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LEAGUE OF NATIONS

LIMITATION OF NAVAL ARMAMENTS.

ACTION TAKEN BY THE COUNCIL AND THE COMMISSIONS OF THE LEAGUE

ON THE RESOLUTIONS ADOPTED BY THE ASSEMBLY AT ITS FOURTH SESSION

The question of the limitation of naval armaments has, during this year, been considered
in its technical aspects by the Permanent Advisory Commission.

The aim of this work and the procedure to be followed was determined by the third Assembly,
as summarised in the following passage from the report of its Third Committee:

"The Third Committee is entirely in agreement with the Temporary Mixed Com-
mission in thinking it desirable that a Conference should be summoned at an early
date and that all States, whether Members of the League or not, should be invited to
take part. It considers, however, that a certain elasticity with regard to the programme
for this Conference should be allowed, and that it should be made quite clear that the
Conference would not be in any way bound by the draft Treaty, but that, on the contrary,
it should be free to take into consideration the special circumstances in any country,
and, in particular, the special circumstances of new States which as yet have no navies.
While agreeing to this view, however, the Third Committee feels strongly the great
desirability of securing immediate limitation of the naval forces maintained by all
countries, in order that the peoples of the world may be spared the economic burden
which would be laid upon them by increases in the total tonnage or in the size of the war-
ships maintained by their Governments. The Third Committee therefore recommends
for the adoption of the Assembly the following resolution:

"'(a) That an International Conference should be summoned by the Council as
soon as possible, to which all States, whether Members of the League or not,
should be invited, with a view to considering the extension of the principles
of the Washington Treaty for the limitation of naval armaments to all non-
signatory States, it being understood that any special cases, including that
of the new States, shall be given due consideration at the Conference;

''(b) That the report of the Temporary Mixed Commission, together with the
report and the draft Convention prepared by the Permanent Advisory
Commission, as well as the text of the Washington Treaty, should be for-
warded immediately to the various Governments for consideration."'

In view of this report and of this resolution, the Temporary Mixed Commission requested
the Council "to consider the advisability of issuing to the Permanent Advisory Commission
the necessary instructions for examining the extension of its technical scheme to States not
Members of the League."

The Council considered this question in September 1923 during the fourth session of the
sAssembly.
j The Italian representative, reporting on the matter to the Council, expressed the following
views:

"It would seem desirable that the necessary instructions should now be issued to the Com-
mission to proceed with this work.

"At the same time, I would draw the attention of the Council to a point in connection with
the draft scheme itself which is, in my opinion, of importance. This scheme, which takes the
form of a draft Convention for the extension of the principles of the Washington Treaty to non-
signatory States, was not unanimously adopted by the members of the Naval Sub-Commission
who drew it up. As the report which accompanies the draft shows, the Spanish representative
accepted it under reserve and the representative of Brazil opposed it entirely.

"Thus the representatives of two Powers belonging to the group of nations to which the
Convention would be applied were not prepared to accept it.

"I think my colleagues will agree with me that it is of importance for the success of the
International Conference on this subject which is eventually to be held that the draft Conven-
tion to be taken as a basis of discussion should be one on which naval expert opinion is as far
as possible unanimously agreed.

"I would therefore suggest that the Naval Sub-Commission 'should be asked to re-examine
their draft scheme in the light of the foregoing observations, and, at the same time, should invite'
to sit on the Commission such technical experts of States Members of the League as may be?
affected, and call into consultation naval experts from such of the nations not Members of the
League - other than those whose naval armaments are already fixed by the Washington Treaty
or by Treaties of Peace - as they may consider desirable.
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"I therefore propose the following resolution:
"'I. The Council, on the recommendation of the Temporary Mixed Commission,

instructs the Permanent Advisory Commission to consider the question of the extension
of its technical scheme, with regard to the application of the principles of the Washington
Naval Treaty, to those States which have not signed the said Treaty, and which are
not Members of the League oL Nations.

"'2. The Council further requests the Permanent Advisory Commission to
reconsider its original draft Convention with a view to its universal acceptance from
a naval technical point of view, and for this purpose suggests that the Commission
should call into collaboration naval experts of such nations concerned - other than
those whose naval armaments are already fixed by the Washington Treaty or by
Treaties of Peace - as they may consider desirable."'

The Naval Sub-Commission, to which the matter was referred by the Permanent Advisory
Commission, decided that invitations should be addressed to all non-signatory States possessing
"capital ships" as described in the Washington Treaty. Invitations were accordingly despatched
to the following States, asking them to nominate naval experts to co-operate with the Naval
Sub-Commission in the work preliminary to the International Conference:

Argentine, Greece, Union of Socialist Soviet
Chile, Netherlands, Republics,
Denmark, Norway, Turkey.

With the exception of Turkey, all the nations invited accepted the invitation and a meeting
of the Naval Sub-Commission and representatives of the States mentioned above was held in
Rome from February I4th to 25th. The results of the work of the naval experts are contained
in Document C. 76. I924. IX.

In March I924, the Council examined the resu'ts of the Rome meeting, and, while reserving
the examination of the report to a subsequent session, decided to request the Secretary-General
to forward a copy of the report to all States Members and non-Members of the League, and to
invite those States to communicate through the Secretary-General, if possible before the June
session of the Council, any observations or suggestions concerning their countries which they
might think desirable, in order to enable the Council to take a decision as to a second technical
meeting and to determine the final date of the International Conference for the purpose of con-
cluding the Convention.

A letter was accordingly despatched-by the Secretary-General on April 4th, I924. The
replies received from the Governments will be distributed in a special document (Document
A. 36. I924. IX).

The Council, during its June session, again examined the question, and the representative
of Czechoslovakia presented a report, which was adopted by the Council and which included
the following paragraphs:

"Certain States, notably Roumania and Portugal, expressed the desire to take part in the
preliminary technical work for a new conference. In a letter dated May 30th, 1924, the Roumanian
Government again advocated a new preliminary technical conference 'which will take the neces-
sary steps to reconcile different interests involved, as far as is practicable'. On the other hand,
several of the replies which the Secretariat has received are definitely against this proposal; the
British, Swedish, Danish and Netherlands Governments state that they are opposed to the holding
of any further technical conference on the question.

"The Rome Conference revealed the existence of two quite different points of view among
the countries which were represented. According to one view, the question was that of the
extension pure and simple to non-signatory Powers of the two principles of the Washington
Treaty, namely: first, the fixing of the tonnage of capital ships on the basis of the status quo,
the date for which was still to be determined, and the naval holiday.

"According to the other view, the question was, independently of the status quo, one of the
limitation of naval armaments to figures determined for each of the States concerned, regard
being paid to national security and to the intention of Article 8 of the Covenant.

"It seems difficult to reconcile these two views. Considering the difference of opinion in
regard to the principles and also in regard to the procedure to be followed in the matter of
the limitation of naval armaments, I am of opinion that the Council would be well advised
again to lay the question before the Assembly, in order that the Assembly may consider whether
the original scope of the International Conference should be maintained, or whether it should
be enlarged so as to admit of a discussion of the two points of view mentioned above.

"The Assembly might also give the Council its advice as to the most suitable date for the
International Conference."

In view of the above considerations, the Council adopted the following resolution, which
was duly communicated by the Secretary-General to all the Governments concerned on July 25th,
1924:

"The Council,
"In view of the differences of opinion which have come to light in the course of

the preliminary technical discussions in regard both to the principles and to the procedure
to be followed in the matter of the limitation of naval armaments:

"Decides to send the present report to the Governments of States Members of the
League, and to lay the question before the fifth Assembly, in order to enable the Assembly
to define the essential principles on which a general Conference on the limitation of
naval armaments might be based."

The question has accordingly been placed on the Supplementary List of Questions for the
Agenda of the Assembly.



C. 187. M. 55. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE BRITISH GOVERNMENT.

London, April 11th, 1924.

In connection with the recent meeting of Naval Experts at Rome to discuss questions
connected with the extension of the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to non-signa-
tory States, I am directed by Mr. Secretary Ramsay MacDonald to inform you that he observes,
from the League of Nations document C. 107. 1924. IX./C.P.C. 30. 1924, that the Chairman
of the Naval Sub-Commission, in his letter to you of February 7th, suggested that " a second
meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission might, at the request of any Powers not represented at
the meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission, be held prior to the full International Conference ".

2. Mr. Ramsay MacDonald observes further from the document quoted above, and
from League of Nations Document C. 106. 1924. IX., C.P.C. 31, that such a request has now
been made by both the Roumanian and Portuguese Governments.

3. Furthermore, by a resolution passed by the last session of the Council, copies of a
report of the Rome Conference are to be forwarded to all States, Members or non-members
of the League, inviting observations or suggestions in order to enable the Council to take a
decision as to a second technical meeting and to determine the final date of the International
Conference.

4. I am to inform you that, in the opinion of His Majesty's Government, there would
be no object in holding a second preliminary conference of naval experts, as they consider
that such a conference would be most unlikely to lead to agreement on matters which are
primarily of a political nature, and should therefore be dealt with by the International Confer-
ence when it meets.

(Signed) Alexander CADOGAN.

C. 220. M. 76. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE BULGARIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, May 1st, 1924.

I am instructed to inform you that the Bulgarian Government is watching with sympathy
the efforts which are being made to limit naval armaments. The success of such efforts
would constitute an important step towards the suppression of the danger of war and towards
the consolidation of general peace.

Since, however, Bulgaria's naval status is fixed by the Treaty of Peace of Neuilly-sur-Seine
and since, in practice, therefore, the proposed Convention on the Limitation of Naval Arma-
ments must, as far as Bulgaria is concerned, be inapplicable, the Bulgarian Government has
no proposals or observations to offer on the report of the Naval Sub-Commission which met
in Rome from February 14th to 25th, 1924.

(Signed) D. MIKOFF,

Charge d'Affaires.

C. 219. M. 74. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE BELGIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translalion.] Brussels, May 10th, 1924.

I have the honour to communicate the opinion of the Belgian Government on the report
presented by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory Commission on Arma-
ments as to the possibility of extending to non-signatory States the principles of the Washing-
ton Naval Convention.

The Belgian Government would desire an amendment to Article 12 of the draft Conven-
tion, which reads as follows:

" No vessel of war of any of the High Contracting Parties hereafter laid down,
other than a capital ship, shall carry a gun with a calibre in excess of 8 inches (203 milli-
metres). "

Furthermore, in Part 4 a capital ship is defined as follows:

" A capital ship, in the case of ships hereafter built, is defined as a vessel of war,
not an aircraft-carrier, whose displacement exceeds 10,000 -tons or which carries a gun
with a calibre exceeding 8 inches (203 millimetres). "

Owing to the necessities of her coast defence, Belgium requires three monitors of a total
tonnage of 14,000 tons or perhaps only 12,000 tons, but carrying guns of a calibre between
204 mm. and 406 mrm.

It would therefore be necessary that either Article 12 should be modified as regards the
calibre of guns or that Belgium should be permitted to possess three capital ships as defined
above.-

(Signed) HYMANS.
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C. 325. M. 100. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF SALVADOR.

[Translation.] San Salvador, May 15th, 1924.

I have the honour to inform you that Salvador has no observations to offer on the subject
of the decision of -the Council of the League of Nations to convene an international conference
nor as to the report of the Naval Sub-Commission which met in Rome from February 14th-
25th, 1924.

(Signed) R. Arrieta Rossi.

C. 326. M. 102. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF SOUTH AFRICA.

Pretoria, May 28th, 1924.

The report of the Naval Sub-Commission dated Rome, February 25th, 1924, and the
decisions taken by the Assembly and the Council, have been noted by the Government of -the
Union of South Africa, which has no observations to make on the report in question.

(Signed) U. SMUTS,
Prime Minister.

C. 276. M. 95. 1924. IX.
C.P.C. 61.

REPLY FROM THE ROUMANIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, May 30th, 1924.

I am instructed by my Government again to call your attention to the astonishment
felt in Roumania when it was known that my country had not been summoned to the preli-
minary Naval Conference which was held at Rome in February last, a feeling which was all
the stronger since other countries not Members of the League of Nations were invited to
attend and since questions of vital importance to my country were to be discussed.

.1 have already had the honour, in various documents which I forwarded to the Secre-
tariat during February last, to acquaint you with my Government's point of view.

In expressing her earnest desire to take part in a preliminary conference on naval disar-
mament, Roumania had in mind Article II of a resolution of the Council of the League of
Nations (Rome Session, May 19th, 1920), which reads as follows :

" Any other States which are Members of the League may be invited to send a
similar number of representatives to sit on the Commission temporarily when a question
directly affecting them is under discussion.

Moreover, her request was supported by a resolution of the third Assembly, which expli-
citly provides that " ... any special cases, including those of the new States, shall be given
due consideration at the Conference. "

On observing that an invitation had been extended to Powers whose interests conflicted
with our own, especially in regard to the regime to be established in the Black Sea - to
Powers which were not Members of the League of Nations and did not even fulfil the con-
ditions previously laid down - the Roumanian Government felt justified in pressing the
demand that its experts should also be heard.

It learnt to its regret that the Commission of Experts, ignoring the clear terms of the
documents referred to above, had refused its request, and that the Council had decided that
the question of convening a new preliminary Conference should be considered at a later date.

The Roumanian Government is of opinion that it is absolutely indispensable to summon
a second preliminary conference which will take the necessary steps to reconcile competing
interest as far as is practicable and thus ensure that any international conference will not
from the first be doomed to failure.

With a view to obviating certain insurmountable difficulties and to achieving a durable
peace, my Government has on several occasions advocated disarmament on that sea in which
it is more particularly interest, namely, the Black Sea. Its peaceful aims therefore cannot
be questioned. Nevertheless, should other riparian Powers secure the right to rebuild their
pre-war fleets, my Government also will feel compelled to lay down vessels of the same design,
tonnage and armament.

It will be understood that the problem of this equilibrium of naval strength in the Black
Sea presents special difficulties when it is realised that, as the Straits are now open to any
war vessels, a concentration of naval forces on this sea may easly be effected by any riparian
Power possessing warships in seas other than that. in which we are interested.
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The maintenance of the status quo is an absolutely inacceptable solution in the case of
Roumania, as in the case of a certain number of countries which have been restored or the
territory of which has been increased since the war, a situation which the third Assembly
fully realised.

In regard to the employment of submarines against merchant shipping and the use of
asphyxiating gases, Roumania is prepared to accede to the provisions of the Washington
Convention, subject to reciprocity on the part of the Black Sea riparian Powers, whether
or no these Powers are Members of the League of Nations, and on the distinct understanding
that effective penalties are provided against any Power which has violated the obligations
laid down in the Convention.

In concluding these observations, I must, however, repeat once more that my Govern-
ment desires the convening of a new conference of technical experts for the purpose of
discovering the basis of an agreement which may be submitted at a later date to a full
international conference for discussion.

(Signed) N. P. COMNENE,

_Roumanian Minister.

C. 251. M. 84. 1924. IX.
[C. P.C. 58.1924.]

REPLY FROM THE UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT.

Berne, May 31st, 1924.

Acting under telegraphic instructions from my Government, I beg to transmit to you
herewith the text of the acknowledgment by the Secretary of State of the United States of
the communication addressed to him under date of April 4th, 1924 (C.L. 47. 1924. IX), enclosing
a copy of the report on the Conference which met at Rome in February 1924 to consider the
question of the extension to non-signatory maritime States of the principles of the Washington
Naval Treaty and inviting the Government of the United States, as a State not a Member
of the League of Nations, to communicate to you its observations or suggestions on the report.

The mail acknowledgment of the Secretary of State will be transmitted to you as soon
as it is received.

(Signed) Hugh GIBSON.

COMMUNICATION FROM THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA.

The Secretary of State of the United States of America has received with due apprecia-
tion the communication dated April 4th, 1924 (C.L. 47. 1924. IX) by which the Secretary-
General of the League of Nations, in pursuance of a resolution of the Council of the League,
forwarded a copy of the report on the Conference which met at Rome in February 1924 to
consider the question of the extension to non-signatory maritime States of the principles of the
Washington Naval Treaty and inviting the Government of the United States, as a State not
a Member of the League of Nations, to communicate to the Secretary-General any observations
or suggestions on the report which that Government may think desirable, in order to enable
the Council to take a decision as to a second technical meeting and to determine the final date
of the International Conference for the purpose of concluding the Convention.

The question of the limitation of naval armament is one, as the Secretary-General is
aware, in which a deep interest has been and continues to be taken by the Government
of the United States,which would view with satisfaction the acceptance by all maritime
Governments having capital ships of the principles controlled by the Washington Naval
Treaty. The attentive examinaton which has been given the report discloses the fact,
however, that there were at the Rome meeting a want of accord and a diversity of views which
would seem to make it undesirable for the Government of the United States to make any
suggestions in response to the courteous invitation extended by the Secretary-General.

C. 287. M. 91. 1924. IX

REPLY FROM THE GREEK GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, June 3rd, 1924.
In conformity with instructions which I have received from the Ministry for Foreign

Affairs at Athens, I am instructed by my Government to make the following declaration
regarding the proposed extension of the principles of the Washington Treaty on the Limitation
of Naval Armaments to non-signatory countries.

Greece is desirous of co-operating in the limitation of naval armaments and is accordingly
prepared to accept the tonnage of 36,000 tons for her capital ships on condition that Turkey's
tonnage does not exceed this figure. Further, if for any reason the construction of the cruiser
Salamis is not completed, Greece reserves the right to replace her by another ship of the same
type; in compensation she would, however, disarm the cruisers Kilkis and Lemnos.

(Signed) COLOCOTRONIS,
Charge d'Affaires.



C. 286. M. 90. 1924. IX.

LETTER FROM THE SWEDISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Stockholm, June 6th, 1924.

By letter dated April 4th last, you were good enough to furnish me with a copy of the
report submitted to the Council by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisroy
Commission for Military, Naval and Air Questions, which met at Rome from February 14th-
25th, 1924, with naval experts of certain States, in order to study the possibility of extending
the principles of the Naval Treaty of Washington to States non-signatory to that Treaty.

At the same time you were good enough to ask me, in conformity with the resolution
taken by the Council on March 14th last, to communicate to you any observations or pro-
posals which the Royal Government might wish to present in order to enable the Council
to take a decision as to the convocation of a second technical conference and to fix the definite
date of the International Conference entrusted with concluding the Convention.

In conformity therewith, I have the honour to inform you that, in the opinion of the
Royal Government, it does not appear necessary to convoke a second preliminary conference
of experts. The divergencies of opinion manifested at the Rome Conference, as regards the
most important points of the Draft Convention which were submitted to the Conference,
appear to be so important that no satisfactory result could be expected from a further
conference of experts.

(Signed) E. Marks von WUERTEMBERG.

C. 288. M. 92. 1924. IX.

REPILY FROM THE DANISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, June 10th, 1924.

In reply -to letter C.L. 47. 1924. IX, dated April 4th, which you were good enough to
address to the Danish Government, I have the honour, by order of my Government, to inform
you that the Royal Government has no observations or proposals to make on the subject
of the draft Convention drawn up by the Naval Meeting at Rome with a view to the extension
of the principles of the Naval Treaty of Washington to States non-signatory to that Treaty.

The Danish Government is of opinion that the convocation of a further meeting of experts
is unnecessary, and desires that an International Conference should be called shortly for the
purpose of concluding the Convention.

(Signed) A. OLDENBURG.

Minister for Denmark at Berne and
Representative of the Royal Government

accredited to the League of Nations.

C. 322. M. 99. 1924. IX

REPLY FROM THE FRENCH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Paris, June 13th, 1924.

I have the hono6ur to communicate to you the following observations, which represent
the views of the French Government on -the result of the Conference held at Rome last Februa ry.

The Naval Sub-Commission had been instructed to consider " the possibility of extending
the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty to States non-signatory to that Treaty ".
At its meeting at Geneva in 1922, it realised the impossibility of obtaining any practical
result by applying the principles of the status quo and of the " Naval Holiday ", which were
the bases of the Washington Treaty.

From that time onwards, the attitude adopted by Brazil and by Spain had resulted in
introducing the conception of- national security, as defined in Article 8 of the Covenant of the
League of Nations, as a factor in the discussion.

Bearing in mind -this consideration, and desiring that the principles of the Covenant
should be applied in their widest possible sense, the Government of the Republic instructed its
representative on the Naval Sub-Commission at Rome to support the view that the require-
ments of national security should be taken into account.

In conformity with his instructions, Admiral Jehenne urged the adoption of a system
by which the present requirements of the national security of any State could be estimated
bv means of a comparison with the naval situation of that State at a given period - namely,
the period at which the naval forces of the State in question might be -taken as corresponding
to the true requirements of its security.
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Such a method appeared, and in our view still appears, to be one which would enable
technical experts -who are not qualified to discuss the political aspects of the limitation of
armaments - to arrive at a workable solution.

Unfortunately, this view did not commend itself to the majority of the States which were to
be invited to limit their naval armaments. Accordingly, the Conference, having abandoned
the principles of the Washington Naval Treaty and not being willing to accept the procedure
suggested by our expert, was left without any satisfactory basis for a technical discussion.

The verbatim reports show the results of this situation; the delegates were constantly
finding themselves confronted with political problems with which they were not qualified
to deal. In these circumstances, it is not astonishing that the Conference was unable to reach
an agreement on the tonnage figures which should be allotted to all,,the Powers concerned
and represented at Rome.

Any further meeting of the Naval Sub-Commission to discuss the same matter would
presumably encounter the same difficulties and would inevitably be doomed to failure, unless
the technical experts who take part in it were enabled to take their stand on principles previously
agreed to by all the States concerned.

For these reasons, I consider that it would serve no useful purpose to convene another
technical conference unless it is to be held solely with the object of enabling certain States -
such as Roumania and Esthonia, who have asked for such a conference, and who were not
represented at Rome - to explain their views on the question at issue.

(Signed) E. LEFEBVRE DU PREY.

C. 329. M. 105. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE NETHERLANDS GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Berne, June 16th, 1924.

The Netherlands Government entirely concurs in the standpoint adopted by the
Netherlands delegate at the Rome Conference, except that it must reserve its opinion on the
Swedish delegate's proposal regarding the condition imposed upon the tonnage allowed for
" capital ships ", and also on the Greek delegate's proposal with reference to the "Naval
Holiday ".

I am further instructed to state that the Royal Netherlands Government accepts the
British Government's view set forth in document C. 187. M. 55. 1924. IX, to the effect that
the settlement of the problem would in no way be advanced by holding a second preliminary
conference of naval experts on the limitation of naval armaments, as these experts could
not deal with the political and legal aspects of the question. For this reason, my Government
does not consider that it would be desirable to summon a second conference of experts.

The report submitted by the Rome Conference to the Council of the League gives a
summary of the desiderata suggested by the naval experts, and this report might serve as
the starting-point for the discussions of an international conference at which -the partici-
pating States would be represented by diplomats, jurists and experts. In the opinion of my
Government, a conference on these lines might reasonably be expected to reach a compromise
which would make it possible to conclude a convention extending to non-signatory Power
the principles of the Treaty of Washington on the Limitation of Naval Armaments.

(Signed) W. I. Doude van TROOSTWYK.

C. 330. M. 106. 1924, IX.

REPLY FROM THE KINGDOM OF THE SERBS, CROATS AND SLOVENES.

[Translation.] Belgrade, June 18th, 1924.

The Royal Ministry for Foreign Affairs has the honour to inform you that the Royal
Government has considered the report on the work of the Conference of Naval Experts held
at Rome in February 1924 and would be glad to co-operate in the efforts of the League of
Nations to bring about a general reduction in naval armaments and to take part in the
International Conference which the Council of the League proposes to convene in order to
consider the possibility of extending to non-signatory States, by means of an International
Convention, the principles laid down in the Washington Treaty on the Limitation of Naval
Armaments. It does not, however, think that any good purpose would be served by holding
another preliminary conference before the International Conference.



C. 332. M. 108. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE HUNGARIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Budapest, June 18th, 1924.

The Hungarian Government has no observations to make regarding the report of the

Naval Meeting at Rome.
Concerned asit is for the maintenance of world peace, towards which the extension of

the principles of the Washington Convention would be an important step, the Hungarian

Government earnestly hopes that the League of Nations will be able to bring to a successful

conclusion the task it has undertaken.
As, however, the subject of the proposed Conference is of only indirect concern to Hungary

and as the Hungarian Government is obliged to exercise the strictest economy in every

department, it regrets that it will be unable to send representatives to this Conference.

(Signed) DARUVARY.

C. 333. M. 109. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE ALBANIAN GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Tirana, June 21st, 1924.

The Albanian Government is following with the greatest interest every effort towards

the limitation of naval armaments and the consolidation of general peace which should result

therefrom. As Albania does not, at present, possess warships of any kind, and does not at

the moment intend to build any, the Government has no observations to make; it adheres

to the principles laid down in the Convention proposed by the Naval Sub-Commission.
(Signed) Suileman DELVINA,

Minister for Foreign Affairs.

C. 334. M. 110. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE POLISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Geneva, June 23rd, 1924.

The Polish Government is prepared actively to co-operate with the League of Nations

in limiting naval armaments, being convinced that the stipulations of the proposed Treaty

will provide satisfactory safeguards for the naval communications of Poland with other

countries.
My Government is accordingly prepared to undertake to limit its naval armaments and

to specify the composition of its future navy, on condition that similar undertakings, pro-

viding effective guarantees, are assumed simultaneously by all the other Baltic States.

(Signed) Al. SKRZYNSKI,
Delegate to the League of Nations.

C. 341. M. 114. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE NORWEGIAN GOVERNMENT.

Christiania, June 28th, 1924.

[Translation.]

The Norwegian Government has no observations to offer as regards the report presented

to the Council of the League by the Naval Sub-Commission of the Permanent Advisory

Commission on the possibility of extending the principles of the Washington Treaty to States

non-signatory to that Treaty.
(Signed) C. F. MICHELET.
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C. 346. M. 117. 1924. IX.

REPLY FROM THE SPANISH GOVERNMENT.

Paris, July 3rd, 1924.
[Translation.]

With reference to your letter of April 4th last (C.L. 47, 1924. IX), to which it much
regrets that it has not been able to reply, the Royal Government instructs me to inform you
that it regards with misgiving the proposal to summon a second technical conference to
consider the extension of the Washington Naval Treaty to States non-signatory thereto.
The questions raised would be political rather than technical in character, and such a con-
ference would be liable to lead to a repetition of the deadlock which was reached at the first
meeting of experts at Rome. In regard to the holding of the new conference, however, Spain
will fall in with the views of the majority of the. States consulted.

The Royal Government takes this opportunity to emphasise its views that it is essential
for Spain to have capital ships of a total tonnage of not less than one hundred and five thou-
sand (105,000) tons, and that it cannot therefore accept any agreement by which this figure
would be reduced.

(Signed) QUINONES DE LE6N.

C. 379. M. 139. 1924. IX.
C.P.C. 68.

REPLY OF THE FINNISH GOVERNMENT.

[Translation.] Helsingfors, July 25th, 1924.

In reply to your letter dated April 4th last, in which you requested the Finnish Govern-
ment, in accordance with the resolution adopted by the Council of the League of Nations
on March 14th, 1924, to communicate any observations or suggestions it might think desir-
able concerning the report of the Naval Conference at Rome, which was attached to your
letter, I have the honour on behalf of the Finnish Government to offer the following obser-
vations.

The Finnish Government has noted with the utmost satisfaction the report of the Per-
manent Advisory Commission of the League of Nations on the limitation of naval armaments,
with the draft Convention annexed thereto, and it regards this report as a further evidence
of the League's efforts to bring to a successul conclusion one of its most important tasks.
The Finnish Government, having been invited to express its opinion on the draft Convention
in question, has the honour to set forth below the views which it would wish taken into account
when the Convention is being finally drafted. In doing so, the Finnish Government feels
that it is explicitly justified by the resolution of the Third Assembly, which recognised the
necessity of paying regard to the special circumstances of newly-constituted States.

Finland, which has been able only during the past few years to draw up a programme
for the creation of a fleet to defend her exceptionally long seaboard, is incontestably placed
in special circumstances of the kind referred to. Her political and geographical situation
and her economic resources do not enable her to concentrate all her moral and material strength
on efforts to increase the prosperity of her people unless she is secured against all threats
to her independence and territorial integrity from the sea.

It is regrettable that the present draft Convention is not such as to afford Finland that
security which is essential to her. It would seem, however, from Article 20 of the draft,
that the object of this general Convention, and of the Convention now in preparation regard-
ing the reduction of land armaments, is directly connected with the provisions of Article 8
of the Covenant. Doubtless, therefore, the procedure best calculated to secure the desired
result would be the procedure already adopted with a view to the reduction of land arma-
ments. However, considering in conjunction the results of the Rome Conference and the
special situation of Finland, the Finnish Government feels convinced that the Washington
Treaty, though it has solved the problem of limiting the naval armaments of five great Powers
while maintaining the balance between them would not be so successful if it were applied
almost without amendment to the second-rate naval Powers. It would be of no value to
countries which cannot afford to build and keep up a proper high-sea fleet or are not forced
to do so by their political and commercial interests.

Now Finland belongs to this latter class of country, which, notwithstanding the above-
mentioned resolution of the Third Assembly, the present draft Convention in no way concerns.
A reduction in the total capital-ship tonnage of the principal neighbouring States would
obviously in no way increase Finland's security, nor would it lessen the financial burden im-
posed upon her by the necessity of defending her seaboard, so long as these States were free
to build and maintain an unlimited number of warships of a displacement less than 10,000 tons.
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In view of these considerations, the Finnish Government is of opinion that, in order
to secure completely the object to which Article 8 of the Covenant and the Resolution of the
Third Assembly were directed, the draft Convention should be supplemented by more effec-
tive safeguards for the interests of the lesser Powers.

An important step in this direction would apparently be the introduction into the draft
convention of provisions which would allow of the limitation of naval armaments on the
basis of regional agreements, taking account of the special circumstances of a given geo-
graphical group. The Finnish Government considers that, with such additions, the draft would
be more completely in the spirit of the Third Assembly resolution in question than if it con-
templated the reduction of naval armaments in its technical naval aspect alone. In many
cases the adoption of the regional principle would certainly offer a sounder basis for the solu-
tion of the problem. As the Permanent Advisory Commission's report shows, serious
obstacles have arisen owing to the impossibility of finding an accepted standard on which to
base the calculation of the tonnage of warships to be allocated to the various countries, which,
because of their geographical, political and strategical situation, are difficult to compare.
One example - that of Russia - clearly demonstrates the necessity of applying the prin-
ciple ess of regional agreements in certain cases. As te coasts of Russia are washed by seve-
ral seas between which there is no direct communication, it is obvious that the balance of
naval power on those seas will be affected by the distribution of her naval forces among them
and not by her actual capital ship tonnage; moreover, Russia's requirements for naval defence
in those seas will of course depend upon the strength of the naval forces maintained in them
by the other riparian States.

Again, measures for the limitation of naval armaments should not form an isolated sys-
tem, unconnected with the League's programme for the general limitation of armaments.
They should be a part of that general programme, or should at least follow the same broad
principles by which the League is guided in connection with the limitation of land armaments.

In the draft Treaty of Mutual Assistance the object of which is the limitation of land
armaments, the obligation of limiting such armaments is counterbalanced by the provision
of adequate guarantees for the national security of the contracting countries. The Finnish
Government is of opinion that the same principle should be followed in the draft Convention
on the Limitation of Naval Armaments; in other words, that the draft convention should
also include a general guarantee system based upon the authority of the League of Nations.
Here again the contracting States should be given the option of concluding regional agree-
ments.

Another necessity of the same kind would seem to be that of determining, more strictly
than has actually been done, the maximum tonnages to be allocated to countries in the same
geographical group. Within such a group, which may (as in the case of the Baltic States)
contain both great and small Powers, equilibrium, -the essential condition of peace - can-
not be attained merely by limiting the number, displacement and armament of capital ships;
similarly, for obvious reasons, the same test cannot be applied to the armed naval forces of
small countries as to the fleets of Powers whose chief interests are bound up with the high
seas. To fix the total tonnage to be allocated to States in the same geographical group,
and to lay down maximum limits, varying according to local circumstances, for the displace-
ment of warships and the calibre of their guns, is the only means of ensuring an adequate
degree of security to countries which have coasts on the same sea; and this method would
also reduce the cost of security to a minimum.

Again, the Finnish Government thinks that every country should be left complete lati-
tude in the use of the tonnage allocated to it within the limits laid down. Equity would
seem to demand that every country should be free to organise its own naval defence in accor-
dance with its individual needs and with the special configuration of its coast line.

Moreover, the Finnish Government considers that no satisfactory solution of the ques-
tion can be reached unless those countries which, though having no capital ships, are directly
concerned in the questions connected with the limitation of naval armaments are afforded
an opportunity of taking part in any international conferences or meetings of experts which
may be held for the further consideration of those questions.

The Finnish Government earnestly hopes that the Council will give its favourable consi-
deration to the foregoing suggestions, which it has advanced with the single object of helping
towards an equitable and practicable solution for the question of the limitation of naval
armaments.

(Signed) H. J. PROCOPE.




