty. -

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

M. Charles bUMONT (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 Treaty shall .remain in force until the 31st December, 1936, . . .
Unless the High Contracting Parties should agree otherwise by reason of a more general
agreement limiting naval armaments, to which they all become parties . . . "



Provision had therefore been made in the London Treaty itself for the decisions of the
present Conference, which was consequently free to raise any question, including the allocation
of tonnage and other modifications, provided a general agreement were reached.

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that in this matter, as in others, the attitude
of the German delegation was governed by the terms of the Treaty of Versailles. Germany
was prohibited under that Treaty from constructing or possessing aircraft-carriers, on the ground

ere aggressive weapons. ) i
that thi‘:v‘:rgunfegr:t had, howgver, been put forwa.rd to_the effect that a_lrcraft-carn.ers were
specifically aggressive only when they carried bombing aircraft, and that if they carried other
aircraft—forinstance, for scouting or reconnaissance purposes—they would lose their specifically
aggressive character. He would point out, however, that there was no need for reconnaissance
and scouting aircraft to be carried on special vessels. If the General Commission decided to
allow small scouting aircraft, such aircraft could easily be carried on existing 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, submar;nes 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 Maron:r (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. -

The PRESIDENT understood that certain delegations had not been prepared to discuss the
question of aircraft-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 to
progress as rapidly as possible. Its future work might te divided into two stages : (r) termi-
nation of the discussion of the points on the agenda and discussion by the Bureau of the agreed
formula in which the Commission’s conclusions might be submitted (2) the drawing upin a
public session of a draft report which, when it had been co-ordinated with the reports of the
other Commissions, could be submitted to the General Commission. ‘

ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 4th, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

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

The PrRESIDENT, before invitin issi i
) ' ] g the Commission to carry out its agend i
?:ﬁ:s;onls reachgd at a meeting of the Bureaux of the three tg::hnica.l cor%erlrlxis;;.io;);p&;l?cel? l:hde
{rogrels)saic: g:a ::i rtllill;agPtrﬁzxdencgtr_of M. l;‘)olitis. These Commissions had all made considerat?le
® E the€ questions submitted to them by the Gen, issi
and and Air Commissions would not, however, be able tg completeei;lei(r: O\E(I)lesilgg.ad’rog:



a final report before Whitsun. Nevertheless, 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 COMNMISSION
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf.D.[/C.G.28(2)) : [continuation of the discussion.)

Sir Bolton Eyres-MonNseLL (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, whercas
the number of bombing aircraft was generally less than one-third.

He would consider each type separately.

1. Bombing Asrcraft.

He would start with these because, although reconnaissance aircraft were incomparabl
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 carricd these aircraft were,
as he had already said, very vulnerable. The number of aireraft aboard each vesscl was
naturally limited and they could never be so large as the large bombing aeroplanes used from
land bases. The performance of their aircraft was also poor compared with 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 s0 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 b{ 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'éire. At the previous meeting the Spanish,
Italian and Soviet representatives had argued that to operate reconnaissance aircraft it was
not necessary to have special vessels; these craft could perfectly well be carried in ordinary
warships. It was true they could be so carried; the difficulty lay in the fact that aircraft,
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 velc"y 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 fieets should possess a vessel



on which aircraft could alight, and aircraft-carriers were the only vessels which answered that

leqmlgem;rll}lfjliwlllce aircraft were used for two main purposes : First, they might be sald_ to
uumiteucte ﬂ‘le“e‘yes of a fleet. A fleet which did not possess alrcraft-ca_rrllir’slfvott)lld be bl1tng
in the face of an enemy fleet, which would know all its movements, and mlgél also be supporte
perhaps by aircraft operating from ncighbouring coastal bases. ‘S?cor} ly, reconnflssancg
aircraft were necessary when a fleet was passing close to the coasts of a (()ilelint cc})]un Iy, an
ran the risk of being attacked by bombing aircraft coming from the lan L t }?bpre\lr;ous
meeting the Soviet delegate had stated that a fleet which happened to be in the nexﬁ 1())u_r o?
of the territory of a foreign country was necessarily in the wrong. ‘That r]ghmar ﬂo rlous y
could not apply to the fleets of countries which had overseas possessions. 1hose : ee fs were
sometimes obliged, on their way to those possessions, to pass near the coas.t‘sﬂ of a foreign
;ountry. In that case, it was absolutely necessary for them to possess rec_or?nal‘Sbancée alrcrgft
as well as fighters to defend themselves against any air attack, or against aircralt coming
to throw flares to facilitate a submarine attack.

3. Fighter dircraft.

The representative of the United Kingdom saw no necessity for discussing this question.
Fighter aircraft were obviously essentially defensive. '

On examining these two types of aircraft then, reconnaissance and fighter aerop}?nes,
in the light of the General Commission’s criteria, the Naval Commission could only say“ Not
guilty ",

The PRESIDENT 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 types
of aircraft. A report of the discussion would, moreover, be sent to the Air Commission,
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 threatening
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. Sarto (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 vessels, and it would seem very desirable to prevent their appearance.

During the general discussion, M. Saito had explained why the Japanese delegation
considered that aircraft-carriers and vessels of the 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

1. 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.

M. Saito would not repeat the explanations he had alread

- R > ! iven, bu i
up certain points in connection with the various arguments w yg t would simply clear

hich had been put forward since.

s - trategy. Th ) i
thought, on the contrary, that the abolition of these vessels woglyd simep‘lli?ga&e:eq?l%elsfggrtlloonf



national defence and would bring about very little change in the relative strengths of the various

navies. The effects of their abolition would, j i
Peoediced. ould, indeed, be reciprocal, and no navy would be

An attempt had also been made to show that, if those vessels were prohibited from
carrying bombing aircraft, the problem would be solved. The Japanese dellzgation wasf rr(:ot
of that opinion. It considered that the possession of an aircraft-carrier or similar vessel would
- enable a fleet which was also generally superior to undertake more readily offensive operations

n remote areas. Clearly, aircraft-carriers or similar vessels increased the aggressive character

of a fleet, and it was difficult to understand why they should b i indi
to a fleet not designed for offensive operations. YR ic be considered Indispensable

To those who maintained that those vessels were necessary for the transport of
reconnaissance aircraft, the Japanese delegation replied that, in its view, a small number of

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

- The Japanese delegation fully agreed with the other delegations that aircraft-carriers
were efficacious against submarines. It should be recognised, however, that submarines
were the very weapons 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 had also been made that a fleet ought to possess aircraft-carriers to protect
itself 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) said 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. Itcould 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 were weapons of great offensive potentiality, for, in spite of all, they would still be
able to carry bombing aircraft to a distance.

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

24. APPLICATION TO SUBMARINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 {document Conf.D./C.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 : ‘

1. 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 than 1,000 tons or a radius
of action greater than that which the Conference may determine as giving the vessel an
aggressive character,”



2. In document Conf.D./C.G.25" the Yugoslav delegation had proposed the abolition
of submarines having a large range of action. :

i | i f the Commission

ian delegation had stated at the tenth meeting ol _ ss
that ™ Stgl:s Eg?c!;lm:rl: unablegto possess capital ships and which cannot line their maritime
frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarines to protect themselves against the aggressive

action of large surface ships .

' delegation had proposed at the sixth meeting of the: Commission in
that 4;;ll gfmiﬁx?gnshguicgi be designated as corresponding to the definitions proposed by
the General Commission. This proposal had been confirmed by the German delegate.

s. The Danish delegation had pfoposed in document Conf.D.r1z that a distinction
should be drawn between submarines of over and under 560-600 tons,

6. The Soviet delegation had proposed that the tonnage of submarines should be limited
to 600 tons.

M. Moresco (Netherlands) stated that the Netherlands delegation was able to accept
the Spanish proposal—namely, that submarines of small tonnage should not be considered
as specifically offensive weapons, provided that the countries adopted a resolution similar
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 MIRé (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 Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom advocated,
as a humanitarian measure, the abolition and prohibition of submarines. The opening discussion
at the Disarmament Conference had revealed a widespread desire for the abolition of weapons
which could be used aggressively against non-combatants. The abolition of submarines was
urged for that reason. The essential objection to the submarine was that it was a weapon
particularly liable to be misused : in any future war, countries employing submarines would
be strongly tempted to use them in whatever way might be most effective for immediate
purposes. Owing to their limited vision, which made it difficult for them to identify vessels
sighted (especially in a fading light), submarines were liable to be accidentally misused. Of
course, if all States adhered to the rules laid down in Part IV of the London Treaty, the chances
of misuse would be greatly reduced. .

The existence of submarines imposed upon all navies higher requirements for destroyers
itlr:d afntl-sggmatt':nlgtgraft.fBesli)des being a dli&'e{:t contribution to the reduction of armaments,

ereiore, the abolition of submarines would lead to lower le i
and fewer vessels of the exempt class, wer levels in the destroyer category

The cost of building submarines was more than twice the cost
They required depot ships and shore establishments ; they were ex
their life was reckoned at only thirteen years. Their abolition would produce very great

financial saving, further increased by the acce tance of lower 1
small craft. Such abolition presentec:ly no practilgal di o Submarimeecoroyers and other

per ton of surface ships.
pensive to maijntain and

1 See minutes of the fourteenth meeting of the General Commissioh.



. Certain delegations opposed to the abolition of submarines had suggested that the object
1n view could be achieved by reducing their maximum size ; that view had just been supported
by the.represe;ntative of the Netherlands. The United Kingdom delegation did not agree that
reduction in size would be a satisfactory substitute for abolition ; the economy achieved would
be much less, because anti-submarine vessels would still be necessary, Moreover, as experience of

building and maintaining submarines would continue, the measure would not be so efiective
In war as abolition.

Nevertheless, the United Kingdom delegation had given the matter of reduction in size
most careful consideration, and these were the conclusions it had reached : Delegations
which had stated their reasons for desiring to maintain submarines had said they required
them for defensive purposes in the vicinity of their home and colonial territorics, The United
Kingdom 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. Unless the reduction in size achieved that differentiation, it would clearly be
useless. . An analysis of past submarine operations had led to the conclusion that the dividing
line might be put at a standard displacement of 250 tons surface (340 tons submerged).
Small submarines of that tonnage (they might be cailed * coastal * submarines) would meet
the requirements of those who need submarines for defence of home or colonial territories,
but would not be suitable for prolonged operations away from their base. Though unable
to carry out prolonged operations, they would have a sufficient radius of action and sea-
keeping 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 the maritime defences of a country. Although sometimes
their tactical procedure-of attack might assume an offensive character, they were, in principle,
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 attitude with regard to merchant
vessels as was now incumbent on surface vessels. That would certainly help to allay the anxiety
of those who demanded guarantees against the possible misuse of submarines.

The practical task before the Commission was therefore to seek out among the various
types of submarines a limit below which it could be rightly argued that the defensive character
of the vessel became its preponderant feature.

Of course, there would be difficulties in fixing this limit—difficulties w!xich shou}d not be
under-estimated. 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 views. This exchange of views might take place in a
small specially appointed sub-committee, or in the Drafting Committee to which 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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i ion had raised a highly

. Charles DuMoNT (France) observed that the Spanish delegation : gl
impolgar(l:t question to wh(ich the) President had given an answer that reﬁefctecfl hlrslcgnf:;}itel(gi-
perspicacity. The Naval Commission was not, under its present terms o 1 re en?nde'e called
upon to discuss either the abolition of any category or categories of v.essels :l)r,t i ideed, the
question of the tonnage of any particular class of vessel. The Commission’s sole uf yt’he gen it
was to reply to the questions which had been submitted to it in the resolu_tlltl)n of the & eraI
Commission. It had discussed capital ships and aircraft-carriers in the light (;) e Gener
Commission's resolution, and it had now in the same way to consider whether su _matrmest _werci
specifically offensive armaments, whether they were specially efficacious agains hna 1911';1
defence or specially threatened the civilian population, Those and no others were the points
they had to decide.

the Commission’s present task to consider these points as they affected capital
shipsl,ta‘;::?'aft-carriers, mines Izind submarines and to give, as far as possible, a clear and
categorical answer to each point as it affected each category of armaments. The clearest of the
three criteria suggested in the General Commission’s resolution—the clearest, at any rate,
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 experience of the late war. If the Conference were able -
to say that, if ever the terrible experience of war occurred again, the civilian population at
least would 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 which possessed submarines might be tempted in time of stress.
to misuse them. In reply to this he would say, in the first place, that quite clearly submarines
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. :

He repeated, then, that submarines were of all naval craft the least capable of menacing

a civilian population. Submarines were only intended to attack warships. They were entirely

unsuitable for the bombardment of coasts and coastal defence. Could anyone possibly

maintain that the Dardanelles attack, for instance, could have been undertaken by submarines?

They were perfectly incapable in themselves 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.

Submarines, then, were not specifically offensive craft, though all craft might be to a
certain extent offensive or defensive according to their role.

Some delegates had seemed inclined to suggest that an attempt might be made to define
the defensive or offensive characteristics of submarines in relation to their tonnage. The
French delegation was prepared to consider the expediency of reducing tonnage in connection
with capital ships and aircraft-carriers ; but with regard to submarines the situation was
rather different, particularly as it affected France. The position of France in this matter could
only be understood in the light of recent naval history. France had during the war abandoned
her construction programme of capital ships, After the war she found herself in a very weak
naval position, and had therefore tried to organise her defence by means of submarines
In the last ten years she had made great progress in this respect i ;

London Treaty accorded special rights to France in this matter allowing h i

of over 2,000 and up @o 2,809 tons.. In other words, compensation' had beeﬁ aﬁ;\sv‘;gr?;'r?:agizg:
undoubted poverty in capital ships. France’s 2,800-ton submarines had been produced at
aheavycostin all respects, She could not make a great sacrifice in the matter of her submarine
defences unless all Oth(ﬂ.‘ nations made similar great sacrifices. The French delegation would
nevertheless go into this matter and would see in the General Commission E t decisi
could be taken with regard to the maximum { course, by the

clauses of the London Treaty. displacement, with due regard, of course, to the

In the Naval Commission, however the onl i
' ) ), » the only question at present was ari
possessed offensive or defensive characteristics, He would pgint out i;stﬁli;eigirnzzz?: rt,l]:;:
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they were of immense defensive utility in the protection of merchant-shipconvoys, their employ-
ment for that purpose being entirely proper; but for that purpose also they must possess the
requisite tonnage and speed. He therefore requested the Commission to give its most careful
consideration to this aspect of the question, particularly when applying the various criteria
to such cases. He could only repeat his statement that, if such submarines conformed—as they
would conform—to the rules of international law, they would possess no offensive character
within the terms of the General Commission’s resolution. Any decision on the part of the
Naval Commission regulating the question of the offensive or defensive character of ships by
tonnage alone would involve a detailed enquiry into the national navies of the various
countries—an enquiry which would be complicated and possibly dangerous. He did not
think, 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 the treatment of merchant vessels, formed an indispensable element of defence.
He hoped it might 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
point was that the whole question should be examined in a spirit of absolute objectivity,
having 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 in the case of submarines also, the
Commission should *‘ return a verdict of acquittal .

M. von RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that the Versailles Treaty piohibited
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 vesgels 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 sth-—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 therefqre
treading on new ground and dealing with questions of very great importance. It was quite
comprehensible that the various delegations should desire to go deeply into 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. ] o

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 terminate 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 delegate 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 internationalise certain arman}ents 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 powerful force. 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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. te for his explanation. That
Ex (Germany) thanked the French delega
pointM ofv (\)rge\l} !lllildmrau?)lta occ(urred to him when studying the French proposals.

TWELFTH MEETING-

Held on Thursday, May 5th, 1932, at 10 a.nm.

President : M. COLBAN.

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

Captain MaroxI (Italy) observed that the Italian Government’s views on submarines had
already been explained at the London Naval Conference, at the plenary meeting of the Dis-
armament Conference, in the General Commission and by himself in the Naval Commission. In
noother sphere was the close interdependence of offence and defence more clearly demonstrated.

All previous speakers had recognised that submarine action against merchant vessels
must in future be subject to the conditions and rules accepted for surface warships. Submarines
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.

The Italian Government had studied this double as

in the light of the very important interests involved, and had reached the following conclusion :

it had instructed the Italian delegation—with a view to reconciling the right of each country to
provide itself with the most effective means for ensuring interna

f _ ¢ ns for tional defence with the Italian
Government’s firm intention to co-operate in bringing about a definite and substantial reduction

in armaments—to propose to the Conference the simultaneous abolition of submarines and
capital ships.

In reply to the various prolposals that had been made that the tonnage of submarines
should be reduced, the Italian delegation could not agree to any appreciable reduction, because
in its opinion that would amount practically to a unilateral abolition of submarines without
any corresponding abolition of capital ships.” Such unilateral abolition would make the strong
still stronger and the weak still weaker.

pect of the question with great care,
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Captain SoLsk1 (Poland) observed that, in their statements concerning capital ships
and aircraft-carriers, the various delegations had endeavoured, by adducing the special needs
of their respective countries and in some cases their wide maritime interests, to prove the
necessity for maintaining the most powerful and costly naval armaments. The Commission had
noted that most delegations representing countries which possess few if any capital ships and
aircraft-carriers, while admitting the special defensive needs of the great naval Powers, were
unable 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

gre?.t 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 and the sea-coast, particularly as regarded the most essential raw materials,
60 to 8o per cent of which was sea-borne. The traffic of the port of Danzig had, from 1913 to
1930, increased 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 would 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 8o 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 by the General Commission, it might nevertheless draw that
Commission’s attention to the importance of the question from the point of view of the peaceful

development of international trade.

Commodore O1T0 (Norway) proposed to examine the question of submarines in the light
of each of the three criteria proposed by the General Commission.

In the first place, it could hardly be maintained that submarines were a particularly
offensive weapon against surface warships. They had been so, to a certain degree, fifteen to
twenty years previously, but, considering the numerous devices for protection against
submarine attack which had been invented during the war and after, it must be admitted 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 chancesin any case
limited to such a degree that submarines could not be characterised as specifically offensive:
Nor were they particularly suitable for co-operation with a fleet of surface vessels in offensive

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.



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.

i i - t sea, crews and
Finally, the danger presented by submarines to non combatants a .
passengersyof merchar?t ships, dependeéd not on their special characteristics but upon the way

in which they were used. .

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

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIRS (Spain{) observed that the Spanish delegation had
already expressed its views with regard to submarines in the proposal it had embodied in

the statement it made at the ninth meeting of the Commission. It took as its starting-point the

principle that all States should accept the provisions of Article 22 of the Treaty of London.

That point had already been explained by other delegates, including 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 larger and larger capital ships and an
ever-increasing number of torpedo-boat destroyers, thus involving 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 in discussing the question of the equality
of rights ; but it did not prove that submarines were weapons of a 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. Sairo (Japan) reminded the Commission that the Japanese delegation’s opinion had
already been explained during the general discussion. He would therefore merely amplify
certain points,

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

surface vessel, It would be quite unjust to classify submarines in the category of specifically
offensive vessels.

The only characteristic peculiar to submarines was that they could submerge. But, once
submerged, their action, communication 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
powerful surface vessels with some chance of success owing to their invisibility. Submarines
possessing as they did such negative fighting power, should therefore be regarded as a defensive
armlgarpcularly suitable for lesser navies. Their abolition, as proposed by certain delegations
would give complete supremacy to the great naval Powers and would prevent less powerfui

fleets from defending their terri i
T e, defend stgill ‘Sgakzgxtory. The powerful fleets would become still more powerful

’

peculiarities of a country, as well as the pre
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ation in determining the size of a submarine, For instance,
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a country possessing long coasts, scattered possessions or great stretches of sea to defend needed
submarines large enough to allow them to fulfil their defensive mission. Experience had proved
to the Japanese fleet that small submarines were not very practicable from the point of view
of remaining at sea and the comfort of those who had to live in them. Moreover, in seas where
waves were generally high it was often impossible for a small submarine navigating under -
water to use its periscope — a fact which greatly diminished its efficacy. '

., It had also been said that submarines could be misused. The Japanese delegation would
point out, however, that surface vessels could be similarly misused with even more deplorable

result.s from the peint of view of civilians, It could not, therefore, be said that submarines
were In any way particularly menacing to civilians. 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 pointed out that submarinesofa tonnage of not more than
2,000 tons, such as those contemplated in the draft Convention, were an indispensable defensive
weapon for less powerful navies and did not correspond to any of the three criteria proposed by
the General Commission. The Japanese delegation was unable to approve proposals for the

drastic limitation of the strength of submarines without regard to the strength of surface vessels
and naval forces in general.

Necmettin SapIk Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation regarded submarines of .
over a certain tonnage, powerfully armed and having a wide radius of action, as specifically
offensive weapons.. On the other hand, submarines under a certain tonnage to be determined,
without a large radius of action, were an essentially defensive arm, and particularly useful for
countries which did 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 TE® 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'étre 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 apppared to have beex} 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 had 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 American delegation thought the danger would not be
entirely removed, however, and feared, like the United Kingdom delegation, that, in the event
of a new war, the horrors of the last war might 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 CONMISSION &
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d, the United States delegation fully appreciated the attitude of the
sma.llolr’lo:!lr]eisottcl)]\:':lr}cllzzubmarines, particularly of countries which had ports, or seas commanded
by narrow straits, to defend. It had apparently been felt that improvements in hStem[tlxg
devices on board surface vessels would diminish the importance of .submanne_s. The
contrary had occurred, however : submarines 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.

j i : : but also
The object of the Disarmament Conference was not only to prevent a new war,
to reduce e]xpenditure on naval armaments. The existence of subn.larmes.had led to the
construction of surface vessels of greater tonnage and with an increasing number of
compartments in order that they might be more resistant to torpedoes. It had also led to
the construction of an excessive number of destroyers. The abolition of submarines 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 maintaine'd,_ 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, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission had now to consider the question of automatic
contact mines, solely, of course, in the light of the three points specified in the General
Commission’s resolution. In that connection there was a proposal contained in the Netherlands
memorandum (document Conf. D.108) to the effect that “ it should be prohibited to lay
automatic contact mines in the open sea” ; a proposal by the Spanish delegation in the
statement it submitted to the Commission at its ninth meeting to the effect 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, came under
case C”, and that, consequently, 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 ” ; and, again, a Danish proposal contained in document Conf.D.112
to the effect that “ mines are in themselves a definitely defensive weapon, but their appli-
cation may be offensive when they are laid near the enemy coasts or on frequented routes
by mine-layers, more particularly torpedo-boats, destroyers and submarines. The laying of
mines in such circumstances must be regarded as a definitely offensive act. At the same time,
however, the mine is peculiarly suited for certain defensive purposes—for example, the

protection of the ports and anchorages of a country. The best procedure as regards mines
would be to prohibit the use of automatic contact mines in the open sea. *’

_Admiral Surie (Netherlands) reminded the Commission of the great number of non-
belligerents and neutrals who had lost their lives owing to the sinking of merchant vessels
by contact mines laid at sea. The eighth Convention of the second Hague Peace Conference
in 1907 had laid down rules for the employment of such mines in warfare, but even before 1907
the world had seen how dangerous such mines could still be long after hostilities had ceased.



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
sufficient to prevent a huge loss of life among non-combatants. Moreover, during the war
certain maritime 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.

The resolution ado_pted by the General Commission afforded an opportunity to express

a definite opinion on this question. The Netherlands delegation desired to submit the following
proposal, which it hoped the Naval Commission would unanimously accept :

. " The Naval Commission is of opinion that submarine automatic contact mines laid
in the open sea are extremely threatening to civilians.”

Another and a very delicate question was how the eighth Convention of the Hague
Conference could be modified so as to afford greater security. That, however, was a question
which the Naval Commission could not discuss. Article 4 of the 1907 Hague Convention
concerning the rights 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 impossible 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.

SirBolton EYRES-MoONSELL (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
resolution 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 advised neutrals when mine-fields were laid ; but so long as submarines existed
it would be impossible to forgo the laying of mines as a defence. The United Kingdom 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.
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as Italy had proposed.

27.  APPLICATION TO COAST FORTIFICATIONS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL
CoMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)).

i i * Coast Fortifications”.

IDENT pointed out that the next item on the agenda was
ThatTtil:eftl;:rsx had blt):en raised at the-Conference and had consequently been put on the
agenda of the Naval Commission to allow of its discussion, if necessary, though most

j i ission’ tence

ti ere agreed that the matter only just came within the Commission’s compe e,
i‘}elaetg:]]l.mﬁ’:vuld thtg:TCommission therefore agree to pass this question by for the present, it
being understood that it might be of interest and might in some ways be connected with

naval questions ?

" Agreed.

28. APPLICATION TO RIVER CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION
DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28 (2)).

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should discuss the question 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 :

1. 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 3.157"
(80 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 connection with the national requirements and special circumstances of each country.
The defensive or offensive nature of certain armaments also could be decided only in the light
of the special considerations mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant.

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the Hungarian delegation’ ich
he held to be eminently sound and reasonable. 8 gation’s proposals, which

M. VENTZOFF (Upion of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Soviet dele-
gation also wished toinclude two other types of vessels as coming within the terms of the
General Commission’s criteria. The first of these were sea-going monitors, which had been
placed in a special category under the London Treaty. Owing to their gun-power and mobility,



these vessels had been specially constructed to attack coastal defences. They were therefore
an effective offensive weapon against such defences. The second case was that of certain
Washington cruisers, which, being lightly armoured or unarmoured, of 10,000 tons displacement;,
armed with 8-inch guns, and possessing great speed and a great radius of action, were a
formidable menace to maritime commerce and an almost indispensable instrument for the -
:.nfqrcilll_lg of blockades. They were therefore specifically offensive and were threatening

o civilians. .

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 them as were applied to sea-going vessels. The Yugoslav delegation did not
consider that river monitors came within 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 and 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.

z9. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF M. DouMER, PRESIDENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC.

The PReSIDENT desired to express his horror and grief at hearing of the incomprchensible
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. i .

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 whole of France, hoping that the memory of the admirable
work accomplished by the late President would soften the pangs of grief and compensate to
some extent the loss sustained. From the depth of his heart he also addressed hissympathy to
M. 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 tribute to
the deceased, who had been illustrious through the greatness of his country and the high office
he had held therein. o . )

In the circumstances he proposed that the Commission should suspend its work until
May oth.

M. Charles DuMonT (France) said that it was with very great emotion that, on behalf
of the French delegation, he thanked the President and all the members of the Commission.
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 oth, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

30. APPLICATION TO RIVER-CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED
APRIL 22ND 1932 (document Conf.D./C.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 ;

() 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 120-mm. (4.7°) 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—

(2} The relative ineffectiveness of the guns carried, as compared with fhat of the same
guns on Jand ; '

i (b) Their high degree of vulnerability, especially in the presence of fixed or floating
1nes.

o tI.astly, the Roumanian delegation drew the Naval Commission’s attention to the following
oints :

: 1. If the Hungarian proposal were adopted, the calibre of floating batteries proceeding
along waterways could not exceed 80 mm., (3.25") whereas the calibre of land guns proceeding

on a parallel course along the banks, on tractors or by rail, only a score or so of metres awa
from the floating batteries, would not be limited. v Ry ¢

" osez'of Stel:lae-glgirrég :es.sels, whqie tonnage, speed and armaments were infinitely superior to
: est river monitors in existence, could procee i a i
operations, Feb exemale proceed up rivers to take part in war

5,000-ton cruisers carrying six or eight 150-mm. (5. ns
COI:IIS ptroceed up the D_anu!)e. H(_! recalled the fact that, during the world w:?;,) a%llzed .
glxlo Ic:[ln s &nd vessels with improvised armaments, among them guns of a calibre up to
the mouth. -27"), had proceeded up the Danube as far as 350 kilometres (217 miles) from

whicgov[vl(le(riesr‘:nc;)chs?,;gﬁ?rga:gssels llae regarded as purely defensive in character, if monitors,
In conclusion, the Roum poory, armed, were regarded as offensive in character ?

efficacy of river-craft, none :fn 13]11 delegation considered that, in view of the low degree of

April 220d applied to thee, e three criteria in the General Commission’s resolution of

Moreover, the Powers signator «
. Mg , s y to the London Naval Treaty had decid
limitation vessels possessing the characteristics defined in Xrticle 8l :fdttt?:tx ?I'Tgaftgﬂl?ilsl

obviously because of their low fight; isti i i
category and should thus be deemeg tombg; "iael;::;np:k Eeses}:lss‘st'l'ng momtors, came within this



_General Tanczos (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 regarded land guns, which could proceed along river-banks by tractor or rail, as the
Roumanian delegate had stated, it should be remembered that these invariably acted in
conjunction with the other land forces; hence they could not be used for surprise action.
Monitors, on the other hand, could move swiftly up certain rivers and be used for a surprise
atte}ck. In hxs-wew, 5,000-ton cruisers 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). Lastly,
the Pre,Paratory Commission had classed warships not exceeding 600 tons as ** exempt
vessels " solely on account of the way in which it envisaged disarmament.

_ Captain Sorski (Poland) stated that the Polish delegation viewed floating batteries
as intended for use in conjunction with land weapons. Thus in certain countries the small
flotilla of river-craft formed part of an army corps. These vessels were useless on the high
seas and must therefore be regarded as floating batteries supporting land artillery,

. 1f the Land Commission decided to limit the calibre of land guns, the N ava{Commission
might, in the light of such a decision, consider limitation of the calibre 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.739.M.278.1926.1X[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,

3I. GENERAL STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS MADE DURING THE DISCUsSION
OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document
Coni.D./C.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. o .

The discussion had perhaps somewhat exceeded the limits of what was strictly 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. -

gWith a view to clearing the ground, he proposed that the Commission should first examine
the question of capital ships. :



M. WeSTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, desired, before the discussion opened, to outline to
C ission the present state of its work. )
the T(;?eusiews expre£sed had been very divergent. Nevei]rtgeless he thought that, on certain
) t least, some measure of agreement might be reached. _ . .
pomt\i’?th f-egard to capital ships, ge opinions of the various delegations might be summarised
as follows :

1. The United Kingdom and the United States delegations had m.aingained that capital
ships should not be regarded as coming under any of the three criteria of the General
Commission’s resolution.

2. The French delegation thought that capital ships were botl} defensive and offensive.
It was nevertheless prepared to state that the largest of these ships mounting the largest
guns were relatively more threatening as regarded national defence and civilians.

3. The attitude of the Japanese delegation was very similar to that of the French
delegation. Though defending capital ships, the Japanese delegation _stated that a reduction
in this category of vessels would be desirable both from the point of view 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
—1.¢., 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 :

(@) 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 Proposed that capital ships of over 10,000 tons mounting guns exceeding
280-mm. (117) in calibre should be regarded as responding to all three criteria.

(3) The Soviet delegation had proposed as maximum limits 10,000 tons and 305-mm.
(12") guns.

(c) The Spanish delegation had proposed as maximum limits 10,600 tons and
203-mm. (8") guns,

() The Danish delegation, like the Soviet delegation, considered that certain
battle-cruisers should be regarded as specifically offensive arms.

() The Swedish delegation was prepared to regard as specifically offensive
armaments capital ships of more than 10,000 (or even 8,000) tons.

If the Commission’s report were drawn up as matters now stood, the Rapporteur could
do no more than reproduce these different opinions. It would be very desirable if the Naval

Commission were to try to ascertain how far it might be possible to harmonise these differences
of opinion, which in many cases referred only to minor points.

M. Moresco (Netherlands) asked the Rapporfeur whether he intended to draw a distinction
between the various criteria of the resolution. In other words, whether he would say : *“ Certain
vessels respond to the criteria of the General Commission’s resolution ”, or * Certain vessels

respond to the first, second or third of these criteria . Obviously there would be more chance

:.fi ;;:tt:ging an agreement if the former—i.e., the more general—of these two formulm were

thM. Wlslsru:nh(Sweden), Rapporteur, thou
on the results of t i i ;
; > ] » as many delegations had defi h

zxei:'iso r:vnthl:3 l;sga:l'g Eo e%(i,!l of these three criteria separately an¥1 as tghere was no inl:fr:lir;oﬁg
bg the Minu tesl.l. e obliged to state what was th‘e attitude of each delegation as witnessed

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) agreed with the President i
' ) and Rapport
desnrable;j to group together the largest possible number of the varioEf opi?lli];ntsh:;ilcthﬁgglge::
expressed. He asked the Rapporteur to-be good enough to repeat what, in brief, was the
opinion of the French delegation concerning capital ships ' !

most nearly approached the views of the Argentine delega'tif)l:sl.that was the opinion which



1.“' WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, replied that the French delegation had drafted a
note* expressing 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
navies are both defensive and offensive. All that can be affirmed is that the biggest of these
- ships carrying the largest calibres are relatively more offensive against national defence

a:lc_lbthe' civilian population than capital ships of smaller tonnage carrying guns of smaller
calibre. 4

M. men_m_A (Argentine) said that the Argentine delegation agreed with the French
delegation’s opinion. Moreover, the Argentine delegation could see no objection to limiting to
the lowest figure the tonnage per unit of these vessels, with a view to reducing their offensive
potentiality and lightening the financial burden of the various countries,

. Mr. Swanson (United States of America) was of opinion that the President had been very
wise in allowing great latitude in the discussion. It was indeed very important to ascertain the
exact views of the various 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 sirategical
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 4s 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

nited 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 understanding as to
our terms of reference, it is difficult to conceive how any useful or even intelligent 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 in the light of its
origin and subsequent development through discussion in the General Commission, it is,
we believe, clear that the term offensive is intended to cover the idea of political aggression,
and that the offensive operations envisaged are those directed against the territorial
sovereignty of the nation suffering aggression. In other words, it is the special situation
of a nation threatened with sudden invasion upon the outbreak of war which forms the
background of the first two criteria. The third criterion—viz., most threatening to
civilians—appears open to discussion in a wider field. )

“ This conception of the meaning of the resolution is supported by the discussions
which have occurred in the Naval Commission itself, in which the terms aggressive and
offensive have been used almost interchangeably.

1 Doc, Conf. D./C.N./C.R.5.



‘ i i : d ourselves faced with

' Under such an interpretation of our terms of reference we fin 1 .
a concrete technical questi(?n, perfectly appropriate to.dls_cussxon by a technical committee,
less liable than many others to misleading or doctrinaire treatment, :g.nd holding forth
promise of a solution embodying immense benefits to the cause of reduction of armaments.

“ Roughly phrased, that question as regards the first two criteria might be put as

follows : L
* Assuming the threat of armed aggression directed toward invasion of territorial
sovereighty, are there any weapons which, by reason of their specific, lgherent (:ihargc-
ter, offer greater advantages to the aggressor than to the nationt reatened with

aggression ?’ : . o

« If in the whole range of land, sea and air armament any important categories of
weapon can be so defined and adequately dealt with, a most important result will have been
acrlm?‘ﬂ'algh'at this is indeed the correct and intended meaning of the resolution. of the
General Commission is indicated by the use of the word character in the first criterion.
This obviously refers to the intrinsic nature of the weapons to be examined with respect
to the functions for which they were designed, or to which they may be devoted, and not
to the matter of their relative or absolute physical strength as weapons. To list weapons
in the order of their physical strength as an indication of their relative offensiveness would
be an absurdity, since if the strongest or most offensive were eliminated 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
deﬁngtion 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 report, or as 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

sta].ater_x:ents or explanations which any of the Powers here represented may desire to
submit.” '

The PresSIDENT felt bound, before calling upon the next s eaker, to emphasise the point
to which he had already referred in his opening remarks—nameliy, that the Nl:wal Commils:sion
must try to give as definite replies as possible in regard to the three criteria enumerated in the
General Commission’s resolution. The general discussion had been of great value : certain
questions outside the Naval Commission’s immediate terms of reference had been touched upon.

Those questions were of course reserved for the G issi
. Cou eneral Commission and wou
discussed by that Commission in due course. > would doubtless be

Sir Bolton EYRES-MoNsELL (United Kin i i i
] LL gdom) agreed with the view of the United States
delegation that a clearer definition of the Naval Commission’s terms of reference was necessary.

In that connection he would ref. issi
by the United Kingion o é:tc;r:the Commission to a paragraph from the first speech made

“ It is necessary to be quite clear in our minds as to what
: . ) we mean when we sa
thz:!t Ia weapon is most specifically offensive or most efficacious against natioxlsal defencg, :
and I suggest that the underlying idea is to select those weapons which enable the attack
2}:}1 an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked, and that this is
e basis from which we should look at the various naval types.” '



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 United Kingdom delegation also considered it desirable to combine the criteria (@)
and (b). Until the United States delegation had mentioned the point, he had been unaware
that () had been framed on the representation of that delegation. In his first speech the
United Kingdom delegate had also said that ;

‘“ In the case of land and air armaments there may no doubt be a difference between
() and () 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 MIRé (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 lengthy. Ameong 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 President that it was impossible to form an opinion on all these proposals immediately;
the delegations must have time 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...... B ...delegations this point begins..........
In the opinion of other delegations it begins........ ceererenaens vereadt

Captain RuspoLl (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./C.G.26(¢), 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 qualitative disarmament, 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 the selection of certain classes or descrip-
tions of weapons the possession or use of which should be absolutely prohibited 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 () and (b) which would be of the very greatest
help.



he Italian delegate had seemed to think that the Naval Commission ought itself to bear
in m;'l;ld the possibiligties of reduction. Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell submitted that the Naval
Commission had no mandate whatsoever to discuss this matter, which would be duly considered
in another place. R , )

He would like to touch on one other point ; the Rapporteur’s observations had seemed to
suggest that Japan differed from the United Kingdom because she advo_cated a reduction
in the size of capital ships and their guns—the inference being that the United Kingdom was
not in favour of such reduction. On the contrary, the United Kingdom delegate had said in
his first speech that ‘* the United Kingdom delegation was ready to give its most sympathetic
consideration to such proposals "’. It still adhered to that determination.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) thought the discussion was showing a tendency to _spread. At
the beginning he had said he considered that the general discussion had thrown quite sufficient
light on the matter to enable the Naval Commission to formulate an answer. He had added
that by way of simplifying matters the Argentine delegation was prepared to agree to the
French delegation’s proposal. After hearing the Spanish 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.

M. 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. Ashad 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 given country desired to attack another country, certain armaments would be more
offensive in character than others. He believed that the observations of the United
Kingdom and the United States delegations were framed in that sense. If they presupposed
a desire 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 more to the Treaty of Versailles. The covering note to the
Treaty, dated June 16th, 1919, did not—he admitted the point was a delicate one—necessarily
correspond with 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] requirements inregard to German armaments were not made solely with the
%I:I]ect of rendering it impossible for Germany to resume her policy of military aggression.

ht;y are also the first steps towards that general reduction and limitation of armaments
which they seek to bring about as one of the most fruitful preventives of war and which it
will be one of the first duties of the League of Nations to promote.”

The Treaty of Versailles therefore iti : ;
A 1erefore gave a very clear definition of the object which the
g:‘{:;kc%mr?l‘ssmn should keep in view in formulating its reply. The cases in (;uestion should
ed at from the point of view of *“ a policy of military aggression "’—:.e., the case of a

country which meditated : -6 ,
drafting a satistactory re l;; attack. Only on that basis would the Commission succeed in

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that, i i
' r at,if the Naval Commission want 1
Etltl:gteiftfes(gw? dreply to the questions submitted to it, there could be no do:{)lt ?ﬂt&??i];:ta;l::;
considerafigns ariiwir tlllé)sq questions on a strictly technical basis, omitting all non-pertinent
- 4t should give a separate reply to each question in each category, because. for



one and the same type the answer might be different under a différent heading. To combine the
various headings would lead to confusion. The Commission’s reply must necessarily take
the form of a short account of the proceedings, indicating the various groups of ideas. The
Commission 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
would be referred to the General Commission—suggestions that might pave the way for qualita-
tive reduction, as desired by the General Commission, and might also produce other construc-
tive proposals leading to economy.

M. Sarto (Japan) observed that the various technical and intrinsic characteristics of
vessels had been thoroughly discussed. The discussion had shown that there existed a great
diversity of opinions., The President had rightly pointed out that the Commission should
endeavour to define as clearly as possible the nature of the various vessels, in order that it
might submit an answer to the General Commission which would help the latter in its work.

In view, however, 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 ta
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, Ee thought,
to determine first whether 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 RuspoL1 (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 toattack
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 French note could not of course be
considered at present. But the Netherlands delegation entirely concurred with 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 1
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stated that the discussion was now closed. Several possibilities had
beengggg}:;ist‘ll?kjt:rreply separately to points (a), (5) and (c} or separately to pOIf:ltS (:zt)l and (bz
combined and (c) or to all three points together. 'It was also necessary to define the exa(i
scope of the reply. Finally, the French delegation’s note must also be taken into accou_md
He thought it might perhaps be rather dangerous to follow the suggestion of the UmtieS
"Kingdom delegation and ask the Bureau to define the questions and make specific proposals.
Personally he thought it would be better to appoint a drafting committee to review these points,
composed of the representatives of the Argentine, the United Kingdom, lflnland,bf:‘rancii
Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics an
the United States of America, it being understood that any other delegation not represented
on the drafting committee, but particularly interested in 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, 1932, at 10 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

32. EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE
DrAFTING COMMITTEE (document Conf.D./C.N.30).

The PRESIDENT called upon the Commission to examine the draft report submitted to
it by the Drafting Committee, When such amendments had been made to that report as the

Commission might deem necessary, it would be collated with the reports of the other technical
commissions before being sent on to the General Commission,

apporteur, reminded the Commission that, in considering its
reply to the General Commission’s resolution of April 22nd, it had encountered a difficulty at

the outset. Certain delegations had thought that the terms of the resolution were not sufficiently
clear to allow of a definite reply.
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ithin the terms of the resolution, it was not enough

normal " war operations. In the
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Commission 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 really an endorsement of the principle of qualitative disarmament. Consequently, the Naval
Commission was called upon to decide on what arms these measures of disarmament—i.c.,
abollition or internationalisation, or placing at the disposal of the League of Nations—should
apply.

Finally, in order to explain as far as possible the opinions of the various delegations
regarding the Naval Commission’s terms of reference, the latter adopted an interpretation
intended to serve as a guide for delegations in their replies to the questions raised. The
interpretation was as follows :

‘* Supposing one State either {a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or (b) undertakes
offensive operations against another State, what are the weapons which, by reason of
their specific 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 should be noted, moreover, that very few delegations had stated whether they adopted
standpoint (2) 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, whileclearly 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 chapier 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 had not agreed with the
conclusions of the Italian delegation, nevertheless shared that delegation’s views on funda-
mentals, he thought it might be desirable to make a brief statement. ] .

In endeavouring to reply to the questionsraised, each delegation had taken as its starting-
point the proposals submitted at the beginning of their work, and it was in the light of that
observation that he requested the Commission to take the following explanations into con-

n : . -
sxder%ﬁ: Italian delegation regarded capital ships as defined by the Treaties—s.c., vessels of
over 10,000 tons and mounting more than 8-inch guns—as being §pec1ﬁcally offensive, even
if navies were still to include submarines. On the other hand, it held that submarines
would be offensive only if navies no longer included capital ships.

ice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRé (Spain) said that after hearing Captain Maroni’s expla-
natianli;éA Spanish delegation entirely( agreed with the Italian delegation’s views. Moreover,
on examining Part I of the report he noted that all delegations, with the exception of the
three greatest naval Powers, were agreed on the fundamentals of the reply to be made to the
General Commission with regard to capital ships. He therefore proposed that the opinion 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 delegations had informed him
that they agreed with the conclusions adopted py the Arge.ntme, F mpwh, French, German,
Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Spanish, Swedish and Soviet dele'gatlons. These were the
delegations of Denmark, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Yugoslavia. . _

Moreover, the Danish delegation had informed him that it withdrew its reservation

in regard to capital ships.
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dore DE Tamy (Sweden) declared that the Swedish delegation would withdraw
. its s&?gzl?;?lto::garding capi(tal ships, which had already been set out in full in the Minutes

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Roumanian delegation agreed with the
Spanish delegation’s statement. ]

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y. Miré (Spain) said that, if the other sielegations withdrew
their statements the Spanish delegation would be prepared to withdraw its own, There might
be a footnote stating that certain delegations (Denmark, Soviet, Spain) considered that the
tonnage limit should be fixed at 10,000 tons, whereas other delegations preferred 8,000 tons,

General VATEFF (Bulgaria) asked that the Bulgarian delegation should be included among
those whose conclusions figured in the report after the statement of the Italian delegation.

Rear-Admiral voN Scrouitz (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. ) o

“ 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 11: . :

‘“ Pending the results of the discussion in the Air Commission, the following state-
ments in regard to aircraft-carriers have been made in the Naval Commission."”

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 then deemed necessary, the Naval Commission would be convened, so that it might
express its opinion.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the delegations of Denmark, Roumania,
Turkey and Yugoslavia 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 be carried out more effectively and more econo-
mically by a shore-based coast-defence air force than by aircraft carriers.”

Part I11. Submarines,

M. WEsTMAN {Sweden), Rapporteur, informed the Commission that the Latvian and
Roumanian delegations agreed with the opinion of the Finnish, French, Italian Polish and
Spanish delegations. The Latvian delegation also agreed with the conclusions of the Finnish,
French and Polish delegations regarding the defensive character of the submarine,

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR (Spain) said that the Spani i »
; . [ nish delegation accepted these
conclusions subject to the reservation set out in the previouspparagraph gof the r:pggt.
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M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Danish, Greek, Turkish and Yugoslav
delegations agreed with the opinion of the Netherlands Norwegian, and Swedish delegations.

Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation would have been prepared
to discuss the figure of 600-700 tons as a possible tonnage limit above which the offensive
nature of submarines would be regarded as predominating.

M. WEestMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Danish delegation withdrew its
statement regarding submarines of more than 500-600 tons,

Rear-Admiral pE Souza E FAro (Portugal) said that the Portuguese delegation also
‘agreed with the opinion of the Netherlands, Norwegian and Swedish delegations.

Part 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.”

Part 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 228D, 1932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT said that letters had been sent to the President of the Conference a'nd. 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 COMMISSION ¢
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He had received a letter dated May 30th, 1932, from the Brazilian delegation enclosing that
delega&o:'s observations on the Naval Commission’s report. The Brazilian delegation asked
that these observations should be included in the Minutes. They were as follows :

““ Capital Ships. — As the Brazilian constitution prohibits all wars of aggression and
as Brazil has undertaken to submit all international disputes to arbitration, the Braz111a’n
delegation considers that, for Brazil, cruisers constitute the main nucleus of the country’s

i fences. ]
mObEI‘eTg: Brazilian delegation therefore endorses declarations Nos. 1,2 and 3 of the United
States of America, the United Kingdom and the Japanese delegations, as set out in
the report, though it admits that ‘in the case of an attack, the greater the tonnage
of these ships and the higher the calibre of their guns, the greater is their efficacy against

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- ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX IV T0 CHAPTER B OF PART 11 oF THE DRAFT CONVENTION :
RULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continuation of discussion)?.

Paragraph 2.2

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that at its fourth meeting it had adopted
paragraph 1 of this annex. It now had to consider paragraph 2z and the following paragraphs.
With regard to paragraph 2, a number of proposals had been laid before the Commission,
by the Japanese delegation® the United Kingdom delegation*, the Spanish delegation, *
the Hungarian delegation*— as regarded river-craft—and the German delegation *, He also
remmg:ld the Commission that the United Kingdom delegation had submitted the following
proposal : ‘

“In paragraph 2 (a) for * Capital ships : 20 years . . .’ yead * Capital ships : 26
years . . .

“In paragraph 2 (3) for * Aircraft carriers : 20 years . .. .’’read * Aircraft carriers :
26 years . , " " )

! For previous discussion, see Minutes of the third, fourth and fifth meetings
* For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, pages 14 and 35, '
? For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 17.

4 For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 15.
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Further, the following proposal had been submitted by the Chinese delegation :
“1. Capital Ships.

* Owing to the technical progress made and the high cost involved in the construction

of modern vessels of war, the age-limit of capital ships should be extended as far
as possible.

2. Sffrjace Vessels exceeding 3,000 Tons but mnol exceeding 10,000 Tons Standard
Displacement.

* The age-limit of these vessels should be not less than 20 years,

3. Surface Vessels not exceeding 3,000 Tons Standard Displacement.

* The age-limit of these vessels, whose efficiency is less, and whose cost of construction

is 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 7,000 tons and over : 26 years;

* Ships over 1,200 tons and up to 7,000 tons : 20 years ;
*“ Ships of 1,200 tons and under : 16 years ;

‘“ Submarines : 15 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 10,000 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
(Argentine) and Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MiIRré (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 BISRKLUND {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.



— 84 —

i ion’ i ight be taken to

ESIDENT presumed that the Swedish delegation’s declaration mig )
. mear;r :llfaf fhe Commilgsion accepted paragraph 2 (a) with an age-limit of 26 years as applying
to smaller vessels which were regarded as capital ships only on account of the pallbre of their

guns.

in MaRONI (Italy) accepted the figure of 26 years, provided it was understood that
this f(i:;lll)l't: lzlnpplied onlg(r to fytzture srl)n'ps. In the case of existing ships, special agreements would
have to be reached, as indicated in the text of section (a}. : .

" The PRESIDENT assured Captain Maroni that the Commission was discussing this matter
on the basis of the integral text of the draft Convention. -

Rear-Admiral voN ScuourTz (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. ' N

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 10,000 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 abstam(_ed,_ 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 2o years should be adhered to ? -

Captain MARroNI (Italy) drew the Commission’s attention to what he regarded as a lack
of concordance between the texts of paragraphs 2z 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 1st 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
proposal, to note that no delegation had opposed the age-limit of 26 years. He therefore .
took it that the Commission unanimously agreed upon that figure, as the abstention of the
Gen;l)an delegation did not imply that that delegation was necessarily opposed to the stated
age-limit. .

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 programmeg

were based on years and not on fixed dates. Moreover, these programmes provided not for one

but for several vessels. The text he proposed, therefore, would bring the whole Annex moreinto
line with current practice.

Admiral Surie (Netherlands) agreed with Captain Maroni that it would be preferable
to harmonise these two paragraphs. Instead, however, of substituting year ” for * date
in paragraph 2, would it not be better to say ** date ” instead of year ™ in paragraph 3 ?
He agreed with the United States delegate that the use of the word year ” might involve a
difference of twelve months,

, Captain MaRoN1 (Italy) was prepared to accept Admiral Surie's suggestion, as his only
desire was to harmonise the two texts. He feared, however, that the suggestion might lead to
complications. ‘
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Captain PuiLrips (United Kingdom) explained that the authors of the draft Convention
‘l‘lad tallc'en 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 experience acquired, been changed in
the London Treaty to * year . The fact was that shipbuilding programmes were drawn up
on an annual basis. If, therefore, the object was to afford a practical comparison between the
navies of the difierent countries, it was far more convenient to take a year and assume that
all vessels built on or after January 1st of that year were those to which the stipulations
(for instance, 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
dates. The United Kingdom delegation would, however, be prepared to agree to the
maintenance 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. SAawapa (Jagan) 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 :

‘(@) Capital ships: 26 years, subject to special provisions as may be necessary
for the replacement of existing ships.”

(b) Aircraft-carriers.

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 20,000 tons or at
20 years for vessels over 10,000 but under 20,000 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 10,000 tons, the Spanish propesal would no longer apply to these.

Captain PriLrirs (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 ar 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 ¥ 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 MaRroNI (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. .
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M. SawaDA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation had agreed to 26 years as the age-
limit for capital ships and had withdrawn its proposal to divide those ships into vessels of over
and under 20,000 tons respectively. The Japanese delegation felt bound, however, to maintain
that division in the case of aircraft-carriers. It therefore proposed for aircraft-carriers of over
20,000 tons an age-limit of 26 years, and for aircraft-carriers of under 20,000 tons 20 years, it
being always borne in mind that the fundamental aim of the Conference was to achieve
economy and the reduction of armaments.

Senator SwaNsoN (United States of America) agreed with the United Kingdom delegation
that aircraft-carriers could not be accorded a higher age-limit than cruisers. The question .
of the safety of the crews had to be considered in_proportion to the great strain to which
aircraft-carriers were exposed. Accordingly, he considered an age-limit 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 20,000 tons, while the Spanish delegation maintained its view that, while 20
years might be a proper age-limit for vessels of under 10,000 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 MiIr6 (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. SmirNOFF (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 3,000 Tons but not exceeding 10,000 Tons Standard Displacement.

The PRESIDENT remarked that several delegations had made proposals in this connection.
On March 17th, the United Kingdom delegation had suggested zo years as the age-limit for
all these vessels_ whenever built. He understood, however, that that suggestion was not
final. The Spanish delegation had proposed 2o years. The German delegation had proposed
20 years for cruisers. The Chinese delegation had proposed 20 years. The Soviet delegation,
20 years for vessels of over 3,000 and under 7,000 tons. The Netherlands, Argentine and
Swedish delegations had stated on March 17th that they were in favour of the greatest possible
extension of the age-limit. 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
delegation 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. SawaDpA (Japan), reverting first to paragraph (3), hoped that it was quite clear that
the Commission was only adopting these texts provisionally. With regard to (¢), many of the
vessels in question had not been designed or constructed with a view to active service
exceeding 20 years in the case of cruisers and 16 in the case of destroyers. The position had
been discussed with great care at the time of the preparation of the London Treaty. The
Japanese delegation thought that the terms of the London Treaty should not be modified, and
he was therefore in favour of maintaining the text of the draft Convention as it stood.



. Captain ParLLips (United Kingdom) observed that, with regard to special age-limits, the
United Kingdem 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 opposition.

Captain MaronNI (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 PriLLiPs (United Kingdom) drew the Commission’s attention to the need for
making a slight change in the wording of {¢). 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 lvessels, other than capital ships and aircraft-carriers.”

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) thought the age-limit of 16 years could not adverse&y
affect the interests of any delegation, and urged that (¢) 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 7,000 tons displacement. It could not accept the Japanese, American and

United Kingdom proposals.

The PrRESIDENT noted that no other delegation desired to express an opinion in regard

to (¢} ; he would therefore sum up the discussion.
The United Kingdom delegation had suggested that the distinction between vessels

laid down before or after January Ist, 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 ¥ MIRr6 (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 in favour of 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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ion had spoken against the maintenance of these figures. The Soviet delegation,
howggrdel:glggtthat (c) s]l)muld a%ply to vessels between 1,200 and 7,000 toms, rather than
to vesseis between 3,000 and 10,000 toms, and for that reason t_:ould not agree to the
present text of (c). Possibly the General Commission might, when it came to examine the
question of definitions, decide to reduce the minimum tonnage of capital ships from 10,000
to 7,000 tons. But, in the meantime, the’ Co_mmgssmn shou_ld, he thought, a(_i}_lere to the
definitions given in the draft Convention, which it had decided to adopt provisionally. He
hoped, therefore, that the Soviet delegation would be satisfied if its statement were set out
in the Minutes. ] . " banee. which th
Lastly, the United Kingdom delegation had proposed a drafting change, e
Commission would doubtless be willing to accept. According to this proposal, (¢) would
be drafted as follows:

« Surface vessels, other than those referred to in () and (b), exceeding 3,000
tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard
displacement :

‘““ (i) If laid down before January 1st, 1920, 16 years;
* (#) 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 16 years for all vessels not exceeding
3,000 tons.

Captain PriLLIPS (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 i)ut forward on this subject : 7'

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 16 years.

Finally, there was the group of States, to which he had previously alluded, in favour of
the highest age-limit possible. :

Captain MARoONI (Italy) thought that the arguments which had been put forward in
favour of maintaining section (c} held good for the maintenance of (d) also. chordingly 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 fo%lows :g v

“{d) Surface vessels other than those referred to in the preceding sections "

M. SawaDA (Japan) proposed that the present text of (d) should b intai
reasons for which be had urged the maintenarr)lce of (¢) as it sgco)od. : e'malnta,med. for the

_ Captain Sotrski (Poland) said that the Poli
mam;;enancel gf the p}r)esient text of (d). .
., He would nevertheless point out that the distinction drawn in this section betw.
laid down before or after January 1st, 1921, had ceased to be of current interest.t V?:snse‘;:slﬁlj .
down before January 1st, 1921, might be replaced in 1933, but, in view of the period of two
years allowed in paragraph 3, replacement vessels might be laid down as early as I93I. Vessels
laid down after December 31st, 1920, might be replaced in 1936 and the replacement vessels

sh delegation was prepared to accept the



might be laid down in 1934. The Convention on which the Disarmament Conference was
working would probably, however, not come into force before 1934—i.e., the year in which
replacement vessels might be laid 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 carefully
examined and revised by a drafting committee,

M. Charlgs DuMoNT (France) was in favour of maintaining the text asit stood. He felt
that, in the light 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 distinction 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 I5 years or a longer period.

Captain MArONI (Ttaly) 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 DumMoNT (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
entire agreement with the Italian and French delegations.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO {Brazil) supported the views expressed by the Italian, French
and United Kingdom delegations. He observed that, if the 13-year limit was not maintained,
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 ¥ MiRré (Spain) thought that, owing to the perfection of modern
building processes, an age-limit of 14 years would still affor.d all necessary guarantees
for the safety of crews. But the statements of the representatives of several great Powers
which had acquired much experience in this domain had convinced him that it would be
preferable to fix the age-limit at I3 years. The Spanish delegation did not therefore press

its proposal.
M. SAWADA (Japan) was in favour of maintaining the text of the Convention.

. Captain Sorsk1 (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 that, in view of the technical considerations put forward,
the Soviet delegation would be satisfied if its opinion were set out in the Minutes.

M. SMmirNOFF (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 (¢) had been adopted, the counter-proposél 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 Maron1 (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.

. The PRESIDENT observed that at the opening of the meeting it had been decided in
principle to substitute for the words “ the year in which * the words * the date on which.”

_Captain Maront (Italy) pointed out that all the replacement tables were drawn up on the
basis of the year during which each vessel was completed, and that naval construction
programmes were also prepared on an annual basis. The adoption of the amendment
proposed by the Netherlands delegate might therefore give rise to complications and
difficulties. He therefore withdrew his previous acceptance and proposed that the words *‘ the
year in which ” in parezgraph 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.

! See Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 13.
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35. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX IV T0 CHAPTER B OF PART 11 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION :
RULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continuation of the discussion).

Paragraph 3 (continuat'ion).

The 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 Maron1 (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. It 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 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
this period is extended to four years ”.

M. SAwWADA (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 :

‘1, 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 20,000 tons.

*“32, 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 date
of laying of the keel of the new vessel; except that for surface vessels not exceeding
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. _ o .

“ 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



average overlap might be nine months and the maximum overlap fifteen months, allowing
for no delay in completion of the new vessel. The possibilities of speeding up the last stages
of construction of a new vessel are naturally greater the longer the ship has been under
construction. ) ] ,

“7Tn the latter case, if a delay occurred in the completion of the new vessels, thus
increasing the possible building period to five years, the average overlap might be increased
to about one year and the maximum to about two years.

“4. Thus, it appears, the acceptance of the Japanese proposal would greatly
increase the period of overlap between the virtual completion of a new vessel and
demilitarisation of the old, making two vessels available instead of one during that period.
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 thefact that every Statealwaysconserved
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. Sawapa (Japan)ragreed 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. :

Paragraph 4. .
Paragraph 4 was adopted without discussion.

The PRESIDENT then observed that the Commission ﬁad before it an amendment submitted

by the British delegation to the effect that an additional paragraph, No. 5, should be inserted
in 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 was that it
linked up Annex IV with Annex V., , :

Captain PuiLLips (United Kingdom) said that the amendment was a matter of drafting. -
A provision similar to that proposed by the United Kingdom delegation formed the last
paragraph of Article 3 of the Washington Treaty and of Section 11 of Annex I to the Treaty of
London. The United Kingdom delegation felt that, unless the new Convention contained

some such clause, there would be nothing to oblige a State to dispose of a ves 1at i
- 4 t
of its replacement, though that was obviously thegobject aimed atp sclat the time

M. SAwADA (Japan), while admitting the logic of the »

. A ), ts put forward by the
United Kingdom delegation, regretted that he v%as bli "to declate’ A
delega&}ilo]n could not accept this proposal. oliged to declare that the Japanese

ile it was obvious indeed that vessels * over age ' could no longer be used in operati
’ . t
in which they would have to face first-class warships, they might gmvertheless btlz) ;:illiggg
for other purposes, such as patrolling coasts and protecting ports. Asthe work of the Conference
was not yet in a very advanced stage and as no arrangements had yet been made concerning
the allocation of naval forces between the various Powers, the Japanese delegation thought

:r]:sl;e g would be impossible to sce whether certain countries were in need of those over-age



Quite possibly an agreement satisfactory to all might be reached under which no retention
of those vessels was necessary ; but it might also happen, if very marked differences were
allowed in the relative naval strengths of the various Powers, that weaker countries would be
authorised 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 entertained 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 opportune for the Naval Commission to take a decision at present on the subject. Conse-
quently, it regretted 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 rathqr than of substance. Article 22 of the draft Convention laid down that any vessels
of war which had to be disposed of should be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out
in 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 PaiLLIPs (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. Sawapa (Japan) recognised that a question of principle was involved, but explained
that, until the Conference had reached agreement as to the respective naval strengths of the
various Powers, the Japanese delegation would have some difficulty in accepting a provision
prescribing that certain vessels should be disposed of.

The PRESIDENT thought there was some misunderstanding. If all the delegations
agreed that a given country must not construct a vessel in replacement, in 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 United Kingdom proposal
simply mentioned this fact specifically. Exceptions could be embodied in the new Convention,
as in the Washington and London Treaties, but the principle of limitation by means of a
maximum tonnage figure led to the inevitable conclusion that no vessel could be replaced
without being disposed of. ‘ o .

The President believed the Japanese delegation was also of that opinion, but found it
difficult, until figures had been fixed, to decide which vessels might be retained for special
purposes. The Japanese delegation would, he felt, be satisfied when he assured it that at the
present stage of the discussion no delegation could give any undertaking with regard to the
figures. The Naval Commission was at present preparing a plan, as the Preparatory
Commission had done, in which definite figures would subsequently be inserted. .

If the Commission was of that opinion, there was no need to continue 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. o

The Commission would now pass to Annex V, and the Japanese delegation could ask for
the inclusion in that Annex of any additional stipulations which it considered necessary.

The PRESIDENT noted that Annex IV was adopled in first reading.



36. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA T ARTICLE 18 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.

Article 18 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.

38. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX V T0 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 ;
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,

i
L1

* 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.

“(a4) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must
be rendered incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion
of its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however,
the completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel
incapable of warlike service shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a half
years from the date of laying the keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels ;
but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface vessel not exceeding

3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and
a half years.

“ () A vessel to be scrapped shall be considered incapable of warlike service when
there shall have been removed and landed or else destroyed in the ship :

1) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts
of all barbettes and turrets : P & P EP

: 2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets ;
. (3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders ;
(4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails ;
All torpedoes, war heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks ;
“(6) All wireless telegraphy installations ;

All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-
tower and all side armour-plate ; ‘

“ (8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on
or flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery ;

“(9) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air
compressor plants and ballast pumps,



“(c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within
twelve months of the date of which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike
service is due for completion :

*“ (1) 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

cgm]:ligd with, omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been
effected :

A “(1) Mutilation beyond repair of all propeller-shafts, thrust-blocks, turbine-
gearing or main propelling-motors and turbines or cylinders of main engines ;

“(2) Removal of propeller-brackets ;
““{3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all
aircraft cranes, derricks and launching apparatus.

., “ The vessel must be put in the above condition within the same limits of time as
provided in Section I for rendering a vessel incapable of warlike service,

* Section II11. — Vessels to be converied 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 :

*“(1). All guns;

““(2) All fire-control tops and instruments and main fire-control communication
wiring ;

“(3) Al machinery for operating gun mountings or turrets ;

“(4) Al 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,

“ (8) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain, for target use exclusively,
at any one time :

“ (1) 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 vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively
shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section 1II (@) of this Annex.

“ () Without prejudice to the general rules, and provided that due notice be given
. to the other High Contracting Parties, reasonable variation from the condition prescribed
in Section III () of this Annex, in so far as may be necessary for the purposes of a special
experiment, may be permitted as a temporary measure. o ] _

* Any High Contracting 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.

“(¢) Each High Contracting Party is permitted to retain for experimental purposes
exclusively at any one time :

“ (1) Not more than two vessels (cruisers or destroyers), but of these two vessels
only one may exceed 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement ;

“(2) One submarine.

“(d) On retaining a vessel for experimental purposes, the High Contracting Party
concerned undertakes not to re-condition it for warlike service,
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“Section V. — Vessels retained for Training Purposes.

“ (@) The following vessels may be retained, for training purposes exclusively, by-
the High Contracting Parties concerned :

------
---------------------------
-------

“ (8) Vessels retained for training purposes under the provisions of paragraph (a)
shall, within six months of the date on which they are required to be disposed of, be dealt

with as follows :

"« y. Capital Ships. — The following is to be carried out :

“ (1) Removal of main-armament 'guns, revolving parts of all be}rbettes and
turrets ; machinery for operating turrets; but three turrets with their armament
may be retained in each ship ;

“(2) Removal of all ammunition and explosives in excess of the quantity
required for target-practice training for the guns remaining on board ; '

“(3) Removal of conning-tower and the side-armour belt between the foremost
and aftermost barbettes ;

“(4) Removal or mutilation ef all torpedo-tubes ; ] :

““(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number
required for a maximum speed of eighteen knots.
2. Other Surface Vessels. — The following is to be carried out :

“(1) 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 thosel imits shall be destroyed’, in Section I. Vessels to be scrapped,
paragraph () ; 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, in reply to the German delegate’s general question, said the Commission
was at present examining the draft Convention in 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 Conference’s proceedings. Asit was not yet known how
the Conference’s work would develop, it was difficult to foresee how many readings would be
required. The Conference had not only to pass resolutions but to prepare a text for signature

by the delegations. The latter, therefore, could at i
Ponht o gations any time propose any amendments’ they



The President did not desire to bind himself by stating formally that the Naval Commission
would proceed to a given number of readings, but he assured the Commission that the Bureau
would do nothing to prevent the delegations, who represented Governments, from changing
the text they would be required to sign, up to the last moment. Nevertheless, the Commission
should endeavour 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 President hoped that, as his statement fully reserved the position of the delegations,
it would give satisfaction to the German delegation.

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that the President’s reply satisfied the German
delegation. It merely desired to point out that the Naval Commission’s work was considerably
in 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 opportuhity, 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
(d) 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
coming into force.”

If this amendment were accepted, it would become paragraph (a) of Section I, the present
paragraph (a) becoming paragraph (). .

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 understood 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 Convention, 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 amendment was adopled with this modification.

N NAVAL COMMISSION 1.
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The PRESIDENT observed that the amendment to Section I (8) (formerly I (4)) proposed
by the Japanese delegation was similar to the amendment it had suggested in connection

with paragraph 3 of Annex IV. The proposal was to the following effect :

“ Add at the end of Section I, paragraph () (fdrmerly (é)) :
“«But should the new vessel be a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320

*

- metric tons) the above period is extended to five and a half years .

M. Sawapa (Japan) explained that the proposal was a logical corollary of the proposal
regarding paragraph 3 of Annex IV, the decision regarding which had been adjourned owing
to the difficulty experienced by certain delegations in accepting the Japanese point of view.
In spite, however, of the arguments brought forward against the propesal, the _]ap_anese
delegation was still convinced that, owing to the long time required 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
convinced 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) (formerly Paragraph (b)).

The PRESIDENT assumed that, as the German proposal regarding this paragraph had been
with&hawn for the moment, and as no objection had been raised, the Commission was prepared
to adopt it. '

- -~

Agreed.

Paragraph (d) (formerly 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 I1II. — Vessels to be converted to Target Use.

'

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the G 7 i i
was provistonsiny withomnde ) e erman amendment to this section

The section was adopted without discussion,

Section IV. — Vessds relained for Experimental Purposes.

This section was adopted without discussion,

Section V. — Vessels retained for Trainiué Purposes.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Commissi i
miss
and the first part of (b) of this section, beca ere we

2 of paragraph (b) and to paragraph (c).
Paragraph (a) was adopled without discussion,

ght first consider only paragraph (a
use there were certain amendmen)t’s rt)o Ngos.px 35'13



The PRESIDENT said that the French delegation had proposed an amendment to (3) of
paragraph (b) 1 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.

Ca;;tain Maron1 (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 armour belt was a very important part of the characteristics of capital ships. Consequently,
the American 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 (5) of paragraph
(b) 1—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 () 1 had not encountered any
objections at the first reading. ]

The French delegation had further proposed in connection with paragraph () 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 motor-driven and steam-propelled vessels.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out with regard to (1) of (b) 2 that, if ** half of
the guns " were to be removed, but *’ four guns of main calibre might be retained on each
. yessel ”’, this might mean, in the case of old vessels kept in service for training purposes (which
generally had two turrets with two guns each), that, notwithstanding 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 (5) of No. 1, 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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- iral LABORDE (France) explained that the French proposal was only intended
to mﬁ:?(rsfgfnﬁt: 1 and (4) of(No. 2 apply equally to motor-driven v.essels. Hq agreed, however,
that some provision might have to be made in (4) of No. 2 for defining a maximum speed.

Rear-Admiral HEpsURN (United States of America) pointed out that * capltal‘ ‘ships "
were a well-defined category in respect of which a maximum speed might be laid down. ‘‘ Other
surface vessels”, however, was meant to include as many other types of vessels as possible.
It would hardly be feasible 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 PriLLips (United Kingdom) agreed that some provision ought to be made for
motor-driven vessels. Would not ** power '’ bea 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 Ross1 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 (Fran.ce) 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. : ’ i

Agreed.

The PrESIDENT added that there was still a proposal by the Netherlands delegation
to add a new paragraph between paragraphs () and (¢) 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 were 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 paragraphs 1 and 2), and it seems too much to compel the High Contracting Parties
to make this condition conform to these rules ; besides unnecessary expenditure it would
involve, this change would also prevent, for a comparatively long time, the utilisation
of these vessels for instructional purposes. ' -

“ Further, the last paragraph of this Section constitutes a guarantee that these
vessels will not be used for any combatant purpose. ”

. Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MiIré (Spain) wondered whether the Annex was the right place
in which to insert this text. Article 23 of the draft Convention was very similar to the Nether-
lands proposal. He thought, therefore, that these clauses should be either both in the main
body of the Convention or both in the Annex. o, )

Captain PuiLLips (United Kingdom) agreed with the main idea of the Netherlands
proposal. He wished, however, to draw attention to two points. First, the Netherlands text as it
stood, ‘‘ before the entry into force of this Convention ’, was rather vague. Would it not be
better to take a more definite date—as, for instance, that of the opening of the Disarmament
Conference, February 2nd, 1932 ? Secondly, there were, as he thought the Spanish delegate
intended to 1mply, two kinds of vessels used for training, purposes—stationar vesselsg
referred to in Article 23, and seagoing vessels, as referred to in the Annex. The 3'E\Ietherla’ngs
proposal seemed to refer to the seagoing class. He suggested that the Coml.nission would fi ;
it difficult to reach a decision until it had before it a list of the seagoing vessels which i b
actually affected by the proposal. I vessels which would be
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Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) agreed that Article 23 was meant to refer to stationary
vessels and that the present proposal referred to seagoing vessels. The Netherlands delegation
was pri:pared to accept a modification of its draft if the other delegations agreed on the
principle.

Senator SwaNsON (United States of America) observed that a proposal toinserta newarticle
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 afiorded a
very satisfactory opportunity for taking such vessels into account.

M. SAWADA (Japan) supported the suggestion of the United States delegation.

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT ¥ 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
bl;: 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 1st, 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 vesscls, 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 lt))rovision 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 PHiLrips (United Kingdom) suggested that, if the delegations should agree on”

inserting a list, much time might be saved if the various countries would send in 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 : M. COLBAN.

39. ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA ;: ANNEX I 10 CHAPTER B OF PART 11 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION :
' ' EXEMPT VESSELS.

" Exempt Vessels.

“ Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the
following vessels are exempt from limitation :
‘“ (@) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (610 metric tons) standard
displacement and under; . , °



— 102 —

els exceeding 600 tons (610 metric tons),

“(8) Naval surface combatant vess standard displacement, provided

i tric tons)
but not exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric ton
they have none of the following characteristics :

“ bove 6.1-inch (155 millimetres) calibre ; .

“ (3 ﬁggg: ?n%lrl: rhan four guns above 3-inch (76 mdhmetres) calibre ;
“(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes;

“{4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots.

i i fighting ships which are
“ () Naval surface vessels not specifically built as :
emplo_‘,('e)d on fleet duties or as troop transports or in someé other waythan as fighting

ships, provided they have none of the following characteristics :

“ unt a gun above 6.1-inch (155 millimetres} calibre ; _
" g; ﬁgunt m%lrle than four guns above 3-inch (76 millimetres) calibre ;
“(3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes ;
“(4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots ;
“(5) Are protected by armour plate;
(6} Are designed or fitted to launch mines ; .
“(7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air ;
“(8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre
line : or two, one on each broadside ; . _ ) . .
“ () If fitted with any means of launching alrcraf't 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 by the Italian delegation modifying the text of the draft Annex as follows:

In (a) and (b), for ** 600 tons (610 metric tons) ” read ““ 100 tons (102 metric tons) "’ ;
In (8) (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 : “* Subject to such stricter conditions

as the Contracting Parties were ready to accept in a special Convention, the following
vessels are not subject to limitation : "

In (b) (1) and {c) (1) for ** 6.1-inch (155 millimetres) ’ read ** 4.1-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

i{ put rorward, among other suggestions, an amendment to the introductory sentence of.
nnex I. '

P

_ 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 1. That was expressly mentioned in the Bureau’s report.®

No delegation would, accordingly, be asked to commit itself for the time being with regard
to the first sentence, : ’

Captain MARoNnI (Italy) observed that at the London Naval .Conference the Italian

delegation had made the following declaration, which it had renewed later in the Preparatory
Commission :

‘“ In order to facilitate the Committee’s work, the It
figure of 600 tons standard displacement. It desires, how
record—viz., that it would be desirable to reduce this fi
because destroyers even with a standard dis
effective vessels of offence when used in th

alian delegation will accept the
ever, its opinion to be placed on
gure to a maximum of 100 tons,

placement of under 600 tons might be highly
€ narrow seas,”

1 Document Conf.D./C.N.2, o
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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 600 to 100 tons, it should be remarked that,
if the Conference desired to have a limitation and reduction Convention which would bring
about a fair equilibrium between the world fleets over a certain 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 60o-ton destroyers
equipped with turbine engines, which were stronger and more seaworthy than the pre-war
destroyers, with a sustained cruising speed of over 30 knots and a radius of action of 1,500 miles
at 15 knots, and with an armament of a calibre that might be as much as 120 millimetres
(4.7 inches) and numerous torpedo tubes. With the use of fast oil engines and an extensive
utilisation of light alloys it might be anticipated that yet more striking results could soon
be obtained : for instance, for a tonnage of 600 tons, a speed of 50 knots, a radius of action
of 2,500 miles and an armament comprising two 100 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
an eventuality of that kind. The Italian delegation wished merely to emphasise that such
aln eventuality might even cause certain Powers to ask for the application of the safeguarding
clauses.

As to 2z,000-ton vessels mounting four 150-millimetres (5.9 inches) guns and capable
of a speed of 20 knots, the Italian delegation considered that they might offcr 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—s.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 LaABorDE (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—s.c., 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 toaccompany 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 Ttalian delegate had mentioned a speed of 50 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 solldgtg
of hull, nor the sea-going qualities, nor the conditions of comfort possessed by vessels wit
a higher tonnage. -

There was no very great difference between 20 knots and the 18 knots proposed by the
Italian delegation. Nevertheless, the French delegation considered that the figure of 20 knots
suggested in the draft Convention should be maintained, for the precise 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 BISRKLUND (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 600 tons for exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (3). It recognised, however,
that that proposal would have little chance of acceptance by the majority 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 600 tons were of secondary
importance. That, however, was not the case in the narrow seas,
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(
i ich made such vessels necessary
the French delegate, who had explained the reasons whic )
to co?x\gtries with coloniil possessions, he would, however, point _out that there was r}o question
of prohibiting their construction, but merely of including them 1n the calculation o t.he global
tonnage allocated to each country. That was indispensable for the following reasons

isi imitati i tion, they could be
If no provision were made for the limitation of the vessels in question,
built in laré)e numbers and would offer a serious menace to countries situated on narrow seas,

i i i 1d, in Captain
The question of river war vessels had not yet been settled and it would, pt
Biérklund('ls opinion, be undesirable for this category to escape the effects of the Convention.
It would probably be better to choose a lower 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 disqussions
had shown that there were many delegations who thought that the laying of mines on
the high seas should be prohibited. The vessels under discussion at the moment were parti-
cularly suitable for mine-laying, especially in the narrow seas.

General Tanczos (Hungary) pointed out that the Italian proposal to fix at 100 tons the
limit below which all surface vessels would be exempt from limitation implied 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 (¢} and reading :
“ are protected by armoured plate . General T4nczos hoped that the Italian delegation would
have no objection to this amendment.

The PRESIDENT said that the Hungafian delegation’s amendment would be discussed
later when the Commission examined the point to which it related.

M. voN RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the Italian proposal. The German dele-
gation had proposed that the limit of 6co tons should be maintained, but it seconded the
Italian proposal on the general grounds which it had already stated repeatedly—namely,
that it 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' delegate’s view. To the French
delegate, who had expressed the opposite opinion, M. von Rheinbaben desired to point
out that during the proceedings in the Preparatory Commission it had been specified that the
figures mentioned in the draft Convention were given purely as illustrations. Hence, the
Conference could change those figures at its discretion even in the case of figures adopted
in the Washington and London Treaties. Moreover, it was by exercising that right that the
Naval Commission had expressed the view that the age-limit for capital ships should be raised
from twenty to twenty-six years. The French delegate had advanced some important
considerations regarding the fact that some countries had a special need of vessels between
100 and 600 tons. The Convention should make allowance for that need, but it could do so by

laying down specifi i - . .
frgmglimitatiorll). ific rules with regard to such vessels instead of exempting them entirely

Rear-Admiral voN ScHourtz (Finland) stated that hi i i

; inlar at his delegation, broadl eaking,

s;t;%pgrted thfi Ita}lgn proposal, considering the arguments raisedg by the Itilign SIgwedisgh

Powererm'at% elegations very convincing. It was fully alive to the position of the glteat naval
S with overseas possessions who considered that they required vessels of between 100

and 600 tons. Nevertheless there was i i i
of pronibicing theos repeacss there was, as the Swedish delegate had emphasised, no question

1 ; . . .
the aggregate tonnage allocated to eacl? &331:;} er of taking them into account in calculating

A further point required consideration. Th
' ' . ough many countries i
:?a‘?:lesht_lgtn nec;les(siary for coast defence purposes, it shoulsii be remer:ggségelt-fgtﬂll;u::;fgs
nav vesilgrj{n t?] 4 K{r:(;ri«:g n’t;mt countlesl;i«; mvasigns were supported by the action of small
pssels, nean as well as in the Channel or North S i
war, too, small-tonnage vessels h i tions st auTing the ke
ety omall g - ad been used for offensive 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

:l'eady1 to support any other proposal tending to reduce the tonnage and armament of exempt
vessels.

Captain PHiLiips (United Kingdom) said that his delegation shared the French view. He
reminded the Commission that, whenin 1927 the question of extendingcertain rules forlimitation
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 100 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 fromlimitation
in view of their low fighting value might have been used decisively not so very long ago.
Now, hgwever, they no longer constituted an element of greatimportance 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 dclegations
considering that their offensiveness increased with any increase in their tonnage. To-day
small vessels under 600 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 scek
the solution of the problem before it.

Rear-Admiral TEx YUeN Lu (China) stated that the Chinese dclegation 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 dclegation
had already proposed that the tonnage limit of vessels exempted under (2) should be fixed at
100 tons. A 60o-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 simnply 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 the special
situation of Powers with overseas possessions, but to exempt all vessels under 600 tons involved
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 () 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.
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tain SoLsk1 (Poland) rose not to oppose the Italian proposal but to defend the text
of thg?r:flt Conventi(on. An)nex I opened gith the following words: * Subject to any special
agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following vessels are exempt from
limitation ”’. Thus allowance was made for the possibility of special agreements, and the text
was sufficiently general to figure in a general convention. In going into ' .
Commission might become lost in a maze of questions and involved in rather serious

complications. o :
The Polish delegation was well aware of the urgent need for achieving a result acceptable

to all delegations. The provisions of Annex I had been taken from the London Naval Treaty.
They had been adopted after ripe reflection and accepted by the principal naval Powers.
They were, further, in harmony with Article 19 of the draft Convention, which dealt with the
armament of merchant ships. )

The Polish delegation had been struck by the soundnes:s of tl_le arguments rglsed_by th_e
United Kingdom delegate and supported the French and United Kingdom delegations in their

views. It therefore considered it preferable to retain the actual text of Annex I and to pass -

as soon as possible to the next item on the agenda.

The PRESIDENT again reminded the Commission that it had decided not to discuss for the
moment the opening sentence of Annex I. There was, of course, nothing to prevent a group
of States from concluding special agreements in order to bind themselves further. ~

Rear-Admiral voN Scrourtz (Finland) pointed out to the United Kingdom delegate

that the statements made by the Finnish delegation on thesubject of capital ships were logically.

linked with those referring to vessels of from 100 to 600 tons. The Finnish 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 in 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 HEpeuRN (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 delegation
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 18 knots in the speed of these vessels.
Thus it would appear that this delegation, together with all those who supported its
proposal, considered that the other characteristics of vessels coming under category (b) were
satisfactorily settled. The most important of the conditions imposed upon these vessels was
that thgy should not be designed or fitted to launch torpedoes. The question, then, came to
this: Was it possible to construct torpedo-boats of less than 600 tons ? The American delegation
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 that the 18-knot limit had been adopted at the 1927 Three-Power
Conference after extensive study. The London Conference had raised the limit to
20 knots for the following reasons: firstly, because the vessels concerned were of rela-
tively low tonnage and were often unable to travel at their full speed ; further, it had been
considered that, to have an effective speed of 18 knots, a maximum speed of 20 knots should be
allowed. Moreover, the speed of merchant ships had since 1927 steadily increased ; thus it
could be stated that the advantages which a vessel gained from a 2o0-knot maximum speed
were not greater than those afforded five years since by a maximum speed of 15 knots.

Vice-Admiral Surie (Netherlands) observed that as the object of ion
was to limit and reduce all vessels possessing a military valuej, the N:{)Ifeg;:;f;scgg‘égggn
Sl;ppor‘ted the Italian delegation’s proposals. It must, however, be admitted that this type
Oh vessel was very useful for coastal patrolling and for police workincolonial waters. The fact
that a country possessed and required such craft might possibly be taken into consideration as
a reason for increasing its figure of allotted tonnage.

N

nto greater detail the



M. Sawapa (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 stood. The reasons for this were not far to seek. Firstly, as the United Kingdom delegation
had pointed 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 could not see that there was any need to modify that text.

_Secondly, surface vessels of 600 tons and under possessed so slight a capacity for under-
taking 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
Xlat he. was in favour of the retention not only of paragraph (a) but also the whole text of ,

nnex I.

Vice-Admiral MoNTAGUT Y MIRé (Spain) was entirely convinced that the building of
vessels of 600 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
600 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 600 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 speeches of the Italian, French,
Swedish and other delegates showed that some delegates had in mind the geographical
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 reservations in the light of these considerations.
Thus it seemed impossible to make any change in the present draft which would bring it into
harmony with the various points of view, except by providing specifically for all these different
contingencies.

Rear-Adrhiral 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 MaronI (Italy), though not wishing to open a controversy, felt bound to point
out the object of discriminating between limitable and non-limitable 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 600 tons and under could possess real military value,
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With regard to the remarks of the Spanish delegate, he would draw attention to the reply
which Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Commission of the Disarmament Conference
gave to the question, ** Are there any armaments (and if so, what) which are only capable of
being used for the defence of a State’s territory? "' That reply was : * Vessels of small
seagoing efficiency and low power of endurance, capable of use only within a strictly limited
distance of the national coast-line. But in this case proximity to the coast of another State, or
to an important commercial trade route, would confer on such craft, in spite of their limited
radius of action, a high offensive value.t ” ) ) .

He agreed that some countries needed vessels for patrolling and police purposes in far-
distant colonies ; but such duties could perfectly well be carried out by vessels coming 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 600 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 theItalian
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 MARrONI (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 Y MIRS (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 "’.! 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 prolongirig 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 document C.739.M.298.1026.1X : Preparatory Commissi i :
Re 2 Socnment C.739. A,7page s pa y Commission for the Disarmament Conference :
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40. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX V 170 CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION :
RuULES 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) 2 (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. *

41, ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA : ANNEX I To CHAPTER B oF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION ¢
EXEMPT VESSELS (continualion of the discussion).
Paragraph (b)..

The PRreSIDENT stated that the German delegation had proposed the reduction from
6.1 to 4.1 inches (155 to 10§ millimetres) of the maximum calibre of the guns in exempt vessels
referred to in paragraph (4). Further, the Hungarian delegation had proposed the addition
of the characteristic indicated in (¢) (5), * are protected by armour plate ", to the characteristics
enumerated in (4). 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 ().

¥

M. voN RHEINBABEN {(Germany) explained the reasons why the German delegation
had proposed to reduce from 6.1 to 4.1 inches (155 to 105 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 4.1 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 5.1 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 ScrouLrTZz (Finland) said that he shared the views of the German
delegation.

Captain Sorskr (Poland) drew the Commission’s attention to Article 19 of the draft
Convention, which provided for the necessary stiffening of decks of merchant ships for the
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.1 inches (155 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
of guns which could be mounted on merchant vessels.

M. vVON 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 6.1 to
4.1 inches (155 to 105 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 definitionsin Annex
I11, he would point out that the only definition admitted by the French delegation with regard
to light surface vessels was that given in paragraph (¢d) of Annex IIIL.

Captain Sorsk1 (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 TER YUEN Lvu (China) observed that the Chinese delegation was in favour
of as strict a limitation as possible of exempt vessels. Consequently, it 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 ().

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 vesselsin’
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 admit 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 BIGRKLUND (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation, which on the previous
day had spoken in favour of diminishing the strength of vessels in class (4), was equally in -
favour of decreasing the permitted attributes of the vessels referred to in paragraph ().
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 (&) 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 (d).

M. voN RREINBABEN (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 ﬂossible—.provisionally at least, as the present was only a first reading—to adopt a
lower figure than that indicated in the draft Convention. As the Polish delegate had rightly
pointed out, other articles might be inserted in the Convention which the Naval Commission
would have to take into account later on.

As 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. Sawapa (Japan) pointed out that the Japanese delegation had stated, in the
discussion regarding paragraph (4) of Annex I, that it was in favour of maintaining the whole

te::it ?f) Annex I as it stood. Obviously therefore the same remark applied to paragraphs (b)
and {(c). '
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. Ca_ptam FERRAZ DE CAsTRO (Brazil), in reply to the German delegate, thought it was
impossible at present to consider the inclusion in Annex 11 of the craft to which he had referred,
because the Commission as yet possessed no list of the ships to be included in this class of
special 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 1.

Senator SwAnsoN (United States of America) was of opinion that the present question
was pre-eminently one which it 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 gun-power equal to that of any similar vessels they might be called upon to meet. This
was a point 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
delegatxox}s 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 MoNTAGUT Y MiIRS (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 5.9 inches (150-millimetres)

;alibrg. Ifi that proposal were accepted, the calibre of the guns of exempt vessels might also
e 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

ns 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 1g 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 (155 millimetres) was a suitable calibre for the guns of
exempt vessels covered by paragraphs (b) and (), he did not think it was essential at (i)resent
to enter into a simultaneous discussion of Article 19. 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 19, 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 19. -

Captain Sorski (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 18 knots,
the Hungarian proposal for the addition of paragraph () (5) to the list in paragraph (4}, 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 put forward, 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.

which, prior to April 1st, 1930, have been used as

*“ Existi i f various types, v Lo s
Existing ships o 4 may be retained in a non-seagoing condition.

stationary training establishments of hulks,

PRESIDENT observed that in this connection the Commission had before it the
Nethzﬁinds proposal concerning Section V of Annex V, submitted during the discussion of
that Annex, together with the Spanish suggestion made at the seyenteenth meeting that the
contents of this proposal could be considered in conjunction with the text of Article 23.
He noted that no fundamental objection had been ra_lsed elther.to the idea of _the Netherlands
proposal, or to the text of Article 23, or to the Spanish suggestion. The question wastherefore
merely one of drafting or an adjustment of texts. In that case he proposed that this 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 2,000 tons mentioned in (b) of Annex I should be modified, if any delegation

so requested.
Agreed.

43. ITEM g 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 :

“ (@) The date of laying down the keel and the following pé.rticulars :

p ")Classiﬂcation 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.

“(8) 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. ”

» ;l'he PRESIDENT observed that no amendment had been submitted in connection with this
article.

_ M. SuirNoFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that as the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republics was not a Member of the League of Nations, it could not agree to the clause
in this article whereby information regarding publicity was to be communicated to the
Secretary-General of the League. Moreover, the Soviet delegation had consistently pointed
out that publicity of armaments ‘was no adequate substitute for real and actual disarmament.
Consequently, the Soviet delegation would abstain from discussing Article 34 until appreciable
positive results had been obtained in the domain of disarmament.

1

Captain MaRoN] (Italy) said that, with regard to the i i
) _ [ ! , question of exempt vessels as raised
in Article 34, the Italian delegation accepted the text of that article in its pregent form provided

it was clearly understood that *“ exempt vessels ” in that text shoul “ Is
which cannot possess any appreciable offensive value ™, uld be taken to mean * vesse



.

. M. voN RuEeiNBABEN (Germany) and General TANCZOS (Hungary) supported the
declaration of the Italian. delegation, L

Rear-Admiral vON ScHOULTZ (Finland) thought that the matter of exempt vessels was
a very important question of principle, because the whole idea of exempt vessels, by authorising
the existence of non-limitable units, was a negation of limitation and a contradiction in terms,
He noted that the principal arguments brought against the limitation of exempt vessels had
been raised by the representatives of the great naval Powers. One of the weak points in all
the naval treaties hitherto concluded was the very large and varied group of exempt vessels
provided for therein—vessels which escaped limitation. He shared the opinion expressed by
the Italian and Swedish 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
Bpregu 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 point in drawing up his report.

Agreed.

TWENTIETH MEETING

- Held on Saturday, June 11th, 1932, at 10.30 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

45. COMMUNICATION FROM THE AUSTRALIAN DELEGATION IN REGARD TO THE NAVAL
CommissioN’s REPORT TO THE GENERAL CoMMiIssiON (Document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT informed the Commission that he had received a letter, dated June sth,
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 capital ships are particularly adapted for operating against other
naval units and for protecting naval units, and do not as such fall within 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.1z1),

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 8,
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He reminded the Naval Commission, however, that it had originally decided to insert
the following text at the beginning of Part II (Aircraft-carriers) of its report :

+¢ Pending the results of the discussion in the Air Commission, the .fol_low,ipg statements
in regard to aircraft-carriers have been made in the Naval Commission.

As the resuits of the Air Commission’s discussions were now known, that text had been
replaced in the Final Report by the following statement :

“In regard to aircraft-carriers, the Naval Commission draws attention to the Air
Commission’s report {document Conf.D.123, Part I, paragraph 1(d)) and to the declarations
relative to this paragraph in Part II1."”

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 TBE 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 3rd, 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 1V 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.

** The Sub-Commission points out that by its decision of March 15th, 1932, the Naval
Commission adopted paragraph 1 without modification. :

‘ Paragraph 2 of the text of the draft Convention reads as follows :

2. A wvessel s.hall be deemed to be ‘‘ over-age '’ when the following nu'mber of
years have elapsed since the date of its completion : A

‘“*(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 brovision as may be
necessary for existing ships.

““(c) Surface vessels exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) but not
exceeding 10,000 tons (10,160 metric tons) standard displacement :

- Et) If laid down before January 1st, 1929—16 years.
#) If laid down after December 31st, 1919—20 years.

. .“*(d) Surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard
displacement :

“““(i) If laid down before January 1st, 1g21—12 vyears.
*“*(#5) If laid down after December 3Ist, 1920——16yyears.

*“*(¢) Submarines : 13 years.

““ The .Sul::-C'ommission discussed whether, in the first sentence of paragraph 2,
the expression * since the date of its completion ’ should be modified. The Sub-Commis-

sion decided, however, to propose to the Naval Commission the maintenance of the text
for the time being.



. ‘“ During the discussion on this matter, several proposals were made. The United
Kingdom delegate, supported by the delegates of Italy, France and Finland, proposed
the following text :

‘“* A vessel shall be deemed to be ‘* over-age' when the following number of
years have elapsed since January 1st of the year of its completion.’

‘“ The Swedish delegate, supported by the Netherlands delegate, pointed out that
the modification proposed by the UnitedyKingdom delegate might hsfve the effect of
lowering the age-limits proposed for the various types of ships by anything up to twelve
months. If a definite date were to be specified in the text, the Swedish delegate would
be rather in favour of the date December 31st of the year of completion."”

_ Vice-Admiral Pounp (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_Maron1 (Italy), Rear-Admiral LABorDE (France) and Rear-Admiral von
Scrourtz (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
irll1 sub-paragraph (a) the figure * 26 years ' instead of * 20 years * as an age-limit for capital
ships. = -

t As regards sub-paragraph (b), the Japanese delegation proposed for aircraft-carriers
of over 20,000 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-('E)mmission'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 () the words ‘ other than thosecovered 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 10,000 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 20,000 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 in the case of any surface vessels
exceeding 20,000 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 Pounp (United Kingdom) wished to point out, for the sake of clearness,
that the last paragraph which the Rapporteur had read applied on condition 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 Japénese delegate, whilst maintaining his original proposal, stated that he could -
fall in with the French proposal provided that the following amendment were inserted
in Section I, paragraph {(4), of Annex V :

¢ But should the new vessel be a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320
metric tons), this period shall be increased to 5 years.” - : S

*“ The United States delegate was unable to accept any change involving any
extension of the time-limits specified in paragraph (4) of Section I, Annex V. . :

‘¢ The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegate was in favour of maintaining the
present text. '

*‘ The last sub-paragraph of paragraph 3, and similarly paragraph 4, did not call for
discussion, - ; -

‘¢ The United Kingdom proposal to add a new paragraph 5 to Annex IV, with the
object of linking up Annex IV with Annex V, was considered by the Sub-Commission, and
it was decided to recommend the Naval Commission to accept it in the following amended
form : : S

‘¢ 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
phrase : ; '

¢ Except as otherwise provided in the present Convention.’

CAnnex V. - . : _ T

* 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 Convéntion 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 there will be a very considerable
number of such vessels, - . . : :

_ - On the basis of the decisions already reached by the Naval Cominission, 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 présent
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 (), and so on. . .
As regards a proposal submitted by -the Japanese delegation that the period of
four and a half years laid down in new paragraph (b) be increased to five and a half
years if the new vessel is a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
the Sub-Commission decided to recommend that its further examination should take
placesimultaneously with the proposals submitted on the subject of Annex IV, paragraph(3),
referred to above. ' ’
b Sectu‘ms II, ¢ Vessels to be converted to Hulks ’ i II1, * Vessels to be ¢onverted to
gggeg::altlis; s: IV, * Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes ’ did not give rise to any

] *“ As regards Section V, ¢ Vessels retained for Training Purposes’, several chaﬂges
were“proposed. ‘ - .
The French delegation proposed that in paragraph 1—* Capital Ships ®, point (3)—

the words * and the side-armour belt between the foremost and aftermost barbettes’
be deleted, . o

L



: ‘‘ The French delegation also proposed certain rules designed to ensure the application
of the provisions of paragraph 1, point (5), and of paragraph 2z, point (4), to motor-
driven vessels as well as to steam-driven vessels. _ _

‘‘ In this connection the following text was suggesfed :

i ¢“* 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 18 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 (&), 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 ((;ontinued) :

*‘ 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 () should be reduced from 600 to 100 tons, and the maximum
speed of the vessels referred to in paragraph (b) from 20 to 18 knots. Moreover, the
German delegation proposed that the maximum calibres of the guns of exempt vessels
should be reduced from 6.1 to 4.1 inches (155 to 105 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. )

P 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
{¢), point (6), concerning mines.

‘¢ The Hungarian delegation proposed the introduction into paragraph (b) of para-
graph (c), point (5), concerning armour-plate. ’

-

1 See Minutes of nineteenth ‘meeting.
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¢ The Sub-Commission, after carefully considering the question of Exempt Vessels,
agreed to propose the following resolution to the Naval Commission :

¢+ 3. Actually this category of ship isintended to include vessels whose military
value, either individual or collective, does not appreciably increase the combatant
strength of fleets.

“¢,  The need for establishing such a category is due to the necessity for
excluding from all limitation vessels of a great variety of types which are nevertheless
indispensable to meet the requirements of the various Powers for minor -combatant
or auxiliary services. :

«¢3 Tt has become clear during the discussions of the Naval Commission
that the actual text of Annex I, which defines the characteristics of vessels exempt
from limitation, while suitable for the purpose of the London Treaty, is not equally
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 repo}t 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 AnnexesI,
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./C.N.18?
and reserved the right to revert at a later date to the aforesaid questions.

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING
Held on Wednesday, July 2oth, 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.

The VICE-PRESIDENT said that the meeting was bein electi
b _ g held for the purpose of electin
:ccPil::rl‘c:ent to replace M. Eric Colban, who had resigned owing to illnesg re]sJulting from ag
Beft;re proceeding to the election, he wished to ex hi ‘
) e { , press his deepest regret at the unfortunate
tl:)lrcqmstance which had deprived the Naval Commission of sopcourtegous and competent a
resident. He proposed—because he was sure that this was the desire of all present—to send
to M. Colban, on behalf of the Commission, and also on his own behalf a message of
friendship and gratitude and an expression of hope for speedy recovery. '

M. vox RHEINBABEN (Germany) though issi
) - thought that the Commission had not far to I i
tPor edsliilc:r;er Msogsong wllllo might pr_esxdlf. ovlt:r its future work. He referred to th: ofi‘rsl:‘.1 ‘\);ic(l:i!-.
ent, . Dupre, who was now in the Chair and had already presided issi
sometimes in the absence of M. Colban and over sub-commiytges and g;;efrtitnhge (?:I;Inrrr?iltis;g:

The VICE-PRESIDENT said he was ver i
y touched by this mark of
::;);g otsl:i (‘;:l:;:;nwc;eslt;g:trz :.ltnl? the Cc;mn}nli:ssion and wi}sghed that heococl?lgﬁl?:ggeécclggetlh?g l:;(:
oposal, sa honour for his country and for hi
that it would be quite Impossible for him to do so, Zs his d?xrti};l?gegén:fli zg;e:;g%blg\:?;fé

! The age-limits in question i in hi
March 1yeneans o pgg oy are mentioned by M. Ventzoff in his speech before the Commission on



Government prevented him, and would prevent him in the future, from coming regularly to
Geneva and staying 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
for M. Dupré to accept the presidency. Such success as the Naval Commission had been able
to achieve in its work was very largely due to M. Dupré’s constant and untiring efforts. He
flglrlly. (;'eahsed, however, the heavy duties which would prevent M. Dupré from accepting the

esidency.

Admiral AcToN (Italy) said that the Italian delegation also regretted the inability of
M. Dupré to accept the Presidency. In presiding over the Committee which had drawn up
the report to the General Commission, M. Dupré had displayed unerring competence and
- impartiality. Though he quite understood that M. Dupré 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 to M. Colban. 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. Dupré 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. Irgens’ 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 EI 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 to M. Colban. 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 nor the great experience which M. Colban had acquired as
Director of the Disarmament Section. He felt indeed that he would need all the kind indulgence
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 whaleheartedly with M. Dupré’s suggestion to send to M. Colban
a message of gratitude and sympathy and an expression of hope for a speedy return to health.

As the sole item on the agenda—namely, the election of 2 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.1(2).

REVISED LIST OF MEMBERS OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION,
FEBRUARY 27tH—JULY 2zotH, 1932.

——

President: M. E. CoLBAN (Norway), succeeded by M. E. Moresco (Netherlands).

Vice-Presidents: Mr. M. DuPrE (Canada) ; TeEvrik Bey (Turkey), succeeded by Cemal HisnU
’ Bey (Turkey).

Rapporteur: M. K. 1. WESTMAN (Sweden).

Country Members " Substitutes
Afghanistan : Lieut.-General OMAR Khan M. A. Husein Aziz Khan
Yusur Khan
Union of South Africa: Major F. F. PIENAAR Mr. W. C. Naupg£
Mr. H. Camp
' Albania:

, United States of America: The Hon. Claude A. SWANSON
‘ Rear-Admiral A. J. HEPBURN

Argentine Republic: Dr. Carlos QUINTANA Captain Leén L. ScAsso
Awustralia: Mr. J. G. LATHAN, or Mr. V. C. DuFFy, or

Sir G. de Laune RYRIE Mr. F. G. SHEDDEN
Ausiria: General TARBUK
Belgium: M. BourQuiN Major vAN DER DoNCKT
Bolivia:
Brazil: Captain A, FEREAZ DE CAsTRO  Lieutenant Ernani DO AMARAL

Captain A. RODRIGUES DE Pe1xoto

VASCONCELLOS

United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern
Ireland: Sir Bolton M. EYrREs-MoNseLL  Captain T.S. V. PHiLLIPS, R.N.
Vice-Admiral A. D. P. R. Pounp
Bulgaria: General VATEFF Colonel MARINOFF
Canada: Mr. Maurice DUPRE Mr. T. A. StoNE

Chile: M. J. VALDES-MENDEVILLE



Country
China:

Colombia :
Costa Rica:

Cuba:

Czechoslovakia

Denmark:

Egypt:
Estonia:
Ethiopia:
Finland:

France:

Germany:

Greece:

Guatemala ;:
Hazti:
Honduras :

Hungary:

India:

Irish Free State :

Italy :

Japan:

Latvia :

Liberia:
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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. HorsTI

M. PIETRI
M. Charles DuMONT
Rear-Admiral LABORDE

Baron voN RHEINBABEN
3

M. R. RAPHAEL

Count A. ApPpoNYI
General TANczos
M. J. PELENYI

H.H. the Aca Khan

Mr. J. J. HEARNE

Admiral G. SIRIANNI

M. N. Saro, or
Vice-Admiral O. Nacaxo

General A. KALEYS

Dr. A. SoTTILE

Suhstitutes
Rear-Admiral Teh Yuen Ly
M. T. M. CH1Uu

M. G. pE 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. MARTQLA
Dr. K. E. P. HIITONEN

M. R. MassiGL1
M. MoYSSET
M. L. AUBERT

Vice-Admiral Baron von
FREYBERG-EISENBERG-
ALLMENDINGEN

Capitaine de frégate S. MATESSIS
Commandant J. DimAKIs

Colonel pE SIEGLER
Baron KuaN (Lieutenant)
Captain pE HArRDY

The Rt. Hon. Sir Samuel HlOARE
Sir Henry WHEELER
Lt.-Colonel W. E. BEAZLEY

Mr. S. LEsTER

Admiral ActoN

General DE MARINIS STANDARDO
DI RICIGLIANO

Captain RusproL1
Captain P. Maron1

M. S. Sawapa
Rear-Admiral W. KoMAKI
M. Hirosi Saito

M. J. FELDMANS



Country
Lithuania :

Luxemburg :
Mexico:

Netherlands :
New Zealand !
Norway :

Panama:

Persia:
Peru:

Poland :

Portugal :

Roumania:

Sa’uds Arabia:

Siam

Spain:

Sweden :

Switzerland :

Turkey:

Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics :

Uruguay:
Venezuela:

Yugoslavia
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Members
Colonel LANSKORONSKIS

Dr. F. CastiLLo NAJERA

M. E. MorEesco
Vice-Admiral SURIE
Captain J. A, Gauw

Sir Thomas WILFORD

M. E. CoLBAN

M. Narciso GARAY

Colonel A. kmzx

General S. BURHARDT-BUKACK!

General Ivens FERRAZ .

M. Constantin ANTONIADE

Sheikh Hafiz WAHEA

Prince Pridi Debyabongs
DEvVAKULA

M. J. GIRAL PEREIRA
M. Leopoldo PALAcIOS

M. K. I. WESTMAN
M. A. G. F. Voucr

M. C. GorGE

TEVFIK Bey
Cemal Hisnt Bey
Necmeddin SADIK Bey

M. S. VENTZOFF -

Dr. E. Bugero
M. L. G. CHACIN ITRIAGO

M. I. CHOUMENKOVITCH
Captain Gaston Ross1-SABATINI

Substitutes

Major P. MErcADO

Mr. C. KNOWLES

Commodore OT1t0
M. IRGENS

Major BAHAR-MASTE"
Captain S. CHEYBANI

M. T. KOMARNICKI
Captain SoLskI
Sub-Lieutenant LAsocKI

Professor Lobo D’AviLA LiMa

Rear-Admiral J. pE Souza E
Faro .

General Th. DUMITRESCO
Colonel StoicEsco
Captain E. Rosca

M., E. Dussac

Rear-Admiral Phya
RAJAWANGSAN

M. S. DE MADARIAGA

M. ARAQUISTAIN

M. J. L6PEZ OLIVAN
Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6
M. Pelayo Garcis Oray

Commodore C. F. pE TauMm
Commander A. E. BISRKLUND

Colonel NUurt Bey

M. P. SMIRNOFF
M. V. SocoLINE

Dr. Paulina Luisrt
M. L. F. CALvANI
M. I. PERNE



- 124 — .
Official No.: Conf.D./C.N.2.

Geneva, March 12th, 1932.

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 gth, its Bureau met at 4 p.m. on March roth to consider the List of Questions referred
to the Naval Commission by the General Commission—vide document Conf.D.103 *—and

A. To divide these questions into groups showing :
(4) Questions of which the discussion could be begun forthwith in the Naval
Commuission ; : ~
() Questions of which the discussion could only be begun in the Naval Commission
after their previous discussion by the 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 gth,* were requested to attend—should
they so desire—the 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.103 * should be dealt with as follows :

Item. p

1,2, 3. Defer until after consideration of the corresponding questions by the Land
Commission. -

4,5,6,7,8, 9. Refer to the General Commission for previous consideration.

10, 1T, ' Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission.

12. . Refer to the General Commission for previous consideration. -

13, 14, 15, 16. Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission.

17. 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. '

18. Defer for subsequent discussion in the Naval Commission after decisions have
been reached in the General Commission in regard to Items 7, 8 and «q.

1g. Discuss forthwith in the Naval Commission.

20. Defer until after consideration by the National Defence Expenditure Com-
mission. '

21, 22. Defer until after discussion of Items 1, 2 and 3 above.

23. Defer until after discussion of Item zo 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 12.

From the above, it will be seen that it is considered that the following quest'ions can be

distmi)ssfd forthwith in the Naval Commission. The order of discussion proposed is that set
out below :

Items 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 24.

The attached draft agenda shows in detail the ti i i
in which it is proposed they should be taken. questions for dlscussa.on and the order
The President will keep in touch with the Presidents of the other Commissions and will

keep the Naval Commission informed of the i it i
o e e progress of events of interest to it in the other

The next meeting of the Naval Co

. mmission will b ; : .
with the Bureau of the Conferorce n will be called by its President after consultation

B e —

1 See C(?n[erence Documents, Vol, I, page 179.
3 See Minutes of the Naval Commission, page 1.
? See Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 14.
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Official No.: Conf.D./C.N.3.

Geneva, March 1rth, 1932.

DRAFT AGENDA.

Note 1. 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 éonf.D.Ioz.'

3. Questions will, as a general rule, be discussed in the order shown below.

1. (10)
2. (11)
3. (13)
4. (14)
5. (15)
6. (16)
7. (17)
8. (19)
9. (24)

1See Conference Documents, Vol. I, page 179.

Drarr CONVENTION.?

Article 17.
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 IV o
Chapter B of Part 11.

Rules for replacement.

Article 20.

Use of vessels of war constructed
for another Power.

Article 21.

Cession of wvessels of war to
another Power,

Article 22 and Annex V to Chapler B
of Part II. '

_Rules for disposa.l of vessels
of war.

Avrticle 23.
Hulks or training establishments.

Annex I to Chapler B o} Part II.
Exempt vessels.

Annex 111 to Chapter B of Part II.
Definitions.

Article 34.

Publicity regarding
construction of war  vessels.

the

. % Ibid., pages 160 to 164 and page 169,
% Ibid., pages 12 to 17 and page 24.

RELEVANT PROPOSALS.

(1) 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, 1st 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
().

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).

(1) Amended definitions. — Germany
(Conf.D.79.I1.A.x2).
(z) Standard displacement. Amended

— Union of Soviet Socialist
Article 16, note).

definition.
Republics (Conf.D.87.



— 126 —

. e Official No.: Conf.D.12r1.
Series of Publications: 1932.1X.45. _ ﬁ[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 fdr the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments
at its meeting on April 22nd, 1932, adopted the following resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.
28(2)) :

““In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament as defined in the
previous resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.26(1)), the Conference is of opinion that the
range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the competent special
Commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically
offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to civilians.”

For the purpose of determining the naval armaments which are, in accordance with the
terms of the resolution, ‘‘ the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against
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 discussion indicated that one of the reasons for the divergent views expressed lies in
a difference in inter

{ . pretation of the terms of reference given by the General Commission,
Certain 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 hand, in view of the special conditions existing in the sphere of naval
armaments, }lave thought it necessary to discuss and state clearly the sense in which the General
Commission’s resolution should be interpreted.

. Th_edse latter delegations have, for their part, expressed the opinion that the instruction
o constder the different naval armaments with a view to determining those weapons * whose

character is the most specifically offensive ** appears t

for purposes of a policy of aggression and tl';gtp th © presuppose the use of such weapons
. ol e na

consequently, primarily thosegdirected o val operations to be considered are,

! rds the invasion and violation of the territorial
i?]velrelgnt of a country. In other words, in order to define the task of the Naval Commission,
e a:ltter as, in their opinion, to consider whether there are weapons which, in the event of
?i-rntxse :fg%;isisrlc;t:lhc:;rectted sqtfiiden}lly against the territorial sovereignty of a State, offer, in
_ their ent specific character, great : |
natlo_lr_lhwglch is the victim of seuoraen: greater advantages to the aggressor than to the
] e delegations adhering to this view feel that this i
with the origin and developg o 25 shou,

pretation is the only one consonant
Commission. Furthermore

mtlalnt of the resolution as shown by the discussion in the General
» they feel that to consider the offensive operations in question



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 applied 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, b{ its resolution of April 22nd (document Coni.D./C.G.26(1)),
adopted this very principle of 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 ;Iommission, the latter has agreed to the following resolution (document Conf.D./C.N./
C.R.r0) :

‘“ 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 ot 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 (4) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or {b)
undertakes offensive operations against 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 (2) 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 April 22nd,
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
defénsive, etc.). The Soviet delegation considers that any attempt to apply the principle of
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o gl T neral Commission’s decision of April 22nd nullifies any results
thﬁ?tﬁg;l iic:?rti{edtztﬂi‘g (r;:gard to qualitative.disarmqment,.am.i that, notwithstanding
differences in geographical conditions, the techmcal-_taghcal criteria of preslfn_t-day naval
armaments clearly permit of a defmitel réeply-—_at‘ld this in numerical terms—being given to
i he General Commission. , _
the tl?:’fi»itcslulf:trlg I;fegll 1:mt;}(riet to arrive at a single_text, in regard to the various naval arms,
acceptable to all the delegations. .These efforts having proved unsuccessful, it has consequently
been necessary to compile this report in the form in which it now appears—a series of statements
by different delegations or groups of delegations, setting forth their particular points of view.

PART I. — CAPITAL SHIPS.

The Australian, the United States of America, the Japanese and the United Kingdom
delegations consider that : .

s« 7. While in many respects capital ships possess fighting qualities superior to other
types of vessels, they are not so constituted that they can be effectively operated independently
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 large 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 (4) or (§) 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 1, 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
communications and very long coast-lines, and whose security and very life depend on her fleet,
while recognising that, in the present state of armaments, capital ships, as defined and limited
bﬁ" existing Treaties, constitute an important element in naval forces, considers that these
ships :

‘“ 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 sfmply at the reduction of
displacement and of gun calibre of capital ships is not within the terms of reference of the
Naval Commission. .

*“ In any case, the Italian delegation is of the opinion that a proposal of this sort will not
only not achieve the object of the General Commission but would, on the contrary, lead to the

creation of a new type of rapid armoured vessel, and consequently to a new competition in
naval construction.” '

abov‘l;he Chinese delegation, in respect to China, supported the Italian delegation’s statement

The delegations of Germany,

the Argentine, Bulgari , D ] ]
Greece, Norasy, the Worimany: g gania, Denmark, Spain, Finland, France,

i orw ' Poland, Roumania, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, the Union o
Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia agree on the following conclus,ion);. : !
“(a) In re

. \n regard to capital ships, the predominance of their offensive character over
their defensive qualities increases with their tonnage ang the calibre of their guns.
(1]

(b) While admitting that capital ships ma i : .

. | y contribute efficaciously t d tional
gﬁf;"{;’f; ;ltl TluSt ge stated that, in the case of an attack, the greater the tc?njr’lag:v g; t;;.:sae ;?lips
defences, gher the calibre of their guns, the greater is their efficacy against naval and coast



*“(c) Inregard 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 & certain calibre must be considered as being :

‘“{a) Most specifically offensive ;
*“(b) Most efficacious against national defence ;
*“(¢) 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, capital ships of over 10,000 tons and carrying a gun of over 11-inch calibre come within
the criteria stated in the General Commission's resolution. .

He has further stated that the German delegation would be able to accept a unanimous
rTesoliltmn by the Naval Commission going even further than the provisions of the Versailles

reaty.

The Spanish and Roumanian delegates have proposed to characterise as coming under the
three criteria all capital ships over 10,000 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 10,000 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 includedin 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 :

‘“ (@) Specifically offensive ;
‘“(b) Efficacious against national defence ;
““ (¢) 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 (4), and to the declarations
relative to this paragraph in Part III).2 :

The delegations of the Argentine, Australia and the United Kingdom have expressed
the following 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 question 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.”

1 REPORT BY THE AIR COMMISSION.

Part 1.

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
o;l the vessels which carry them.

Part 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 possibility of offensive action of ship-based aircraft is inappropriate for inclusion in a report
which deals with aircraft generally and which does not otherwise discuss specific types of aircraft 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 aircrait 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 ¢lose 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
with subdivision () of the fourth paragraph of the resol
that is to say, in connection with a situation characte 1

‘¢ The aircraft-carrier is 2 particularly vulnerable type of warship.

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 an auxiliary arm of the fleet. Its principal
mission is in connection with fleet operations, particularly in reconnaissance and defence of the
fleet against surprise attack. )

t¢ 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. ] ] ]
ss Even if bombing were abolished, aircraft-carriers would still be needed for scouting and

other purposes of a purely defensive nature. ]

<t 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.”

regards the first two criteria in accordance
ution adopted by the N aval Commission;
rised by a policy of armed aggression.
It serves only as an

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 specifically offensive. On the other hand, they are extremely
effective in defence for long-distance scouting for naval forces or convoys and for discover-
ing the possible proximity of an attacking force. ’

‘“{b) They are not 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,
instead of guns of 203 millimetres (8 inches), they only carried guns of 155 millimetres
(6.1 inches), which 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 are :

‘(@) Specifically offensive ;
‘“(b) Efficacious against national defence ;
‘“{c) Threatening to civil populations.”

The German, Chinese, Danish, Spanish, Finnish, Itali ' :
. an, » 4 , . . ian, Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish,
ﬁloeumamlan, Siamese, Swedish, Soviet, Turkish and Yugoslav delegations have int%mated that
y reply in the affirmative to the first as well as the second and third questions.

*“In practice, the aircraft-carrier bei i i i
e, - eing a mobile base for bombing aircraft puts withi
range of thes i jecti i 8 P be outside
thegrz‘mge ofeaﬂl;ccrka.it a considerable number of objectives which otherwise would be outside
“* At the present time, these vessels carr i
; time, _ y fighter, reconnaissance and bombing aircraft.
ili‘t,gna cl(f:otl}::tyt:mf.e (:eSIgned for carrying only the two former classes, it is necessargy to take
purposes espegiae;lcy til;at l:he nl;a)ontylof redconnalssance aircraft can be employed for bombing
; . ! , they be employed at the short distanc i
circumstances which aircraft-carriers permit of being realised.” e and in the favourable

The German delegation desired to add the following paragraph to the above declaration :

(X3 A‘ I3
ircraft-carriers are a partj i i
. rticularly efficacious arm th iteri
against ¢ - . P L arm, 1n the sense of the three criteria
g ountries which do not possess a sufficient air defence.” '
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. _The Polish delegation, while agreeing with the above declaration of the fifteen Powers,
is of the opinion 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 Greek delegation adheres to the views expressed in the first paragraph of the above
declai-{atmn 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.

‘“1. Being highly mobile aerodromes and capable of acting independently of the fleet,
these vessels are not only most suitable for making surprise attacks butare 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 t}‘:xs 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 wvessels 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 historicrulesof war
. at sea and to common humanity.
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emé do not exist in the case of the surface ship, and it is this fact, in our

¢ Simi bl : ; '
Similar pro ely responsible for the different manner in which the two types of vessel

opinion, which is larg

d. ' .
have“bliel?asugzen contended that if all nations adhere to the rules for the conduct of submarines

in war, laid down in Part IV of the London Naval Treaty, the differentiation between the
surface ship and the submarine in their use against trade will disappear. .

¢ It must be remembered, however, that these rules are not really new. The submarine,
when it entered the field of naval weapons, was subject to exactly the same rules as were sprfac_:e
ships. What is noteworthy is that the surface ship followed those rules and the submarine did
ot ““ The Argentine, Australian and United Kingdom delegations do not wish to b(_elittle
the value of rules solemnlyaccepted in this manner, and theysincerely hope that the particular
rules in question may be accepted by all nations. They must, however, stress the fact that_ no
rules can alter the inherent limitations of the submarine mentioned above. The fact remains,
therefore, that, should another war unfortunately take place in the future, the temptation
to use the submarine in an inhuman manner will inevitably be greater than the temptation
so to use surface ships. o _ .

““ 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.

‘*“ Qur answer to criterion No. 1 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
in accordance with subdivision {a) of the resolution adopted by the Naval Commission ; that
1s to say, in connection with a situation characterised by a policy of armed aggression.

¢ Under this interpretation, no distinction need be drawn between the first two criteria.

*‘ Historically, 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 defence forces of another Power. Submarines in the possession of the country suffering
aggression do 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 : ’

‘(@) Most specifically offensive ;

‘“(b) Most efficacious againsf national defence.

. “ ) \"Vit.h respect to the third criterion—i.e., * whose character is most threatening

o civilians ‘—it may be admitted that the submarine is relatively inoffensive in so far as

;;;crzﬁ;s ﬂ:il(:’l'xlh'ans on sl:pre. T}llle }?nly civilians whose safety in war has ever given rise to

n connection with the submarine are civilians at sea. i i
crews c_}_fhnon-lt):ombatant and neutral vessels. - ncluding passengers and
** The submarine, because of her inherent limitations, is less able than

) . any type of surface

vess?l‘ }rohas?ure the safety of non-combatants in the exercise of the right of zis%’tpand search.

acting in ;olo?});}ltthy of ls)ug;narmelsd proplerly to exercise control over commerce, even when
» probably would result in inciden iati | iti

of the hosoors oyth. Prob: er. ents,followed byretahatxon and a repetition
** The provisions of Article 22 of the London Naval T ‘ ivili

! reaty do not ensure to civilians

;2:: samle degree of safety that they formerly enjoyed when subjected to control by surface

forptsh gonef. Whereas the surface vessel of war was obligated with entire responsibility

for | eir ;a ety, the submarine, by these rules, is authorised to place this obligation upon the

-combatants themselves or upon some other ship in the vicinity over which the submarine



exerts no authority. Furthermore, these rules tend to encourage the submarine to sink vessels
at sea, a practice which formerly was permitted to suriace 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
outside 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 b
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
in foreign waters takes from it its defensive character.”

The delegation of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics adheres to the above opini-on
expres];sed' 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 600 tons."

The delegations of Spain, Finland, France, Italy, Latvia, Poland, Roumania, Siam and
Venezuela have put forward the following opinion :

‘“ (@) 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 itself.

*‘ 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 ts 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 :

““ (@) Is not a specifically offensive arm ;
“(8) 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 conclusiqns of the delegatgons of
Finland, France, Latvia, Poland, Roumania and Venezuela, consndgrs that. submanpes of
large displacement can take part in offensive fleet operations, and, in certain cases, in the
blockade of distant countries, and that submarines of a displacement exceeding 1,000 tons

are most specifically offensive.

The delegations of China and Italy consider that the offensive character of submarines
would become preponderant if capital ships did not exist. Consequently :

* (@) If capital ships form part of fleets, the construction of submarines is necessary
for defensive reasons.

“ (b) If capital ships do not form part of fleets, the construction of submarines would
have a specifically offensive character.”

The delegations of Finland, France, Italy and Venezuela consider that displacement isnot
a criterion for defining the more or less offensive character of submarines. Actually, in narrow
waters, small submarines can be as efficacious as those of large tonnage, and, in 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 :
‘“ (@) Specifically offensive ;
‘“(b) Efficacious against national defence ;
‘*{c) Menacing to civil populations.

‘e 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 German delegation has pointed out that the authors of the Treaty of Versailles have,
by the terms of this Treaty, characterised the submarine as a specifically offensive arm.

The delegations of Denmark, Greece, Norway, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, Turkey
and Yugoslavia are of opinion that ;

*‘ Submarines of large tonnage, and the most heavily armed both as regards torpedoes and
guns, are the most capable of operating in an offensive manner and the most effiacious against
national defence. The capacity of submarines to operate in these directions diminishes in
pr0p‘o‘rt10n to their tonnage and their armament.
strictl;?l:\lz?ez;;nes :f lesser tortmag;, and e{;pecially those whose tonnage does not exceed that

] ry to ensure to them sufficient qualities .of i itabili
pred?‘mmantly defensive in character. 1 ecurity and habitability, are
As regards civil populations, it cannot be said that submarines are particularly threaten- -

ing to them, so long as they conf. in th i
g s0 them, g y conlorm, 1n the same way as other vessels, to the rules of inter-

** 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 :

““(¢) Submarines are not specifically threatenin ivi i
) g to civil populations so lon
they conform, in the same way as other vessels, to the rules of ir?terr)national law.” &%



__‘* The Portuguese delegation, while accepting the above declaration, considers that the
limit 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 22nd.

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 resclution, 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 Frenck and Roumanian delegations have suggested that all mines should be marked
by the Government which employs them.

The Argentine, the United Stales of America, the Italian and the United Kingdom dele-
gations, while supporting the proposal to regard the use of automatic mines in the open sea as
specifically dangerous to non-combatants, desired to state that they regarded mines laid in 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./C.N.26, which reads :

*¢ ¢ The Naval Commission is of the opinion that submarine automatic contact mines
laid in the open sea are extremely threatening to civilians”,
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“ i to this question it is necessary to give a simple reply. From this point
£ vie ‘ﬁcir:s:;i;fgsgﬁz to agreg entirely with the formula given by the Netherlands delegation
" t}}l‘sAdsotclilen}fl?:ﬁer close examination and detailed investigation o fthe matter does not follow -
from the duty assigned to us by the General Commission and, first, leads to the discussion of
a series of problems having no reference to qualitative disarmament, and, secondly and lastly,
compels us to discuss questions which require preliminary solution in principle by the Generzﬂ
Commission, the Soviet delegation abstains from accepting a more detailed document.

The United Kingdom delegation has made the following statement :

*¢ The original proposal of the Netherlands delegation was to prohibit the laying of contact

i in the * open sea’. ) .. .
e ﬂlwtra: on Ehis basis that discussions took place in the Naval Commission, and the United
Kingdom delegation, seeing no reason for the substitution of the words ‘ outside a coastal zone
to be determined’ for the words * open sea’, w1s_h to place on recorq that, in associating
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 (.Iommigsio‘r}_has unanimouslx :
agreed with its proposal declaring that automatic contact mines lald_’ ‘in the open sea”
are among the arms most threatening to civil populations, regre‘ts that, in the present report,
the words, * in the open sea ”” have been replaced by the words * outside a coastal zone to be
determined ", ] ) o : ] )

It appears from the discussions that this substitution cannot be considered as having
for its object the modification of the meaning of the declaration, nor to endanger the principle
of the freedom of the seas on which it is based. ) o

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 :

(@) Specifically offensive ; A ‘
(b) Specially efficacious against national defence ;
() Most menacing to civil populations.

The Polish, Roumanian and Ywugoslav delegations, on the other hand, hold that river
craft do not come under any of the three headings mentioned in the resolution of the General
Commission. Such craft, they claim, should be regarded as defensive weapons, in view of their
special construction, limited field of action and lighter armament.

For certain countries whose naval forces are insufficient to ensure the defence of their
maritime frontiers, certain river craft serve as floating batteries for the defence of estuaries and
deltas against attaks from ocean-going vessels. It is perfectly logical that such river craft
should be supplied with artillery comparable to that of sea-going vessels, which are considered,
in the opinion of all the naval Powers, as being of a specifically offensive nature. Furthermore,
the effective power of their artillery, compared with land artillery of the same calibre, and
their vulnerability, particularly to mines, lead these delegations to the conclusion that river
craft cannot be regarded as specifically offensive nor particularly efficacious against national
defence, nor as most menacing weapons to civil populations. The Roumanian delegation has
stressed the desirability of the question of river war vessels being discussed in taking into
consideration all existing river war vessels on the rivers of all the continents.

The naval Commission has carefully examined the questions whether monitors and river
craft come under the categories of arms covered by the resolution of the General Commission.

It was obliged to find that, according to the proposal of the Hu i i
problem has arisen only in regard to European ll')ivelzs. ngarian delegation, the



However, in view of the general terms of reference of the General Commission, it seems
to the Naval Commission difficult to restrict the discussion of the problem purely to surface
river 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 dees 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-
General 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 priors as non-offensive only submarines of small tonnage, provided
that in the use of these vessels the international humanitarian restrictionsimposed 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. SEPAHBODL.

. Official No. : Conf.D./C.N.15.
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.288.1930.1X).

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-mémoire to the delegations in their
statements regarding the interpretations given by them to Articles 2, 3 and 4 of the draft
Convention.



if delegations will forward to the Bureau, when the Conferencé

ies to the attached questionnaire. .
which shows how the analogous questions have been treated

rwarded herewith for information to all delegations.?

The Bureau would be glad
resumes its sittings, their repl
Document Conf.D./C.T_.4,
by the Land Commission, is fo

.

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 ; )
(8) For a professional sailor; '
(¢) For a conscript sailor serving with the colours;
For a militiaman, reservist, etc., undergoing a period of service, attending a
drill, a training lecture, a muster-parade or an inspection.

.  What have you counted in your effectives ? (Various services, missions, persons
detached to civil services, etc.):
(@) Officers ;
(8) Professional sailors ;
() Cadet officers or cadet petty-officers undergoing preparatory naval training ;
(d) Men called up with the annual contingent, militiamen, reservists ;
(¢) Young men undergoing preparatory naval training (boys, etc.).

4. Have you counted in your effectives:

(@) Coast watchers and coastguards ;
(8) 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 1, pages 100 to 108.



Official No.: Conf.D./C.N 32,

Geneva, May 31st, 1932.

REPLIES TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE (Document Conf.D./C.N.15) 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.288.1930.1X).

Country,
1. Union of
South Africa.

Question 1.

Actual—4.4., men doing
training * in tha South
African Naval Service—
whole-time serving, or a
number of men doing
betweon them 365 days'
service in the year in the
Naval Volunteer Reserve.

Cruestion 3.

Full-time Personnel, —
365 days.

Naval Reserve Personnel.
— Maximum number of
days training permitted
by law—asix hours’ parades
equal one day’s duty,

CQuestion 3.
All membaers of the forces
who have engaged for

service.

Question 4.
{a) No coast-watchers.
No coast-guards.
(4) Coast defence
ersonnet is  Garrison
rtillery and members of,
and counted with, the
land (military) forces.

Question 3.
There are no
such formations in
connection
naval service.

with,

Question 6.

None, except to
determine a day's presence
for part-time Naval
Volunteer Reserve—where
a arade or parades
totalling six hours are
taken as one day’s duty.

2. New Zealand,

Actual,

(a) (b)

Regular forces

Caunted in :

{a) (b) Coast defence
included in

No such formations
in New Zealand.

Returns are based on our

interpretation of Articles z

—pericds of temporary (a) Officers ; personnel
absence counted as davs ot o .. mili ) and 3.
of duty. y (8) Professional sailors; HEy mion Fo%lowing ints are
(¢y There are no (¢} Reservists ; worthy