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Series of Publications: I932.IX.4I. Official No.: Conf. D. 114.

Geneva, April I3th, I932.

hKEMtORANDUMI RELATINGC TO THE PROPOSALS OF THE

JAPANESE DELEGATION

(Document Conf.D.94, see page I43.)

I. Adoption of the draft Convention as the basis of discussion.

2. Assurances to be provided for with a view to safeguarding each contracting party
from menaces caused by the armaments of one or more States not party to the treaty or by
the non-observance of treaty obligations on the part of one or more of the contracting parties.

In view of the relative nature of national armaments, and in view of the present world
situation in which certain countries with peculiar political, social and economic structures,
or with disturbed internal conditions, are holding enormous armaments, creating the sense
of uneasiness in the minds of their neighbouring peoples, it is considered necessary that
measures be taken to remove fears that will be caused by the armaments of non-signatory
Powers or the possible non-observance of treaty obligations on the part of some signatories,
in order that the proposed General Disarmament Convention may be found acceptable to the
Powers and be put into force at an early date.

For the above purpose, the following suggestions are made

(I) To facilitate the acceptance of the Convention (a) by carefully fixing the number
of ratifications necessary for the coming into force of the Convention, or (b) by stipulating
that each Power should be bound by the Convention upon the completion of ratifications
of certain countries to be specified by that Power.

(2) Against the non-observance of the Convention, the fullest measure of guarantee
should be given to the signatories in the scope of Articles 50, 51, 52 and 54 of the draft
Convention or by other appropriate means.

3. Limitation and reduction of land and air armaments to be effected in such manner
as to leave room for rectification of apparent defects in elements.

Certain Powers have availed themselves of special occasions to modernise, in a remarkable
manner, their land and air forces, while in others these forces are still in the making. Again,
advanced civil aviation enables some countries to foster military aviation, while such is not
the case with some others. In an effort to reach agreement on the limitation and reduction
of armaments, it is irrational to apply a uniform criterion to various countries whose peculiar
conditions of armaments require careful consideration.

4. Prohibition of air bombardment of cities and towns and other methods of attack
on civil populations.

Aerial bombardment for the purpose of terrorising or injuring the civilian population,
of destroying or damaging cities, towns and non-military establishments, should be prohibited,
while a specific agreement should be reached concerning the objectives, outside the field
of the operations of land forces, at which aerial bombardment may be directed in
the unavoidable cases of military necessity.

5. Prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare.
6. Reduction in the unit size of the capital ships and the calibre of their guns.

The maximum displacement of capital ships shall be reduced to 25,000 tons (25,400 metric
tons), and the maximum calibre of their guns to 14 inches (355 mm.).

7. Reduction in the allotted tonnage of aircraft-carriers.
8. Prohibition of the fitting of aircraft-landing platforms or decks on naval vessels

other than aircraft-carriers.
9. Total abolition of aircraft-carriers, provided that agreement is reached on the

prohibition indicated in paragraph 8.
Io. Limitation of arms and aircraft equipment on merchant vessels.

Provisions shall be incorporated in Article 19 of the draft Convention so as to prohibit:

(I) Fitting, on merchant vessels, of equipment for receiving aircraft on board
from the air;

(2) Mounting, on merchant vessels, of more than one aircraft-launching apparatus
on the centre line; or two, one on each broadside;

(3) Design or adoption of merchant vessels for operating at sea more than three
aircraft, if they are fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air.
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Official No.: Conf. D. tl6.

Geneva, April I5th, I932.

PROPOSALS OF THE AFGHAN DELEGATION

I. Abolition of every kind of heavy artillery, according to the definition of the Italian
delegation.

2. Abolition of tanks and armoured cars.

3. Abolition of all bombing machines and prohibition of dropping bombs and any other
objects and materials which may be used in achieving a military purpose, from aircraft,
as well as all preparations to that effect without even a single exception.

4. Abolition of chemical and bacteriological weapons of every kind.

5. Construction and maintenance of the fortifications and all the means which are
generally adopted near the frontier limits and give superiority to attack over defence should
be forbidden.

6. With regard to limitation of forces, the equalisation as proposed by the Turkish
Delegation, seems to us preferable.

7. Indirect limitation of arms by budgetary system does not appear to be applicable
to non-producing countries, as such countries have to bear a heavy expenditure to meet their
defensive requirements, maintain the reserve stocks and, especially in the event of an aggression,
encourage their local manufacture. This difficulty is more noticeable in the case of the countries
which, being situated in a distinctly disadvantageous position owing to absence of maritime
conveyances and lack of a sea-harbour, are reduced to the necessity of importing their arms
and ammunitions through the territories of other Powers.

8. For adoption of effectual measures for the adequate protection of the civil population,
the revision of the existing laws of war is desirable.

Official No:. Conf.D. 117.

Geneva, April 25th, I932.

MEMORANDUM SUBMITTED BY THE DELEGATION
OF THE UNION OF SOVIET SOCIALIST REPUBLICS.

In view of the resolution adopted by the General Commission at its meeting on April
20th to the effect that armaments must be reduced to the lowest point consistent with national
safety, taking into account the geographical situation and circumstances of each State, the
Soviet delegation proposes to take into account, inter alia, the following considerations:

I.
I. Size of the territory.
2. Length of the land and sea frontiers.
3. Density of the population and equality of its distribution by regions.
4. Relation of the railway system to the size of the territory; distribution of railways

by regions.
5. Extent and condition of the road communications.
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II.

i. Particulars of the railway system near the frontiers.
2. Communications between the different maritime docks adjoining the coasts; distance

between each.
3. Number of seaports and comparative facility of blockading the maritime outlets.

III.

i. Military alliances or conventions between the country concerned and other States.

2. Military alliances or conventions between neighbouring States or between the latter
and third States.

3. State of political relations with other countries-in particular whether normal
relations exist with the latter.

4. State of security since the end of the world war-namely, has the country concerned
been invaded by foreign armed forces during that period for the purpose of (a) interfering in
its internal affairs, organising or supporting a civil war; (b) taking from it a part of its territory;
(c) for any other purpose.

5. The existence of neighbouring States which have violated international obligations
designed to safeguard peace, have engaged in hostilities without declaring war, have sent land,
sea or air armed forces to the foreign territory on the pretext of defending their citizens or
their interests, and which consequently do not afford sufficient guarantees for the observance
of the proposed convention for the reduction of armaments.

Series of Publications: I932.IX.44. Oficial No.: Conf. D. 118.
[Conf.D./C.G.I8.]

[Conf.D./Bureau 9(I).]

Geneva, April i8th, I932.

CO-ORDINATION OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION AND OF THE
PROPOSITIONS REFERRED TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION

ON THE RESUMPTION OF ITS WORK

REPORT OF THE BUREAU ADOPTED BY THE GENERAL

COMMISSION ON APRIL I8TH, I932.

Rapporteur : M. BENES.

In accordance with the proposal put forward on March I6th by the President of the General
Commission and adopted by the latter, the President sent a circular letter to those delegations
which had formulated proposals during the general discussion asking them to send to the
Secretariat memoranda containing detailed explanations of those proposals and plans for
their execution.

A large number of delegations responded to the President's request. Others have put
forward, since we resumed our sittings, proposals, suggestions, resolutions of draft amendments
related to the theses advanced by them during the general discussion.

When concluding the general discussion on Article I, the President proposed that the
General Commission should instruct its Bureau to analyse and co-ordinate the various proposals
and recommendations submitted in the above-mentioned memoranda and in the speeches
delivered since last Monday, in order to adapt them to the synoptic table which had already
been adopted by the General Commission (document Conf.D.Io2).
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It is hardly necessary to say that the task entrusted to us is limited to this adaptation,
and in no way involves changing an order which was established after prolonged consultation
and was definitely adopted by the General Commission at its meeting on March 8th last.
Accordingly the new proposals must in principle fall within the framework of the scheme
which you have decided to regard as your agenda, so that there shall be no need to alter this
arrangement.

The General Commission also decided that the suggestions made by its Bureau should
be submitted to the Bureau of the Conference to be examined and referred to the Commission-
doubtless after such amendments as the Bureau might think desirable had been introduced.

I have accordingly made an examination and analysis of: (I) the memoranda, (2) the
draft resolutions and texts submitted during the general discussion on Article I, (3) the other
suggestions put forward during the discussion, on which no formal proposals have been made.
It is the result of this work that I lay before you hereunder.

I. MEMORANDA PRESENTED BY CERTAIN DELEGATIONS.

Memorandum by the Afghan Delegation (document Conf.D.II6).

The Afghan delegation has submitted a memorandum containing eight points:

Point I relates to the abolition of every kind of heavy artillery. 1
Point 2 relates to the abolition of tanks and armoured cars. 1

Point 3 relates to the abolition of bombing machines and prohibition of dropping bombs. 
Point 4 relates to the abolition of chemical and bacteriological weapons. 1
Point 5 relates to the abolition of certain fortifications. '

Point 6 relates to the equalisation of armed forces. 1
Point 7 relates to the limitation of material by budgetary methods. 2

Point 8 relates to the protection of the civil population. 1

All these proposals relate to points already appearing in document Conf.D.Io2 and no
new principle is involved.

Memorandum by the Argentine Delegation (document Conf.D.Io7).

The Argentine delegation has submitted an amendment to its original proposal (document
Conf.D.gg, page I42) concerning capital ships, mentioned in point 5 on page 162 of document
Conf.D.Io2. The purpose of this amendment is to co-ordinate different proposals of the same
kind submitted by other delegations. 3

No new principle is involved and no change is necessary in this connection in the General
Commission's agenda.

Memorandum by the Chinese Delegation (document Conf.D.iiI).

The memorandum gives the reasons for the Chinese delegation's proposals regarding
the criteria of limitation already figuring in III(a), page I5o, and in 3(b), page I5I of document
Conf.D.Io2. 4

It then deals with the abolition of aggressive arms. 5
No new principle is involved and no change is necessary in the General Commission's

agenda.

Memorandum by the Danish Delegation (document Conf.D.II2).

The memorandum contains six proposals.

(I) The first deals with the abolition of aggressive arms. The memorandum is
supplemented on this point by a draft resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.I6 (I)) which stipulates
that the proposed abolition must be supplemented by a prohibition of the manufacture and
preparation of the said arms and of training in their use. The principle of the prohibition of
these arms, which figures in III(a) of the General Commission's agenda, seems to imply that
of the prohibition of manufacture and preparation. On the other hand, prohibiton of training
in their use is a new complementary idea, which already figures in point 2, page I58 of document
Conf.D.Io2, the principle of which can also be discussed under point III of the Agenda.

1 Add to document Conf.D.Io2 the name of Afghanistan and a reference to document Conf.D.II6,
at the following places:

Page I49 under point I (a); page 159 under points I, 7, 8, and Io; page 164 under point 6;
page I65 under point 8; page I70 under point 4; page I7I under point I.
2 Insert the proposal in document Conf.D.Io2 on page I68 between points I and 2.
3 The new Argentine proposal will have to be inserted between points 5 and 6 on page I60o of the

co-ordinating table (document Conf.D.Io2). That figuring in point 5, page 162, should be deleted.
4 Reference to document Conf.D.III should be made under these points in document Conf.D.Io2.
5 Add the name of China to Chapter C, 3, page I64, and Part V, point 4, page I70 of document Conf.

D.Io2,
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The memorandum enumerates the arms covered by the proposal and states the reasons
for including them in the list. 1

(2) Proposal II relates to the procedure to be employed in studying the inter-
nationalisation or control of civil aviation proposed by the Danish delegation and figuring
in Article 28, point 3, page 167, of document Conf.D.I2. 2 No new principle is raised. Never-
theless, the General Commission might refer this proposal immediately to the Air Commission,
since it affects the latter's procedure and hence might be discussed by it.

(3) Proposal III is that the Special Commission should be asked to study the reductions
in the level of armaments and expenditure resulting from the abolition of aggressive arms,
with a view to applying the method of proportional reduction recommended by the Danish
delegation and figuring under II (e), page I49 of document Conf.D.Io2. 

The principle of the method of reduction does not appear to be essentially affected. It
will be for the General Commission to decide when it discusses this principle whether, before
taking a decision, it desires to ask the Special Commissions to make the study suggested by the
Danish delegation.

(4) Proposal IV reiterates, with reasons in support, the Danish proposal relating to the
Permanent Disarmament Commission, which figures under Article 40, point I, page I72 of
document Conf.D.Io2. 3

No new principle is involved in this proposal.

(5) Proposal V amplifies the Danish proposals figuring in Chapter V, Chemical Arms,
points 3 and 5, page I70 of document Conf.D.Io2. It is proposed in particular to set up a
technical sub-committee to get into touch with the national cartels of chemical products.

No new principle is raised. The General Commission will have to decide, however, on the
urgency of the proposal, which involves the setting up of a new body and consultations with
bodies extraneous to the Conference. It should be noted that the General Commission has
already considered the setting up of a special commission. This body, if set up, might study
this Danish proposal.

(6) Proposal VI amplifies the same proposal relating to the preparation of the successive
stages of disarmament which figures under II(c), page I49 of document Conf.D.Io2. 3 The
principle of this proposal is on the General Commission's agenda under No. I(c) of document
Conf.D.Io3.

No new principle is raised by this proposal.

Memorandum by the French Delegation (document Conf.D.II5).

The memorandum is a study on the internationalisation of civil air transport, a question
which figures under Article 28, point I, page I66 of document Conf.D.Io2, 4 and the principle
of which figures in the agenda of the General Commission under No.B.5(d) of document Conf.
D.Io3.

The study has been submitted as a basis for discussion to the Air Commission and does
not raise any fresh question of principle for the General Commission.

Memorandurm by the Italian Delegation (document Conf.D.Io6.)

The memorandum amplifies the proposal of the Italian delegation with reference to the
prohibition of aggressive war materials, which proposal figures under No. IV(a), page I50 of
document Conf.D.Io2, 5 and the principle of which figures in the agenda of the General
Commission under No. III(a) of document Conf.D.Io3.

The memorandum defines the arms covered by the proposal and the practical procedure
for application. G

No fresh principle is raised by the concrete proposals themselves. At the same time § IV
of the memorandum contains a suggestion which constitutes a principle supplementary to
that of qualitative limitation and which might be discussed together with Point III(a) of
document Conf.D.Io3. The additional suggestion is that States should establish a contractual
undertaking not to employ the authorised means of warfare for purposes connected with
means of warfare which have been abolished.

1 Add the name of Denmark after the names of the countries having asked for the abolition of each
of the said arms-i.e., to points 2, 6 and 7, page 159 ; Article 14, point i, and Article I5, point I, page 162 ;
Article I6, point I, page 163; point 23, page 162 ; Chapter C, points I to 3, page 164; and points 3, 8 and 12
page 171 of document Conf.D.Io2.

2 Reference to document Conf.D.I I12 should be made under this point in Document Conf.D.Io2.
3Reference to document Conf.D.II2 should be made under this point of document Conf.D.Io02.

Reference .should be made under this point of document Conf.D.Io2 to document Conf.D.II5.
5 Reference should be made under this point of document Conf.D.Io2 to document Conf.D.Io6.
6 Add the name of Italy in Chapter A, point 8, page I59 (document Conf.D.Io2), concerning the

prohibition of armoured motor-cars and also in Article 28, point 4, page I67, concerning the control
of civil aviation.
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Memorandum by the Japanese Delegation (document Conf.D.II4).

The memorandum submitted by the Japanese delegation consists of ten points.
Point I reads as follows: " Adoption of the draft Convention as a basis for discussion ... "

Failing other indications, it would appear that the Japanese delegation simply wished to
repeat what it had said during the general discussion-namely, that its attitude would be to
take the draft Convention as a basis. That would not be a concrete proposal which would have
the preliminary effect of setting aside all other draft proposals. Such being the case, no question
of principle would be raised by point I.

Point 2 amplifies the reasons and means of applying the proposal which relates to the
situation of States parties to the Convention in relation to States not parties to that Convention
and States which might violate their obligations. This proposal figures in Part VI, point I,
page I72 of document Conf.D.Io2. 1

Point 3 defines the proposal which relates to the taking into consideration of the particular
conditions of the different countries. This proposal figures under Point III(b), page I50 of
document Conf.D.Io2 1 and the principle appears on the agenda of the General Commission
under point A.II (b).

Point 4 concerns the prohibition of bombardment from the air of civil populations which
figures under point Io, page 171 of document Conf.D.Io2 1 and rules for bombing behind the
front of the combatant troops. 2

Point 5 concerns the prohibition of chemical and bacteriological warfare.
Point 6 relates to the reduction of the tonnage and the calibre of artillery of capital ships.
Point 7 deals with the reduction of the tonnage of aircraft-carriers.
Point 8 relates to the prohibition of the fitting of aircraft landing platforms or decks on

vessels of war.
Point 9 concerns the conditional abolition of aircraft-carriers.
Lastly, point io refers to the limitation of arms and aircraft equipment on merchant

vessels.
Points 5-Io are already included in document Conf.D.Io2 under Nos. 8, page 70 ; 3, page

162; 3, page 163; 4, page I63; Article 15, point 2, page 162; Article I9, point I, page I63. 3
No new principle is raised by points 2-I0 inclusive.

Memorandum by the Netherlands Delegation (document Conf.D. o8).

The memorandum contains detailed explanations of five proposals submitted by the
Netherlands delegation.

(i) The first point relates to a proposal for the limitation and reduction of the armed
forces immediately mobilisable-a proposal which comes under point VII on page 153 of
document Conf.D.Io2. 4 The principle of this proposal appears on the General Commission's
agenda under point A, VI of document Conf.D.Io3. The memorandum proposes three articles
for the application of this idea to the limitation of personnel-the principle of which is included
under points 4 and 6 on page 154 of document Conf.D.Io2. 

(2) Point 2 develops the proposal relating to the limitation of land material which figures
in point I2 on page I59 of document Conf.D.Io2, 5 and the principle of which is included on
the General Commission's agenda under point B.3(d) of document Conf.D.Io3. The
memorandum proposes the text of an article to give effect to this proposal.

(3) Point 3 develops the proposal concerning the use of automatic contact mines
in the open sea, which figures in Nos. 23, page 162, and 6, page I7I of document Conf.D.Io2. 

(4) Point 4 concerns the proposal for the abolition of air bombing which figures in points 6
on page I64, and Io on page I7i of document Conf.D.Io2. "

(5) Point 5 concerns the proposal for the publicity of armaments which figures in point I
on page I69 of document Conf.D.Io2, 5 and contains a draft article providing for publicity
relating to the stocks of certain land, naval and air material. 6

No new principle is raised by the memorandum.

Memorandum by the Swedish Delegation (document Conf.D.IIo).

The Swedish delegation's memorandum deals with four points of the previous Swedish
proposals.

1 Reference to document Conf.D.II4 should be made under this point of document Conf.D.102.
2 The second proposal should be inserted between points ii and 12 on page I7I of document Conf.D. Io2.
3 Under each of the headings given in document Conf.D.Io2 a reference to (document Conf.D. I4)

should be inserted.
4 Reference to document Conf.D.io8 should be made under this point of document Conlf.D.102.
5 Reference to document Conf.D.Io8 should be inserted under these points of document Conf.D.Io2.
6 Reference to this article should be inserted opposite Article 33 on page I69 of document ConfDIoz02.
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(I) The first point relates to the proposal for the limitation of trained reserves to be
found in Part I, point 3, page 154 of document Conf.D.Io2.l The principle of this proposal is
on the General Commission's agenda under B.i(c) of document Conf.D.Io3. For its application
the memorandum first proposes the limitation of the annual contingent. This question already
figures under point 6, on page 154 of document Conf.D.Io2 1 and on the General Commission's
agenda under point B.I(d). It is also proposed to reduce the period of service for a certain
part of the contingent. 2

This latter proposal does not appear to raise any new principle to be placed on the General
Commission's agenda.

(2) The second point deals with the proposal to combine quantitative and budgetary
limitation to be found in Article io, point I, on page I60 of document Conf.D.Io2.1 The principle
of this proposal is on the General Commission's agenda under point B.3(e) of document Conf.
D.IO3. The memorandum proposes the text of an article to this effect.

(3) The third point deals with the proposal to abolish heavy artillery, mortars and trench
mortars and tanks, which figures under points 2, 6 and 7 on page I59 of document Conf.D.Io2. 1
The principle of this proposal is on the General Commission's agenda under points A.III(a)
and B.3(a). A draft article is included in the memorandum.

(4) The fourth point concerns the proposal relating to budgetary limitation to be found
in point 7 on page I68 of document Conf.D.Io2. 1 The memorandum proposes that this method
should be applied to the limitation of military air material and of the subsidies granted for
the purchase and maintenance of civil aviation material. 3

None of these four points raises any new question of principle.

Memorandum by the Turkish Delegation (document Conf.D.II3).

The Turkish delegation's memorandum relates to the proposal specified in point I(as)
on page I49 of document Conf.D.Io2, 4 of which it constitutes an explanation, and, on point
of detail, an amendment. The principle embodied in it, which is to be found in the General
Commission's agenda under A.I(a) of document Conf.D.Io3 is not appreciably modified by
the amendments. 5

(i) As regards personnel, the memorandum proposes the fixing for all countries of an
equal maximum for the annual contingent, the number of officers and non-commissioned
officers, and the length of service. 6 This proposal would not, however, appear to raise any
other question of principle than that of the equalisation of armaments upon which the whole
scheme is based.

(2) The memorandum lays emphasis on the proposal for the abolition of heavy artillery
and tanks, which is already to be found in points 4 and 7 on page I59 of document Conf.DIo2. 
It also recommends the abolition of military aviation. 7

(3) The memorandum contains a proposal which raises a new principle, that of the
internationalisation of armament factories. 8 It might be discussed by the General Commission
under the item on its agenda concerning the trade in and manufacture of arms : point B.6 of
document Conf.D.Io3.

(4) As regards chemical warfare, the memorandum proposes to destroy all appliances
of chemical warfare and to internationalise the chemical industry. The first proposal is already
contained in No. 4 on page I70 of document Conf.D.Io2. 4 The second raises a new principle
which might be inserted in the agenda of the General Commission under Point B.8 of document
Conf.D.Io3. 9

1Insert under this point of document Conf.D.Io2 a reference to document Conf.D.IIo.
2 This proposal should be inserted in Chapter B, page I58 of document Conf.D.Io2.
3 These proposals should be inserted between points Io and II on page 169, and also as regards civil

aviation at the end of point 8 on page 167 of document Conf.D.Io2.
4 A reference should be inserted after this point of document Conf.D.Io2 to document Conf.D.113.
5 In consequence of the amendments made on points of detail, the wording of the texts relating to

the proposal should be modified, in particular on page I49, point I (a); on page I55, Articles 2 and 3,
point 2; and on page I60, point (b) of document Conf.D.Io2.

6 These various points should be inserted as follows: the first between points 6 and 7 on page I54;
the second between points 2 and 3 on page 155 and the third in Chapter B on page I58 of document Conf.
D.102.

7 Turkey should be added to the list of States in point 3 on page 164 of document Conf.D.1o2, and a
reference inserted to document Conf.D.II3.

8 This point should be inserted between points 2 and 3, Trade in and Manufacture of Arms, page 167
of document Conf.D.I 02.

9 Insert this proposal between points 4 and 5, page Io70 of document Conf.D.Io2.
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II. DRAFT RESOLUTIONS AND TEXTS SUBMITTED.

(i) Draft Resolution of the Delegation of the United States of America (document Conf.D./C.G.12).

The delegation of the United States of America has submitted a draft resolution which is
primarily designed to prohibit certain land material, the details of its application to be studied
by the Land Commission. The principle embodied in the proposal is already contained in the
General Commission's Agenda under A.III(a) of document Conf.D.Io3. It has already been
arranged to refer the question to the Land Commission as soon as the General Commission
has decided the question of principle. 1

As the general discussion related to the principle of the proposal, it may be thought that
the details could be discussed under A.III of the Commission's Agenda (document Conf.D.Io3).

In the second place, the American delegation proposes that States should undertake
not to make use of prohibited material in the event of war. The Political Commission might
be entrusted with the duty of drawing up stipulations to this effect. 2

The idea of prohibiting the use of certain material in time of war raises a new question
of principle relating both to that of qualitative limitation and to that of the prohibition of
other methods of warfare: aerial bombing, chemical warfare, etc. This principle, which is
also related to the proposal of the Italian delegation that an engagement should be entered
into not to employ authorised means of war for purposes proper to prohibited means of war,
might, like the latter, be discussed under point A.III of the General Commission's agenda
(document Conf.D.Io3) before being included, if necessary, in the agenda of the Political
Commission.

Draft Article I of the Turkish Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.I3).

The Turkish delegation has submitted a draft article which lays down in principle the
method of reduction recommended by it, to be found under I (a) on page I49 of document
Conf.D.Io2. 3 This proposal does not raise any new principle.

Draft Article I of the Soviet Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.II).

Similarly, the Soviet delegation has submitted a draft Article I which lays down in principle
the method of reduction, recommended by it, to be found under No. I(b) on page I49 of document
Conf.D.Io2. 4

This proposal does not raise any new principle.

Draft Article I of the German Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.I7).

The German delegation has submitted a draft Article I in which the High Contracting
Parties agree to reduce and limit their respective armaments as laid down in the Convention.
In the light of the explanations given by M. Nadolny in his speech on April IIth, this proposal
does not appear to raise any different principle from that which figures in the German proposal
under point I(c) on page I49 of document Conf.D.Io2 5 and under point A.I(b) of the General
Commission's agenda, document Conf.D.Io3.

Draft Resolution of the Persian Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.I4).

The Persian delegation has submitted a draft resolution concerning the internationalisation
of all factories for the manufacture of arms and ammunition and war material. This proposal
should be discussed together with that of the Turkish delegation under point B.6 of the agenda
of the General Commission. 6

the methods for carrying out such internationalisation and should submit to the General
Commission a practical proposal which shall pay due regard to the legitimate interests of
the producing and non-producing countries. The General Commission will decide, when it
discusses the principle of the matter, the action to be taken with regard to this proposal.

1 The United States should be added to points 4 and 7 on page 159, and point 8 on page 170 of document
Conf.D.Io2, Point 9 on page 170 should be deleted.

2 This proposal should be inserted between points 4 and 5 on page I50o of document Conf.D.Io2.
3 Add under this point a reference to document Conf.D./C.G.i3.
4Add under this point of document Conf.D.Io2 a reference to document Conf.D./C.G.II.
5 Insert under this point of document Conf.D.Io2, a reference to document Conf.D./C.G.I7.
6 Insert this proposal between points 2 and 3 of the chapter: " Trade in Arms ", page 167 of document

Conf. .I02.
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Draft Resolution of the Yugoslav Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.I5).

The Yugoslav delegation submits three proposals
Point I deals with the abolition of certain naval material. This proposal is already to be

found in Chapter B, point I on page I6o of document Conf.D.Io2. 1 The general principle
figures in the agenda of the General Commission under A.III(a) and under B.4 (a) of document
Conf.D.Io 3. This point does not raise any new principle.

Point II deals with the limitation to present figures of heavy artillery and tanks, with a
provision for placing them at the disposal of the League of Nations. I The principle involved
might be included under A.III or under No. B.2 (b) of the General Commission's agenda
(document Conf.D.Io 3).

Lastly, point III relates to the prohibition of aerial bombing and chemical warfare and to
the organisation of sanctions in the event of the violation of these prohibitions. This proposal
figures, as regards chemical warfare, under point 6, page I70 (document Conf.D.Io2).l The
principles of the prohibition of the use of chemical arms and of sanctions are to be found in the
General Commission's agenda under B.8(a) and (c). As regards aerial bombing, this prohibition
figures under point 6 on page 164 of document Conf.D.io2.1 However, this principle and the
principle of sanctions in the event of the violation of this prohibition do not figure explicitly
on the General Commission's agenda. They might be discussed with the similar provisions
relating to chemical warfare.

Draft Resolution of the Danish Delegation (document Conf.D./C.G.i6).

This draft resolution has already been examined in conjunction with the Danish
Delegation's memorandum.

III. SUGGESTIONS PUT FORWARD DURING THE GENERAL DISCUSSION ON ARTICLE I.

Speech by the Delegate of Spain.

The delegate of Spain proposes to divide armaments into four categories
Category I : Arms which would be entirely abolished.
Category 2 : Arms which would be exclusively at the disposal of the League of Nations.
Category 3 : Arms which the States would be allowed to retain on condition that the

League might requisition them at any time.
Category 4 : Arms the full ownership of which would remain with States.

This proposal represents the combined application of the principles of qualitative
limitation, the prohibition of certain material except under certain conditions and lastly the
creation of an international force, principles which will be found respectively under Points
A.III(a), III(b) and IV(b) of the agenda of the General Commission (document Conf.D.Io3).
It might accordingly be discussed when the various points which it embodies are under
consideration, without its being necessary to formulate a fresh principle.

The delegate of Spain proposes also that the Permanent Disarmament Commission be
requested to examine the military programme of States Members of the League and of States
signatories to the Paris Pact as regards the quantity and quality of the armaments. This
proposal seems to link up with the Norwegian proposal to be found in point II(a) page I49 of
document Conf.D.Io2. It does not appear to raise any new principle. Its object is to define the
powers of the Permanent Disarmament Commission.

Finally, there is another question to which I desire to draw attention.
Before the Easter recess, the General Commission received a letter (document Conf.

D./C.G. 9) from the President of the Naval Commission, from which it appeared that the Naval
Commission was referring back to the General Commission points 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and I2 of its
agenda, together with the proposals of the Argentine and Netherlands delegations. Thisrequest is in accordance with the procedure which we have adopted.

In support of the Naval Commission's request, M. Colban asked the General Commission
on March I6th to remember, when it drew up its own agenda after Easter, that it would be
desirable to deal as soon as possible with those questions which would facilitate the progress
of the Naval Commission's work. In reply, our President assured M. Colban that, when
it resumed its meetings, the General Commission would examine as soon as possible the report
on the state of the Naval Commission's work.

As the General Commission has referred to the Bureau the new proposals which have
been submitted, the occasion would seem to be suitable for considering also the action to be
taken with regard to the Naval Commission's request.

1 Reference should be made under this point of document Conf.D.Io2 to document Conf.D./C.G.15.
2 This proposal should be inserted between points 3 and 4, page 158 of document Conf.D.1o2.
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M. Colban has informed me that the Bureau of the Naval Commission is asking the

General Commission to examine in addition point 19 of its agenda because this point, which

deals with definitions of the categories of ships, is certainly connected with the questions
concerning capital ships, aircraft-carriers and submarines, which figure among those sent
back to us.

The Bureau may recommend the General Commission either to discuss first of all the

points referred back by the Naval Commission or to consider these points at the moment when
questions related to those submitted by M. Colban are dealt with, in their due order, by the

General Commission.
I myself am rather in favour of the second solution and I would suggest that the Bureau

should recommend the General Commission to incorporate in its agenda (document Conf.D.Io3)
the questions sent back by the Naval Commission in the following manner:

I. At the end of the questions relating to Article I, the following point should be

added: " X. Restriction of the use of automatic contact mines." In connection with this
point, the General Commission would examine the Netherlands proposal concerning the

prohibition of the laying of automatic contact mines on the high seas;

2. Point B.4 of the agenda is headed, " Chapter B, Naval Material". With regard to

this chapter, the General Commission would discuss points 4 and I2 of the Naval
Commission's agenda. Point 4 is headed, " General Proposals of a Technical Character",

but many proposals which raise questions of principle are related to it; point I2 deals
with merchant vessels;

3. All questions relating to points 7, 8, 9 and 19 of the Naval Commission's agenda,
which deal with capital ships, aircraft-carriers, submarines and definitions would be

considered in connection with point B.4(a): "Prohibition of certain Material
in Chapter B.

4. As regards points 5 and 6 of the Naval Commission's agenda relating to the
distribution of tonnage by categories and the transfer of tonnage between the various

categories, the following sub-heading would be added to point B.4 ' "(e) Distribution
of Tonnage by Categories. - Transfer."

Series of Publications: I 93 2.IX.46. Official No.: Conf. D. 120.
[Conf.D./A.C.B. I6(I).]
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CHEMICAL AND BACTERIOLOGICAL WEAPONS:

SPECIAL COMMITTEE

REPORT TO THE GENERAL COMMISSION

provided for under that Commission's Resolution of April 22nd and its Decision of

May Ioth, I932.

Rapporteur: M. RUTGERS (Netherlands).

I. The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of

Armaments adopted the two following resolutions at its meeting on April 22nd, 1932:

" Without prejudice to other proposals which fall to be discussed under later heads

of the agenda, the Conference declares its approval of the principle of qualitative dis-
armament-i.e., the selection of certain classes or descriptions of weapons the possession

or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all States or internationalised by
means of a general Convention."

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the
previous resolution, 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."
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As the question of chemical and bacteriological weapons and methods of warfare is one
which is common to land, sea and air armaments, and does not belong specifically to any
one of them, the General Commission, on May Ioth, set up a Special Committee for the purpose
of enquiring into the question of chemical and bacteriological weapons in the light of the
second resolution regarding qualitative disarmament quoted above. The General Commission
decided that this Committee should be composed of representatives of the following fourteen
States : Australia, Brazil, Denmark, France, Germany, Italy, Japan, the United Kingdom,
Netherlands, Poland, Spain, Switzerland, Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, United States. 1

The Committee held seven meetings from May i8th to May 3Ist, I932. It appointed
M. Pilotti Chairman and M. Rutgers Rapporteur. Separate study was given to the questions
of chemical weapons and methods of warfare, bacteriological weapons, and in addition
incendiary projectiles and flame-projectors.

The Committee finally adopted the resolutions which are to be found at the end of the
present report.

I. CHEMICAL WEAPONS AND METHODS OF WAR.

2. The Committee gave consideration to the question of the special character of
substances embraced by what may be described as the general idea of chemical warfare. These
substances only become means of warfare through the use which is made of them in war.This marks a distinction between chemical means of warfare and ordinary weapons.

The same remark applies to a certain extent at least to the appliances and devices utilised
for the employment of chemical substances in war. There are some appliances and devices
that may be used equally well for chemical warfare and for peaceful purposes. Other appliances
and devices may be used both for chemical warfare and for other war processes. A small
number of appliances and devices are employed specifically for carrying on chemical warfare.

3. In order to carry out its instructions, the Committee had to consider whether chemical
weapons and methods of warfare came under the three criteria laid down in the resolution of
the General Commission on April 22nd, I932, namely:

(i) Whether they are the most specifically offensive in character;
(2) Whether they are the most efficacious against national defence;
(3) Whether they are the most threatening to civilians.

The Committee agreed unanimously that chemical weapons and methods of warfare
undoubtedly answered to the third of these criteria. The characteristic of gas employed in
chemical warfare is that when once it has been released it is no longer under the control of
those employing it. It may reach civilians a considerable distance away from the spot where
it was released. This character was brought out particularly clearly in a proposal made by the
Spanish delegation.

As regards the two other criteria, there was some difference of opinion in the Committee.
The majority of the members agreed that they applied to chemical weapons and methods of
warfare. Other members, however, considered that these weapons and methods might be
equally effective offensively and defensively, and both for and against national defence. The
Committee did not feel that there was any point in discussing this question, since the general
agreement that the third criterion was applicable was sufficient to justify an affirmative reply
to the question asked by the General Commission.

4. The Committee endeavoured to specify what should be included in the general
definition of chemical weapons and methods of warfare:

(a) As regards substances, it included all harmful substances, whether natural or synthe-
tic, whatever their state, whether solid, liquid or gaseous; poisons such as curare or snake-
poison are thus included in the definition.

(b) The Committee was unwilling to undertake an enumeration of the various categories
of substances according to their chemical composition. It was essential to draw up a definitionwhich should apply to all substances, both those at present known and those which might be
discovered subsequently. The Committee therefore adopted as its criterion the physiological
effects of the substances on living creatures. All substances having a harmful effect were
included in the definition.

No account was taken of the degree of harmfulness of these substances. It was thought
that if certain gases less pronouncedly harmful in their effects were excluded from the field

1 These States were represented by: Mr. SHEDDEN (Australia); M. J. C. DE MACEDO SOARES, Col.
E. LEITAO DE CARVALHO, Commander A. DE VASCONCELLOS (Brazil) ; Captain C. M. BLACKMAN, Brigadier-General A. C. TEMPERLEY, Colonel A. G. C. DAWNAY, Group Captain T. L. LEIGH-MALLORY, Mr. DAVIDSONPRATT (United Kingdom); M. PURSCHEL, M. Jesper SIMONSEN (Denmark); Professor Andre MAYER,Captain VAUTRIN (France) ; Dr. G6PPERT, Dr. UNGEWITTER, Major REINECKE (Germany); General DEMARINIS, M. PILOTTI, Professor G. A. DI NOLA, Major RIGHI, Captain RAPICAVOLI (Italy) ; Rear-AdmiralW. KOMAKI, M. J. ENOMOTO, M. Jiro SOGAWA, Surgeon-Commander K. KOBAYASHI, M. T. SAKAMOTOMajor Y. HARADA (Japan); Professor V. H. RUTGERS, General C. VAN TUINEN, Colonel BaronJ. J. G. VAN VOORST TOT VOORST, Captain V. E. WILMAR (Netherlands) ; M. Titus KOMARNICKI,Captain A. PONCET DE SANDON (Poland); General J. G. BENITEZ (Spain); M. HAEBERLIN, M. C. GORGE(Switzerland) ; M. Simon VENTZOFF, M. Vladimir EGORIEFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics);Brigadier-General George S. SIMONDS, Major B. ORD (United States).
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of qualitative disarmament, the practical value of the system would be considerably weakened.
There would be practical difficulties in ascertaining the nature of the substances employed,
and the use of these substances might lead in good faith to an unfounded allegation that a
prohibition had not been observed.

Furthermore, a distinction between the various gases on the basis of their relative harmful
effects would be a very long and difficult task, and would need to be kept constantly up to date.

While admitting the validity of these reasons against permitting the use of certain gases
in international warfare to the exclusion of others, one delegation desired to point out that
lachrymatory gases, considered separately, did not in fact answer to the third criterion of the
resolution of April 22nd, 1932; that the use of these gases for police purposes could not be

open to any objection; and that in some circumstances such a use of these gases would even

be preferable to other methods which involved bloodshed. This point of view was accepted by
the Committee, although it was still of opinion that lachrymatory gases should not be considered
separately from the point of view of their use in warfare, since there were serious practical
objections to any discrimination between gases.

The Soviet delegation was of opinion that mention of lachrymatory gases for police
purposes lay outside the terms of reference of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation
of Armaments.

5. The Committee was of opinion that the prohibition should extend, not merely to
substances harmful to human beings, but should include those harmful to animals, being of

the opinion that the use of such chemical substances in general should be prohibited. No

special reference was made to vegetables, because it was felt that in practice it would not be

possible to employ, for the purpose of damaging vegetables, substances which were not also
harmful to human beings or animals, or which were not likely to make the vegetables harmful
to them.

The Committee considered that chemical substances in whatever way employed should be

included in qualitative disarmament, and therefore adopted a general formula intended
to cover all possible methods of use.

6. It is clear that qualitative disarmament only applies to the use of chemical substances
if such use is designed to injure an enemy. They are not necessarily used during a military

action properly so called; for example, the poisoning of wells or springs from which an enemy

might possibly draw water would be prohibited. On the other hand, the use of chemical
substances for the maintenance of armies-for example, the use of disinfectants and medicaments
and the means of destroying harmful animals and parasites-is not in question.

7. The Committee considered it necessary to state very clearly what ought to be excluded
from its definition.

(a) It had in mind, in the first place, explosives: the combustion of explosives may cause

a discharge of noxious substances (such as carbon monoxide) which may, according to the
circumstances, have more or less serious destructive effects. That is a consequence that cannot

be prevented by any means short of prohibiting explosives. At the same time, any practice
designed to increase the discharge of noxious substances must be condemned. Such a practice
might consist either in introducing certain products into the explosives or in altering the

constitution of the explosives, or in adopting a special method of manufacturing the projectiles.

(b) In the second place, the Committee had in mind smoke and clouds. Smoke can be

used for various purposes : as a screen, or for signalling, etc. It is to be clearly understood that
the smoke and clouds which are used must not be capable, in normal conditions of use, of
producing harmful effects upon the organism.

8. The Committee desired to include among the objects of qualitative disarmament a

class of weapons to which the Soviet and Italian delegations had drawn the attention of the
Conference-namely, "all appliances, devices or projectiles specially constructed for the
utilisation of the said noxious bodies, with a view to injuring an adversary "; it thus condemned
material which can only be used for chemical warfare.

9. The Committee was anxious to keep strictly within its terms of reference, and therefore
deliberately ignored the question of the methods whereby qualitative disarmament could be
effected.

Obviously, the decision that will be adopted regarding these methods will be able to give

practical effect to the resolutions submitted by the Special Committee. Consequently, the

study of these methods and the decision to be taken in this matter are of paramount importance
from the practical point of view.

The Committee was of opinion that the study of the above-mentioned question, which it

considers desirable, could only be undertaken in virtue of a further decision of the General
Commission.

IO. The Soviet delegation asked that the following observation be inserted:

" The Committee on Chemical and Bacteriological Weapons' reply to the General
Commission's questions regarding qualitative disarmament is given mainly from the point
of view of the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in war time. This is tantamount
to re-stating with a few supplementary details the essential ideas contained in the Geneva

Protocol of June I7th, 1925, which up to the present is unfortunately still awaiting the
ratification of several States.
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"Such legal prohibitions are, however, inadequate and of merely secondary
importance. The Soviet delegation has always attached and continues to attach paramount
importance, not to the prohibition of the use of chemical weapons in war time, but to the
prohibition of preparations for chemical warfare in peace time. Consequently efforts
should be directed not so much to the framing of laws and usages of war as to the
prohibition of as many lethal substances and appliances as possible. This is the point of
view which the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics will continue to represent in the General
Commission."

For the reasons referred to in paragraph 9, sub-paragraph I, the other delegations did not
enter into a discussion of this declaration.

II. BACTERIOLOGICAL WEAPONS AND MEANS OF WARFARE.

ii. The Committee felt that, on the question of bacteriological warfare, it need not
confine itself strictly to the consideration of the three criteria mentioned in the resolution of
April 22nd, 1932.

Bacteriological warfare unquestionably constitutes one of the methods of war most
threatening to civilians, since epidemics, as they spread, attack all human beings
indiscriminately, and there is no sure method of arresting their effects.

Moreover, bacteriological warfare ought to be included in qualitative disarmament quite
irrespective of whether it answers to any of the criteria laid down in the General Commission's
resolution. It is so particularly odious that it revolts the conscience of humanity more than
any other method of warfare.

12. The Committee desired to give the fullest possible definition of bacteriological warfare
and the methods of such warfare. As will be seen from the resolution below, reference is made
to all methods of disseminating pathogenic microbes, filter-passing viruses or infected sub-
stances, wherever such dissemination takes place. It is immaterial whether the microbes in
question are momentarily innocuous, if they are capable of again becoming virulent.

It is stated in the resolution that methods of bacteriological warfare may not be employed
either against human beings, or against animals, or against plants.

I3. Proceeding with respect to bacteriological weapons as it had done with respect to
chemical weapons (paragraph 9), the Committee left on one side the question of the methods
by which qualitative disarmament in regard to bacteriological warfare could be effected (see
also paragraph io on this subject).

III. INCENDIARY PROJECTILES AND FLAME-PROJECTORS.

i4. There are certain important differences between incendiary weapons and ordinary
weapons. The former, like chemical weapons, do not act by shock or trauma. They possess
a specific means of action which assimilates them to chemical rather than to ordinary weapons.

For that reason, the Committee felt that it ought to deal with incendiary weapons,
particularly since their prohibition had already been proposed to the Conference by the
French, Danish and Swiss delegations.

I5. The Committee considered whether incendiary projectiles answered to the three
criteria established by the resolution of the General Commission of April 22nd, I932.

It was felt that bombs, shells, grenades, bullets, arrows, pastilles and other incendiary
projectiles were particularly threatening to civilians. In the first place, they are very effective
in destroying urban centres and buildings in general. Secondly, whereas ordinary shells only
cause damage at the point where they fall, the fires caused by incendiary projectiles are liable
to spread considerably. Incendiary projectiles may be used to increase the horror of the effects
produced by explosive projectiles. This threatening character is more pronounced as the range
of the materials employed increases. This is particularly the case when inhabited places are
bombarded by aircraft, since in such bombardments incendiary bombs are usually employed for
the above-mentioned purposes.

Most of the delegations held that incendiary weapons are, moreover, particularly offensive.

I6. The definition of incendiary projectiles given by the Committee excludes " projectiles
of all kinds capable of producing incendiary effects accidentally ", to use the wording of the
resolution below. This provision corresponds to a similar provision concerning the noxious
substances given off by ordinary shells as a result of combustion. Just as it is impossible to
prevent ordinary shells from giving off noxious substances, it is impossible to prevent them
from accidentally causing incendiary effects.

The Committee also excluded from the definition of incendiary arms " appliances specially
constructed to give light or to be luminous, and, more generally, pyrotechnics not intended
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to cause fires ". These appliances, which are used mainly for signalling purposes, are not
intended to produce incendiary effects, and can only do so accidentally.

I7. One exception has been specially provided for by the Committee. This relates to
appliances specially designed for anti-aircraft defence. Incendiary projectiles are particularly
effective in anti-aircraft defence, and to forbid the use of such projectiles against aircraft would
be to give them a considerable advantage.

It is understood that the projectiles in question must be used exclusively for that purpose.
The exception would, of course, lose its point and might be allowed to lapse if the Conference

took steps to prevent the use of aircraft for military purposes.

I8. In dealing with incendiary weapons, the Committee was faced with the question of
appliances such as flame-projectors designed to attack not objects but persons.

The Committee unanimously recognised that such appliances should be included in
qualitative disarmament. 'Similarly, the Committee was unanimous in giving as the reason
for this decision the cruelty inherent in the use of these appliances, which cause suffering that
cannot be regarded as necessary from a military standpoint.

Moreover, the majority of the members of the Committee were of opinion that
these appliances answer to the first of the three criteria mentioned in the resolution of April
22nd, I932-that is to say, they possess a specifically offensive character.

ig. Proceeding in regard to incendiary weapons as it had done in regard to chemical
(paragraph 9) and bacteriological weapons (paragraph I3), the Committee left on one side the
question of the methods by which qualitative disarmament in the matter of incendiary
projectiles and flame-projectors could be effected (see also paragraph Io on this subject).

RESOLUTIONS.

The Special Committee set up by the General Commission on May ioth, 1932, to examine
the question of chemical and bacteriological weapons in the light of the General Commission's
resolution of April 22nd last regarding qualitative disarmament, submits the following resolu-
tions to the General Commission:

I. Chemical Weapons and Means of Warfare.

The Committee considers,
That chemical substances, whether elements or natural or synthetic compounds, as well

as appliances or devices for releasing them, can be described as weapons or means of warfare
only in virtue of the use that is made of them, for they may be employed or made with a view to
entirely different and essentially peaceful uses;

That, when used for the purpose of injuring an adversary, they answer to one or other of
the criteria laid down in the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, 1932, and, in any
case, more particularly to the third of those criteria.

It declares,
That, there should be included in qualitative disarmament the use, for the purpose of

injuring an adversary, of all natural or synthetic noxious substances, whatever their state,
whether solid, liquid or gaseous, whether toxic, asphyxiating, lachrymatory, irritant, vesicant,
or capable in any way of producing harmful effects on the human or animal organism, whatever
the method of their use.

It also declares,
That appliances, devices or projectiles specially constructed for the utilisation of the said

noxious bodies with a view to injuring an adversary should be included in qualitative
disarmament.

It observes,
That unless the use of explosives as such is included in qualitative disarmament, the above

definition cannot be extended to the noxious substances arising from the combustion or
detonation of explosives, provided that the latter have not been designed or used with the object
of producing noxious substances.

It further observes that the above definition should not apply to smoke or fog used to screen
objectives or for other military purposes, provided that such smoke or fog is not liable to
produce harmful effects under normal conditions of use.

II. Bacteriological Weapons and Means of Warfare.

The Committee considers,
That the use of pathogenic microbes for the purpose of injuring an adversary is condemned

by the conscience of humanity, quite apart from the fact that it answers to the criteria laid
down by the General Commission in its resolution of April 22nd, 1932, and more particularly
to the third of those criteria.
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It declares,
That all methods for the projection, discharge or dissemination in any manner, in places

inhabited or not, of pathogenic microbes in whatever phase they may be (virulent or capable
of becoming so), or of filter-passing viruses, or of infected substances, whether for the purpose
of bringing them into immediate contact with human beings, animals or plants, or for the
purpose of affecting any of the latter in any indirect manner-for example, by polluting the
atmosphere, water, foodstuffs, or any other objects-should be included in qualitative
disarmament.

III. (a) Incendiary Projectiles.

The Committee considers,
That the use of incendiary projectiles involves a particularly grave menace to civilians.

It declares,
That projectiles specifically intended to cause fires should be included in qualitative

disarmament.

It observes,
That this definition does not apply either to projectiles specially constructed to give light or

to be luminous and, generally, to pyrotechnics not intended to cause fires, or to projectiles of
all kinds capable of producing incendiary effects accidentally.

It considers,
That qualitative disarmament should not extend to projectiles designed specifically for

defence against aircraft, provided that they are used exclusively for that purpose.

III. (b) Flame-projectors.

The Committee considers,
That the use of flame-projectors is calculated to cause needless suffering, quite apart

from the question whether it answers to any of the criteria laid down by the General
Commission's resolution of April 22nd, I932.

It declares,
That appliances designed to attack persons by fire, such as flame-projectors, should be

included in qualitative disarmament.

Series of Publications: I932.IX.45. Official No.: Conf. D. 121.
[Conf. D./C.N.30(I).]

Geneva, May 28th, I932.

REPORT OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION T TTHE
GENERAL COMMISSION

called for by that Commission's Resolution dated April 22nd, I932.

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

INTRODUCTION.

The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments
at its meeting on April 22nd, I932, adopted the following resolution:

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament as defined in the
previous resolution, 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.
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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 interpretation 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, have thought it necessary to discuss and state clearly the sense in which the General

Commission's resolution should be interpreted.
These latter delegations have, for their part, expressed the opinion that the instruction

to consider the different naval armaments with a view to determining those weapons " whose

character is the most specifically offensive" appears to pre-suppose the use of such weapons

for purposes of a policy of aggression and that the naval operations to be considered are,

consequently, primarily those directed towards the invasion and violation of the territorial
sovereignty of a country. In other words, in order to define the task of the Naval Commission,

the latter has, in their opinion, to consider whether there are weapons which, in the event of

armed aggression directed suddenly against the territorial sovereignty of a State, offer, in

virtue of their inherent specific character, greater advantages to the aggressor than to the
nation which is the victim of aggression.

The delegations adhering to this view feel that this interpretation is the only one consonant

with the origin and development of the resolution as shown by the discussion in the General

Commission. Furthermore, 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, by its resolution of April 22nd (document Conf.D./C.G.26(I)),
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.
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To sum up the results of the discussion and to define as closely as possible the task of the
Naval Commission, the latter has agreed to the following resolution:

" 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 not impossible, from a purely technical
point of view, to define the criteria of these arms so far a their mainly offensive or defensive
character is concerned, since this character even varies according to the circumstances
of the different countries;

" Has come to the conclusion that it can most usefully answer the questions put by
the General Commission in giving them the following interpretation:

"Supposing one State either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or (b)
undertakes offensive operations 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 whther, in coming to their opinion, they have adopted the attitude
indicated above under (a) or that indicated above under (b).

It has been felt at the same time that in their replies the States desiring to do so might
refrain from distinguishing between the two criteria-viz., " the most specifically offensive
weapons " and" the weapons most efficacious against national defence "-which are mentioned
in the resolution of the General Commission.

* *

The German delegation stated that, while it accepted the text of the above resolution,

in its opinion the provisions of the Versailles Treaty contain the reply to give to the questions
put by the General Commission's resolution, seeing that these provisions have been laid
down expressly for the purpose of rendering it impossible for Germany to proceed to a policy
of aggression.

The Soviet delegation considers that the preamble to the report of the Naval Commission
must conform strictly to the terms of reference given by the General Commission on 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
defensive, etc.). The Soviet delegation considers that an any attempt to apply the principle of
" national security" to the General Commission's decision of April 22nd nullifies any results
that may be arrived at in regard to qualitative disarmament, and that, notwithstanding

differences in geographical conditions, the technical-tactical criteria of present-day naval
armaments clearly permit of a definite reply-and this in numerical terms-being given to

the three questions put by the General Commission.
Efforts have been made 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, etting forth their particular points of eeview.

PART I. - CAPITAL SHIPS.

The Australian, the United States of America, the Japanese and the United Kingdom

delegations consider that :

" I. 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 (a) or (b) or both of paragraph 4 of the Naval
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Commission's resolution (see page 2), and the delegations concerned are accordingly of the
opinion that capital ships.

" (a) Are not most specifically offensive;
" (b) Are not most efficacious against national defence;
" (c) Are not most menacing to civilian populations.

"5. Questions of reduction in displacement and gun calibre of capital ships are regarded
as outside the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first
discussed by the General Commission."

The Brazilian delegation agrees with paragraphs I, 2 and 3 of the above statement by the
Australian, the United States of America, the Japanese and the United Kingdom delegations,
while considering, however, that, " in the case of an attack, the greater the tonnage of those
ships and the greater the calibre of their guns, the more efficacious they are against naval and
coast defences".

The Italian delegation stated that:

Italy, which has to defend great maritime interests, vital lines of overseas
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
by 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 simply 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.

The Chinese delegation, in respect to China, supported the Italian delegation's statement
above.

The delegatios of Geany, the Argentionne, Bulgaria, Denark, Spain, Finland, France,
Greece, Norway, the Netherlands, Poland, Roumania, Siam, Sweden, Turkey, the Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics and Yugoslavia agree on the following conclusions:

" (a) In regard to capital ships the predominance of their offensive character over
their defensive qualities increases with their tonnage and the calibre of their guns.

" (b) While admitting that capital ships may contribute efficaciously towards national
defence, it must be stated 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.

" (c) In regard to the threat to civil populations, it must be stated that the greater the
tonnage of these ships and the higher the calibre of their guns, the more they risk causing
damage of these populations.

" Consequently, these delegations consider that capital ships exceeding a certain tonnage
and carrying guns exceeding a certain calibre must be considered as being:

" (a) Most specifically offensive;
" (b) Most efficacious against national defence;
" (c) Most threatening to civilians."

The following delegations, while agreeing to this last statement, have defined their
attitudes as follows

The German delegate has stated that, in accordance with the provisions of the Versailles
Treaty, capital ships of over Io,ooo tons and carrying a gun of over II-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
resolution by the Naval Commission going even further than the provisions of the Versailles
Treaty.
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The Spanish and Roumanian delegates have proposed to characterise as coming under the
three criteria all capital ships over io,ooo tons carrying guns of a calibre over 8 inches.

The French delegation considers that the tonnage above which capital ships come within
the three criteria is that necessary to ensure to them a sufficient protection against present-day
methods of attack.

The delegate of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics has stated that the basic list
of offensive naval armaments should comprise all warships of a displacement over Io,ooo tons,
the maximum calibre of whose guns is over 12 inches (305 millimetres).

He further stated that, in his view, certain types of Washington cruisers possess certain
qualitative properties which prevent their being included in the category of defensive armaments.

Further, the delegations of the Argentine, France, Poland and Roumania have stated that:

"Whenever a State adopts a policy of aggression all capital ships are:

" (a) Specifically offensive;
" (b) Efficacious against national defence;

" (c) Threatening to civil populations."

PART II. AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS.

In regard to aircraft-carriers, the Naval Commission draws attention to the Air

Commission's Report (document Conf.D./I23, Part I, paragraph I (d), and to the declarations
relative to this paragraph in Part III). 1

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."

The United States delegation believes that:

" The terms of reference should be interpreted as regards the first two criteria in accordance
with subdivision (a) of the fourth paragraph of the resolution adopted by the Naval Commission;
that is to say, in connection with a situation characterised by a policy of armed aggression.

" The aircraft-carrier is a particularly vulnerable type of warship. It serves only as an
aerodrome from which aircraft can be operated.

" The aircraft-carrier has been recognised by nations possessing that type of vessel as a
legitimate type of naval weapon to operate as 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.

1 REPORT BY THE AIR COMMISSION.

Part I.

I. (d) The offensive capacity of aeroplanes carried by aircraft-carriers or warships equipped with
landing-platforms (or landing-decks) must be regarded as being increased by the mobility of the vessels
which carry them.

Part III.

Conclusion I (d) was adopted by I6 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 aircraft is already taken into account and any further reference
in the report which might give the impression that individual ship-based aircraft are more specifically
offensive than individual aircraft taking off from bases close to land frontiers is misleading. "

The Portuguese delegation associated itself with this declaration, and the United Kingdom delegation
stated that it shared the views therein expressed.
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" The air armament of an aircraft-carrier is limited in quantity and quality to such extent
that it would be ineffective in attacks against the coasts of another country protected by
shore-based aircraft.

" Even if bombing were abolished, aircraft-carriers would still be needed for scouting and
other purposes of a purely defensive nature.

"The value of aircraft-carriers for defence is great, in that they furnish advance inform-
ation of the approach from seaward of an attacking or invading force.

"Because of the nature of their operations, aircraft-carriers alone cannot effectively
control commerce.

" The use of naval weapons in such manner as to endanger civilians has been restricted
by international agreement for many years and there is no reason why all operations of
aircraft-carriers should not be covered by such agreements.

" In view of the above considerations, the delegation of the United States believes that
aircraft-carriers do not come within the scope of the three criteria mentioned in the resolution
of the General Commission.

" Questions of reduction in displacement and gun calibre of aircraft-carriers are regarded
as outside the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first
discussed by the General Commission."

The French delegation made the following statement

"The question of bombing aircraft being provisionally reserved, these ships will in all
cases carry machines destined for other purposes, especially for reconnaissance and scouting.

"In these circumstances:

" (a) They are not 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.

" (c) 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 I55 millimetres
(6.I 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:
"(a) Specifically offensive;

" (b) Efficacious against national defence;
" c) Threatening to civil populations."

The German, Chinese, Danish, Spanish, Finnish, Italian, Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish,
Roumanian, Siamese, Swedish, Soviet, Turkish and Yugoslav delegations have intimated that
they reply in the affirmative to the first as well as the second and third questions.

" In practice, the aircraft-carrier being a mobile base for bombing aircraft puts within
range of these aircraft a considerable number of objectives which otherwise would be outside
the range of attack.

"At the present time, these vessels carry fighter, reconnaissance and bombing aircraft.
Even if they were designed for carrying only the two former classes, it is necessary to take
into account the fact that the majority of reconnaissance aircraft can be employed for bombing
purposes, especially if they be employed at the short distances and in the favourable
circumstances which aircraft-carriers permit of being realised."

The German delegation desired to add the following paragraph to the above declaration:

"Aircraft-carriers are a particularly efficacious arm, in the sense of the three criteria,
against countries which do not possess a sufficient air defence."

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.
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The Greek delegation adheres to the views expressed in the first paragraph of the above
declaration by the fifteen Powers, from the words " In practice .. ." to ". . range of
attack ".

The Japanese and Siamese delegations made the following statement:

"Aircraft-carriers and warships equipped with landing-on platforms or decks must be
classed among the arms which are most specifically offensive, most efficacious against national
defence or most threatening to civilians.

" I. Being highly mobile aerodromes and capable of acting independently of the fleet,
these vessels are not only most suitable for making surprise attacks but are capable of working
havoc upon inland regions far removed from the sea.

" 2. The existence of these vessels increases the points to be protected and complicates
the relations between the national defence systems of the various countries.

"3. These vessels enhance the capacity of a fleet for reconnaissance, observation, and
especially for attack; they also accentuate the aggressive character of a fleet, and enable it
to operate in the neighbourhood of the coast of an adversary which even possesses coast-defence
air forces.

"4. The character of these vessels permits of their being employed more advantageously
for aggressive than for defensive purposes.

" Coast-defence air operations can be carried out more effectively and more economically
by a shore-based coast-defence air force than by aircraft-carriers.

"5. Being a new arm, they may serve destructive purposes as yet unforeseen."

PART III. - SUBMARINES.

The Argentine, the Australian and United Kingdom delegations have made the following
declaration:

" (a) In the case of the submarine, we propose to deal first with criterion No. 3, ' most
threatening to civilians ', since it is on this criterion that most of our discussion has turned.

" The submarine, a new-comer to naval warfare, has undoubtedly a worse record from the
point of view of our criterion than have surface ships over the long period that they have been
employed. Surface vessels, as well as submarines, were used in the world war for commerce
destruction, and the difference in the manner in which these types of vessels were employed
is known to all the world. We have asked ourselves whether this is merely due to chance or
whether there are not underlying factors which led to this result.

" We are of opinion that there are such underlying factors.
"The submarine is a vessel of very special construction which leads to two principal

results:

"First, she is unable either to accommodate sufficient naval ratings to enable a prize
crew to be put on board with a view to sending a captured merchant vessel into port for
examination or to accommodate the crews of vessels sunk (except for a very
limited number), so that, after carrying out the normal procedure of visit and search, a
submarine, unless she is to violate the accepted rules of warfare at sea, will frequently
be obliged to set her prey free for lack of anywhere to put the crew and passengers.

" Secondly, she is a weak and vulnerable vessel on the surface, with the result that
she cannot be sure of the outcome of an encounter with a merchant ship, should the latter
make use of the historic right of all merchant ships to resist capture and endeavour to
escape.

" The result of these two inherent limitations is that the submarine in many cases finds
herself in the position in which, while she is on the scene of operations and can see the enemy
merchant vessels passing by, she has either to abandon practically all efforts to interfere with
those merchant vessels or else to adopt methods which are contrary to the historic rules of war
at sea and to common humanity.

" Similar problems do not exist in the case of the surface ship, and it is this fact, in our
opinion, which is largely responsible for the different manner in which the two types of vessel
have been used.

" It has been 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 surface
ships. What is noteworthy is that the surface ship followed those rules and the submarine did
not.
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" The Argentine, Australian and United Kingdom delegations do not wish to belittle
the value of rules solemnly accepted in this manner, and they sincerely 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.

" The Argentine, Australian and United Kingdom delegations are therefore forced to
the conclusion that the submarine is a type of vessel which should be classed as ' most
threatening to civilians'.

" (b) We come now to the first of our criteria,' most specifically offensive '.
" The submarine, like all types of vessels, can be used in an offensive or defensive manner,

according to the type of operation which is being undertaken.
" We do not, however, feel that the submarine can be selected as a weapon which will

enable the attack of an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked,
which, as we have already said, we have taken as our guiding principle in determining whether
weapons are specifically offensive.

" Our answer to criterion No. i is accordingly, No.

" (c) ' Most efficacious against national defence '. The submarine used over a long
period can be very efficacious against national defence if used in a manner contrary to the
rules laid down in Part IV of the London Naval Treaty.

" We do not, however, feel that the submarine can be singled out from amongst other
naval weapons as possessing qualities which make it most efficacious against national defence."

The Canadian delegation desires to associate itself with the above declaration of the dele-
gations of the Argentine, Australia and the United Kingdom regarding submarines.

The United States of Amnerica 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
is 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
is a naval weapon whose character is:

" (a) Most specifically offensive;
" (b) Most efficacious against national defence.

" (b) With respect to the third criterion-i.e., ' whose character is most threatening
to civilians '-it may be admitted that the submarine is relatively inoffensive in so far as
concerns civilians on shore. The only civilians whose safety in war has ever given rise to
apprehension in connection with the submarine are civilians at sea, including passengers and
crews of non-combatant and neutral vessels.

" The submarine, because of her inherent limitations, is less able than any type of surface
vessel to assure the safety of non-combatants in the exercise of the right of visit and search.

"The inability of submarines properly to exercise control over commerce, even when
acting in good faith, probably would result in incidents, followed by retaliation and a repetition
of the horrors of the late war.

" The provisions of Article 22-Part IV-of the London Naval Treaty do not ensure to
civilians the same degree of safety that they formerly enjoyed when subjected to control by
surface ships alone. Whereas the surface vessel of war was obligated with entire responsibility
for their safety, the submarine, by these rules, is authorised to place this obligation upon the
non-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 surface ships only under exceptional
circumstances.

" In view of the above, the United States delegation considers the submarine as a naval
weapon whose character is specifically threatening to civilians.

" Questions of reduction in displacement and gun-calibre of submarines are regarded as
outside the present terms of reference, since they involve matters of principle to be first
discussed by the General Commission."
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The delegation of Brazil agrees with the above opinion of the delegation of the United
States of America, and wishes to add to it the following remarks:

" In the first place, the idea of reduction of the tonnage of submarines, suggested by
several delegations in order to give them a defensive character, must not to 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 submarinare, 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 opinion
expressed by the delegation of the United States of A with the addition of e 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

(a) Submarines possess at the same time the character of either an offensive or a
defensive arm. They are able to co-operate usefully in coastal waters or in the open sea, in
many defensive operations (protection of a coast 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 tiacquit them-
selves of their duties. It must be conceded that the commanding officer of a submarine will
obey the instructions of his Government 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 the iny 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 alcel kinds. The history of the
war provides numerous examples of such action and shows the importance of the part which
the submarine plays or can play in collective operations of a purely naval character.

" The submarine which attacks from close quarters is not more liable to commit errors
than surface vessels attacking by gunfire at night or in thick weather, or at a great distance
in clear weather.

"By its very existence and by the uncertainty as to the place and degree of the danger
which it constitutes, the submarine is the best defence of small or medium navies. As several
delegations have emphasised, its abolition would be equivalent to increasing the inequality
between the weak and the strong."

The delegations of Finland, France, Latvia, Poland, Roumania and Venezuela conclude
that the defensive character of the submarine is clearly preponderant and thus it is
indispensable to the defence of certain Powers.

These delegations consider that, in consequence, the submarine:
" (a) Is not a specifically offensive arm;
" (b) Is not an arm particularly efficacious against national defence;
" (c) Is not an arm threatening to civilian populations."
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The Spanish delegation, while supporting the above conclusions of the delegations of

Finland, France, Latvia, Poland and Roumania, considers that submarines of large displace-

ment can take part in offensive fleet operations, and, in certain cases, in the blockade of distant

countries, and that submarines of a displacement exceeding I,ooo 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:

" (a) 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 is not
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:

" (a) Specifically offensive;
" (b) Efficacious against national defence;
" (c) Menacing to civil populations.

" The defensive character of the submarine does not alter according to its size. The type
of submarine best adapted to a given country naturally varies with its peculiar conditions
and, for Japan, the maximum unit size should not be less than 2,000 tons."

The 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 efficacious against
national defence. The capacity of submarines to operate in these directions diminishes in
proportion to their tonnage and their armament.

" Submarines of lesser tonnage, and especially those whose tonnage does not exceed that
strictly necessary to ensure to them sufficient qualities of security and habitability, are
predominantly defensive in character.

" As regards civil populations, it cannot be said that submarines are particularly threaten-
ing to them, so long as they conform, in the same way as other vessels, to the rules of inter-
national law.

" Consequently, these delegations consider that:

" (a) Submarines of large tonnage are most specifically offensive;

" (b) Submarines of large tonnage are most efficacious against national defence;

" (c) Submarines are not specifically threatening to civil populations so long as
they conform, in the same way as other vessels, to the rules of international 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 I907 laid down rules for the use
of contact mines at sea. In virtue of the said rules, it is forbidden to lay unanchored
automatic contact mines, unless they be so constructed as to become harmless one hour at
most after those who laid them have lost control over them, and to lay anchored automatic
contact mines which do not become harmless as soon as they have broken loose from their
moorings. It is also forbidden to lay automatic contact mines off the coasts and ports of the
enemy with the sole object of intercepting commercial navigation. It is further prescribed
that, when anchored automatic contact mines are employed, every possible precaution must be
taken for the security of peaceful navigation. The belligerents undertake to provide, as far as
possible, for these mines becoming harmless after a limited time has elapsed, and, where the
mines cease to be under observation, to notify the danger-zones, as soon as military exigencies
permit, by a notice to mariners, which must also be communicated to the Governments through
diplomatic channels.

The experience of the great war showed, however, that these rules had not prevented great
loss of life among non-combatants.

The General Commission's resolution, which is submitted to the Naval Commission, has
appeared to provide the latter with a suitable opportunity for reverting to the problems
relating to the laying of contact mines at sea.

In the course of the discussion in the Naval Commission, several delegations laid stress on
the specifically offensive character of mines laid outside a coastal zone to be defined, 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 defined expose
non-combatants to very serious dangers, especially when these mines have been laid without
the usual notification or on a sea-route which is necessary to free navigation.

The French and Roumanian delegations have suggested that the gun-range of modern
ships should be taken as the limit of the coastal zone in which automatic contact mines might
be laid.

The German delegation has, on the other hand, expressed the opinion that, in view of the
great range of modern large-calibre guns, a limit thus fixed would not reduce sufficiently
the dangers to which non-combatants are exposed.

The French and Roumanian delegations have suggested that all mines should be marked
by the Government which employs them.

The Argentine, the United States of America, the Italian and the United Kingdom dele-
gations, while supporting the proposal to 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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Considers that to this question it is necessary to give a simple reply. From this point
of view, it is possible to agree entirely with the formula given by the Netherlands delegation
in this document.

" As the further close examination and detailed investigation of the matter does not follow
from the duty assigned to us by the General Commission and, firstly, 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 General
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
mines in the 'open sea.

" It was on this 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 ', wish to place on record 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 Commission has unanimously
agreed with its proposal declaring that automatic contact mines laid "in the open sea"
as among the arms most threatening to civil populations, regrets that, in the present report,
the words, " in the open sea " have been replaced by the words " outside a coastal zone to be
determined ".

It appears from the discussions that this substitution cannot be considered as 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.

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
I05 millimetres (4.I inches) calibre should beregarded as:

(a) Specifically offensive;

(b) Specially efficacious against national defence;

(c) Most menacing to civil populations.

The Polish, Roumanian and Yugoslav delegations, on the other hand, hold that river
craft 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 attacks 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.
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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 Hungarian delegation, the
problem has arisen only in regard to European rivers.

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 does 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.

Series of Publications: I32.IX.47. Oficial No.: Conf. D. 122.
[Conf.D./C.T.45(I) .

Geneva, June 7th, 1932.

REPORT OF THE LAND COMMISSION TO THE
GENERAL COMMISSION

under the Terms of that Commission's Resolution of April 22nd, I932.

Rapporteur: M. BOURQUIN (Belgium).

INTRODUCTION. 1

I. The General Commission of the Conference for the Reduction and Limitation of
Armaments, at its meeting on April 22nd, I932, adopted the following resolution:

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, as defined in the
previous resolution (document Conf.D./C.G.26(I)), the Conference is of opinion that the

I The Soviet delegation makes the following reservation with regard to the present report:
"The present report, instead of giving direct answers to the questions put by the General

Commission, merely enumerates the opinions of the various groups of delegations, as formulated by
the Experts when questions concerning artillery and armoured vehicles were under consideration.

" The Land Commission had instructions to determine what calibres of artillery and what classes
of armoured vehicle answered to the three criteria laid down by the General Commission on April 22nd.
The Land Commission was to answer these questions ; it was to say whether these classes of armament
should be subject to qualitative reduction, and, if so, to what extent.

" Instead of answering the questions, the Land Commission, by repeating the opinion expressed
by the Committee of Experts in an interminable series of technical arguments, is still further
complicating the task of the General Commission. Land armaments, especially armoured vehicles

decision in regard to qualitative disarmament. The Land Commission's voluminous report is full
of arguments about the relative value of different calibres of artillery, the impossibility of making
an absolute distinction between a tank and a motor vehicle, and the efficacy of artillery and tanks
against permanent fortifications; but all this is merely preparing the ground for bringing the whole
principle of qualitative disarmament into question. Public opinion is beginning to realise this, and
numerous protests are now being heard from every side against this tendency, which is visible in
all the Commissions.

" The Soviet delegation quite realises that this total absence of positive results is not due to any
bad work on the part of the Experts. The Experts are only expressing the ideas and wishes of their
respective delegations. Be that as it may, the Soviet delegation cannot associate itself with this
refusal to give any specific reply to the questions put, and is therefore unable to pronounce in favour
of the report.

" While making this general reservation, the Soviet delegation proposes to continue to uphold
its own view in the General Commission, maintaining that the following classes of arms should be
subject to qualitative disarmament : all guns and howitzers of calibre exceeding about Ioo mm.,
firing shells weighing more than 16 kg. and having a range exceeding 15 km., and all armoured
vehicles-tanks, cars, and trains."
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range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the competent special

commissions with a view to selecting those weapons whose character is the most specifically

offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threatening to

civilians."

2. The Land Commission met on April 26th in response to the request thus addressed
to it.

It was of opinion that generally for land materials the weapons which are "most
efficacious against national defence" should be considered as being those whose character
is " the most specifically offensive ", and that the first two criteria named in the resolution
of April 22nd might thus be held to form one single criterion.

3. The Commission rapidly decided that, instead of dealing successively with the whole
series of land armaments, it would, without prejudice to the question, be effecting a considerable
saving of time if it confined its examination to certain of those armaments already designated
as requiring special treatment under the concrete proposals submitted to the Conference.

That was the case as regards: (I) artillery, (2) armoured vehicles, (3) certain fortifications,
(4) chemical warfare gases.

The General Commission having decided, at its meeting on May ioth last, to entrust the
study of that last item to a special committee, the Land Commission was able to confine itself
to the first three categories of armaments.

I. ARTILLERY MATERIAL.

4. The general discussion which took place on the subject soon revealed the necessity
of entrusting to a committee of experts the preliminary examination of certain technical
aspects of the problem. That Committee, on which all the delegations were entitled to be
represented, had to consider a questionnaire, to which it replied in the terms appearing in the
documents attached hereto (documents Conf.D./C.T.8., 8a, 8b, and 8c (Appendix I)).

5. The report of the Committee of Experts having been communicated to the Land
Commission, the latter employed the material which it contained for the purpose of informing
the General Commission. The discussion which took place on those lines resulted, on May
23rd, in the unanimous adoption of the following text:

" Basing its opinions upon the conclusions embodied in the replies of the Committee
of Experts to the questionnaire submitted to it, the Land Commission offers the following
recommendations for consideration by the General Commission:

" (a) All artillery can be used for offensive and for defensive purposes, but its
offensive capacity becomes greater as its effectiveness increases as far as defensive
organisations and the civilian population are concerned-i.e., with the increase of its
power and its range.

" (b) Subject to such solutions as may hereafter be found by the General Commission
for the questions raised by the fact that the fixed artillery of permanent fortifications
and mobile artillery can be rendered interchangeable, the Land Commission is of opinion
that the types of mobile artillery most threatening to national defence are those which
are capable of destroying permanent fortifications of considerable strength, namely:

" (I) In the case of permanent fortifications of great strength, artillery of a
calibre exceeding 320 mm. firing projectiles exceeding 500 kg. in weight.

" (2) In the case of permanent fortifications of medium strength, artillery
of a calibre of about 250 mm. and above, firing projectiles exceeding 200 kg. in
weight.

(c) In a lower category of inferior power should be included pieces of a calibre
between 250 and about Ioo mm. 1

" As a rule, artillery of a calibre up to about Ioo mm. can only be effectively used
against the least strongly protected personnel and objectives of the battlefield.

"Artillery of a higher calibre-particularly of about 150 mm., which is the calibre
most commonly employed-and up to a calibre of 220 mm. inclusive, is capable of effective
action against most entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield,
which can be organised and constructed in a short time withlimited personnel and material.
The necessary calibre may even reach 250 mm. when the time, personnel and material
available have permitted the increase of the resisting power of the position.

1 The German delegation includes under the terms " about Ioo mm." guns of a calibre of 77 mm. and
over.
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" (d) It was not possible to obtain unanimity either as to the threatening character
in relation to national defence of this second category of artillery (referred to in Section
(c) above), nor as to the calibre above which this character exists.

" Whilst certain delegations consider that this category of artillery is more necessary 
for national defence than threatening to it, a first group of other delegations places at
about Ioo mm. the limit above which artillery is threatening to national defence, a
second group places it at 155 mm. and a third group at 220 mm.

" The lowest limit of calibre above which artillery possesses an essentially offensive
character is, moreover, a relative one.2

" Certain delegations consider that the limit of calibre above which the artillery of
a State is of an essentially offensive character is lower in proportion as the means at the
disposal of the defender are weaker.

" Other delegations consider that the problem is more complex. In their opinion, the
limit of calibre above which artillery need be regarded as possessing an essentially offensive
character depends on the power (calibre and range) of the artillery capable of resisting it;
it also depends on the nature and the protection of the objectives on which it is to fire,
and more generally on the whole of the activities brought to bear on the one side and
on the other. This limit also depends on the strategic situation then existing, which
situation generally varies according as the offensive is launched by a defender by way of
counter-attack on an aggressor who has penetrated the defender's territory, or is under-
taken by an aggressor with the intention of invading the territory of another State.
Lastly, the limit in question also varies according to the nature of the system to which
artilleries of higher calibre may be subjected.

" (e) As regards the third element of the resolution of the General Commission, the
replies of the Technical Committee to questions I and 2 of Section III of the questionnaire
lead to the conclusion that, in the view of certain delegations, artillery material of over
200 mm. calibre having an effective range of more than 25 km. is the most menacing to
the civil population. Other delegations attribute this character to artillery of calibre
over I05 mm. with an effective range of over 15 km.; they would not go further than this
figure, seeing that beyond that distance are situated objectives of military importance
(places for the assembling of reserves, with motor transport, railway stations, air-ports,
armament factories, etc.), for which, as regards the distance from the battle front, it is
impossible, in existing circumstances, to indicate a limit, and that it is therefore necessary
that in this zone the protection of the civil population should be regarded as more
important than military requirements.

" Other delegations, on the other hand, think it necessary to include in the zone of
the battlefield tactical reserves capable of joining in the battle in a few hours with the aid
of motor transport and which may be 50 km. away from the front; these delegations
consider that artillery designed to fire beyond the corresponding range is more dangerous
to the civil population than to military objectives, and is consequently the most menacing
to the civil population."

II. ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES.

6. The Commission adopted for this category of material the same procedure as for
artillery. A Committee of Experts was first requested to answer a series of technical questions
relating to: (a) tanks, (b) armoured cars, (c) armoured trains, (d) mobile armoured cupolas.
Its replies form the subject of document Conf.D./C.T. 3 4 attached hereto (Appendix 2).

7. The question was then discussed in the Commission itself, with a view to extracting
from those replies positive and practical conclusions which might be submitted to the General
Commission.

Since, however, a very marked divergence of views had been apparent from the outset
and since that divergence had diminished but little during the discussions, it seemed impossible
to arrive at a unanimous vote in the matter, and the Commission deemed it preferable to state
the main groups of opinion into which it was divided.

8. A first difficulty arose as regards the distinction to be established between tanks
and armoured cars.

The Committee of Experts expressed itself on the subject as follows:
" Tanks and armoured cars are armoured and armed self-propelled vehicles. Although

it is not possible to draw a precise technical distinction between tanks and armoured cars,
it may be said that tanks possess to a higher degree the power of moving across any

1 The delegations of Afghanistan, Germany, Bulgaria, China, Hungary, Italy, Turkey and Union of
Soviet Socialist Republics make a reservation in regard to this phrase on the ground that the terms of
reference of the Land Commission, as defined in the General Commission's resolution, do not include the
examination of the weapons necessary for national defence.

2 The Soviet delegation makes a reservation on this point on the ground that no reference should be
made to this question of relativity.
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terrain (due particularly to the use of tracks) and that they are capable, to a degree
varying with the particular type, of crossing trenches and overthrowing obstacles.
Armoured cars, on the other hand, are not specially designed with a view to their employ-
ment on an organised battlefield. There are two kinds of armoured car: one which keeps
to the road, the other capable of moving across country.

" Some types of tanks, and especially armoured cars, are capable of great speed and
a considerable radius of action."

9. A large number of delegations were of opinion, however, that it is possible to establish
between the two categories of vehicles a clearer and more definite distinction. In their view,
while it is difficult to find for such vehicles definitions applicable to all cases, owing to the
fact that there is no clear technical distinction between light tanks and armoured cars, it may,
however, generally speaking, be said that:

"Tanks are fully armoured, armed, self-propelled vehicles designed to cross broken
ground, usually by means of tracks, and to overcome obstacles encountered on the
battlefield. They are primarily intended for employment actually on the battlefield, but
the lighter types of tanks are also utilised for reconnaissance.

"Armoured cars are armoured, self-propelled, wheeled fighting vehicles primarily
for employment on roads, with the possible addition of limited cross-country capacity
conferred by multi wheels, four-wheel drive or semi-track device. Their chief charac-
teristics are great range and speed on roads, but they have only a slight capacity for
crossing trenches. Their role is reconnaissance and they are useless for attack against
any form of organised defensive position."

io. Some delegations pointed out that, failing a perfect scientific definition of the two
categories of material under consideration, it might perhaps be possible to agree on a conven-
tional definition, sufficient to specify the obligations to be assumed in regard to them.

ii. Certain delegations consider that if a distinction was sought between tanks and
armoured cars it should be sought rather in the direction of a difference of use than in that of a
difference of definite technical characteristics. These delegations point out that, in such
circumstances, in the absence of effective means of control it will always be possible to use
these weapons for purposes different from those for which they were theoretically designed.
In the opinion of these delegations, the only category of armoured vehicles of combat in regard
to which a sufficiently definite technical distinction could be established would be that of
armoured motor-cars which have not more than four wheels, only two of them being driving
wheels, to the exclusion of caterpillars, and which are obliged to keep to roads.

12. The replies of the Committee of Experts relating to the characteristics of mobile
armoured cupolas and armoured trains received general endorsement from the Commission.

13. The Commission was, however, divided on the fundamental point as to whether, and
if so to what extent, the different kinds of armoured vehicles answer to the criteria named in
the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, I932.

Various opinions, sometimes very divergent from one another, sometimes differing only
on minor points, were expressed. In order to convey a faithful picture of them, and one which
would at the same time be of practical assistance to the General Commission, the best plan
would seem to be to consider in succession the four categories of vehicles with which the
discussion dealt, and to note for each of those categories the main currents of opinion which
appeared.

(I) Tanks.

14. A large number of delegations is of opinion that all tanks should be included in the
list of weapons to which the resolution of April 22nd applies.

They consider that the possession of such vehicles considerably facilitates offensive
operations based on surprise, operations which are in the highest degree dangerous to national
defence. While recognising that other factors (such as the transport of infantry by means of
motor vehicles of all kinds) may also play a part in surprise operations, supporters of the above-
mentioned opinion consider that the danger presented in this respect by tanks is incomparably
greater.

Several of them point out that even modern fortifications are exposed to the attack of
tanks because, while it is always possible to protect fortified works sufficiently to resist those
attacks by the use of natural or artificial obstacles, it should be noted, on the one hand, that the
action of tanks may strengthen considerably infantry attacks against troops and objectives
placed at intervals either in front of or between those works, and, on the other hand,
that the establishment, which is always very costly, of a complete system of artificial obstacles
for the protection of forts is impossible in peace-time in certain districts, such as those under
cultivation.
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Certain delegations point out, moreover, that if, as the Committee of Experts 1 has stated,
even light tanks can usually cross trenches and make breaches in the usual wire entanglements
of the battlefield, while they are capable of effective action against certain strong organisations
of the latter, that statement is particularly disturbing to countries which do not possess the
necessary anti-tank weapons, or do not possess any tanks.

It has been pointed out within the same group of delegates that whatever the utility
that tanks might sometimes offer for defensive purposes, 2 the menace which they constitute
to the defence within the hands of the aggressor outweigh the advantages which they might
confer on the defence, and that, in any case, such a menace was sufficiently serious to be
regarded as decisive.

I5. All the delegations belonging to the first group agree that tanks, of whatever type,
are particularly efficacious against national defence and should, in consequence, be regarded as
specifically offensive. These delegations cease to be unanimous, however, when it comes to
deciding whether tanks should be included among the weapons most dangerous to civilians.
Some delegations affirm that that is the case. They point out that tanks, owing to their mobility,
enable the aggressor, either by stealing a march on the adversary or by outflanking his defences,
to penetrate deep into the country invaded and not only to expose the civilian population
to grave material danger but also to produce so intense a psychological effect as seriously to
cripple the defence and even in the end to render it impossible.

Others, on the contrary, are of opinion that tanks, considered in themselves, and unless
the party employing them can be credited with an illicit intention of terrorising the civilian
population, do not constitute particularly dangerous weapons, since their action can be
regulated with precision and confined to the military objectives deliberately selected.

i6. A second large group of delegations establishes between tanks distinctions based
essentially on the criterion of weight and includes among the weapons to which the resolution
of April 22nd applies only tanks exceeding a certain tonnage.

I7. Those delegations-like the delegations belonging to the previous group-admit
that the principal danger of armoured fighting vehicles to the national defence lies in their
power to carry out a surprise attack with the intention of delivering a rapid knock-out blow.
They point out that, with the help of tanks, for example, a surprise attack carried out at the
beginning of a war of aggression, when neither occupied permanent fortifications nor an
organised battlefield exist, acquires a greatly enhanced degree of effectiveness, power of pene-
tration and chance of success.

They hold, however, that this power of surprise is not confined to tanks, but is shared
by armoured cars and even by commercial motor vehicles converted to military uses.

I8. For the purposes mentioned above, tanks, they add, possess, in varying degrees,
the characteristics of speed and radius of action, armour, and a capacity for carrying arms and
for passing over or reducing obstacles. Each of those factors affects the weight of the vehicle,
weight thus constituting the principal element whereby the power of the latter may be deter-
mined with any precision.

i9. On the basis of this criterion distinctions may be established, which some delegations
define as follows:

(a) Heavy tanks of a weight from about 25 tons upwards. These are heavily armed
and armoured vehicles of sufficient weight and solidity to give them great powers of
crushing obstacles and with comparatively wide trench-crossing capacity, which increases
in proportion to their size.

(b) Medium tanks of a weight between about 20 tons and about Io tons. These
are less heavily armed and comparatively lightly armoured vehicles with considerably
restricted trench-crossing capacity and limited crushing power. Their special charac-
teristics of range and speed render them of great value as a mobile reserve and in counter-
attack against troops which have pierced a defensive position.

(c) Light tanks (below Io tons in weight), with which may be included armoured
cars. These are lightly armed and armoured scouting vehicles essentially designed for
reconnaissance.

1 The United Kingdom delegation in the Committee of Experts, dissented from this statement
unless the trenches had been previously damaged by shell fire.

2 The Italian and Soviet delegations, reiterating a reservation which they had already put forward in
connection with the text relating to artillery material, expressed the opinion that any decision as to the
arms required for the purposes of national defence was outside the Land Commission's competence.
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20. Taking account of these observations and taking account also of the nature of the
defensive organisations likely to be encountered on a modern battlefield, as well as of the
frontier defences, which vary very greatly in strength as between different States, the delega-
tions belonging to the second group are of opinion that the heaviest category-namely, tanks
of a weight from approximately 20 to 25 tons upwards-possess offensive qualities to a degree
which should render them liable to qualitative disarmament within the meaning of the
resolution of April 22nd.

On the other hand, they are of opinion that tanks of a lower weight are definitely less
offensive in character and should not come under such a regime. Certain delegations stressed,
in this connection, the police purposes for which light tanks are employed in some countries
and their great value in the maintenance of public order. 

21. In the view of delegations belonging to the second group, tanks, whatever their type,
are not particularly dangerous to civilians. They can, on the other hand, be employed for
attacking military objectives, even beyond the battlefield, with a minimum of accidental
risks for the said civilians.

22. The French delegation expressed its views in the following terms:

"The following opinion, based upon the conclusions (document D./C.T.34
(Appendix 2)) contained in the replies of the Committee of Experts to the questionnaire
addressed to it by the Land Commission, is submitted by the French delegation to the
General Commission for consideration:

"A. No armoured fighting vehicle of the nature of those contemplated for
armies in the field is capable of assaulting a modern fortified work of even medium
strength. Only tanks specially designed for this purpose and of a minimum weight
of 70 tons could be effective against permanent fortifications. The same applies
to armoured trains carrying artillery capable of similar effective action-i.e., of a
calibre exceeding 250 mm.

"B. Apart from tanks and armoured trains possessing the above defined
characteristics, there is no technical reason for stating that armoured fighting
vehicles are more specifically offensive, more efficacious against national defence or
more threatening to civilians than any other means of warfare.

" . As regards efficaciousness against national defence, armoured
fighting vehicles are used, not only by an aggressor desiring to invade the territory
of another State and penetrating more or less far into that territory according
to the mobility, speed and radius of action of the said vehicles, but also in counter-
offensive operations conducted by a defender on the front, flanks or rear of an
aggressor who has penetrated into his territory and entrenched himself there.
The characteristics as regards armament, armour, mobility, the power of crossing
obstacles and the radius of action of these vehicles, most of which are primarily
intended to accompany the infantry and to save it from losses, correspond to the
prevalent conditions in both cases.

"The use of armoured vehicles, particularly tanks, in the course of a
defensive action is, moreover, tending to become more and more important :

" (a) In order to support a counter-attack when it is difficult to provide
artillery support owing to ignorance of the exact position of the assailant
and the point of departure of the infantry making the counter-attack;

"(b) Because the anti-tank weapons which are being perfected
can easily, in an organised position, be arranged so as to provide a complete
and effective system of defence, whereas it is much more difficult for them
to accompany an offensive, so that troops which are attacking are more
vulnerable to the armoured vehicles of the defenders than troops established
in a defensive position are to the tanks of the attackers;

" (c) In the defence of a permanent system of fortification, to act as
mobile fortresses capable, thanks to prepared routes, of advancing to any
points which are particularly threatened or of stopping any breach which
may be made by the assailant in the defensive arrangements.

" The fact that the last-mentioned use is strictly defensive, requiring heavily
armed and armoured tanks which are consequently very heavy and can with
difficulty be moved away from the area prepared for their action suffices to show
that any discrimination between armoured vehicles according to weight, designed
to prove that the heaviest tanks are most offensive, would not be technically
justified. It is, moreover, impossible to make distinctions based upon the question
of weight, as it is well known that very light tanks have been able to exercise
effective action against important battlefield constructions. On the other hand,
if tanks are exposed to the action of anti-tank weapons or enemy tanks, it may

1 The Italian and Soviet delegations are of opinion that the question of the utilisation of tanks for
police purposes and the maintenance of order is outside the competence of the Disarmament Conference.
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be necessary for their own protection, whether passive (armour) or active
(armament), that their weight should be considerably increased if they are to be
usefully employed on the field of battle, without reference to the offensive or
defensive character of such employment.

"Armoured fighting vehicles of less than 70 tons in weight and armoured
trains with armaments of a calibre inferior to 250 mm. cannot therefore be
regarded as being offensive rather than defensive in purpose, and cannot be
included among the weapons most menacing to national defence.

"2. As regards the characteristic of being threatening to civilians,
armoured vehicles, with the exception of armoured trains, as to which the reply
must depend upon the artillery which they carry, should be regarded as among
the weapons least menacing to civilian populations. The small range of their
guns and the fact that they are normally only employed against visible military
objectives enable them to concentrate entirely on the objective, with the least
risk of accident for the neighbouring civilian population."

(2) Armoured Cars.

23. Certain delegations declared themselves in favour of including armoured cars of all
types in the list of weapons covered by the resolution of April 22nd. They point out that,
like tanks, armoured cars considerably facilitate surprise actions, that they may sometimes
prove effective against field works and, furthermore, that their suitability for rapid penetration
into the interior of a country makes them threatening to civilians.

All these delegations belong to the group which classes all tanks among the most specifically
offensive weapons. It should be noted that the converse is not true.

24. Some of the delegations, which hold that all tanks should be subject to qualitative
disarmament, adopted the formula submitted by the Netherlands delegation according to
which armoured cars should only be regarded as most specifically offensive when they were
" provided with special appliances rendering them capable of being used on the battlefield".

25. Other delegations, finally, while in favour of including all tanks in the list of specially
offensive weapons, unreservedly excluded armoured cars.

26. This is naturally the conclusion arrived at on the latter point by those delegations
which refuse to include tanks in the category of weapons covered by the resolution of April
22nd, or which include only the heaviest tanks weighing from about 20 to 25 tons or more.

27. It was urged in support of this view that the effectiveness of armoured cars against
organisations of the battlefield is very limited; that it is usually easy, when armoured cars
are confined to the road, to paralyse their offensive action by cutting the routes they have to
use; that they cannot go far away from the troops with which they are operating; that they
are only lightly armoured, and, finally, that certain countries regard them as essential for
maintaining order in the vast territories under their jurisdiction.

(3) Mobile Cupolas and Armoured Trains.

28. According to the Committee of Experts, the above "are only effective against
entrenchments, field works, etc., in so far as the guns which they carry are able to reach them".
In the Committee's opinion "mobile cupolas are not capable of any action outside the
battlefield. As regards armoured trains, their possibilities of action against military objectives
outside the battlefield and against the civil population depend on the range of their artillery
and the action of any personnel they may carry."

29. Generally speaking, the Commission adopted this view and therefore concluded that
neither armoured trains nor mobile cupolas correspond to the criteria laid down in the
resolution of April 22nd. Some delegations, however, took the opposite view.

(4) General Remarks.

30. The Committee then discussed the difficulties which might arise if motor vehicles
normally used for agricultural or commercial purposes could be converted into armoured
fighting vehicles.
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3I. Some delegations felt that it would be useless to prohibit or restrict the light classes
of tanks and armoured cars, in view of the ease with which these could be replaced, after
effecting a few changes, by certain vehicles used for economic purposes.

32. Other delegations applied the argument to all armoured fighting vehicles. They
urged, further, that, if these vehicles were subjected to qualitative disarmament, countries
possessing a powerful metallurgical industry would be given an advantage and might possibly
have an incentive to encourage the construction of non-military vehicles containing certain
features which, it might justifiably be said, would enable them more adequately to discharge
their pacific mission but which were really planned with a view to facilitating their conversion
to military purposes.

33. Other delegations held that, though industrial development undoubtedly enhanced
the military potentialities of a country, the importance attached by some parties to the agricul-
tural tractor as a possible weapon was highly exaggerated. Such a vehicle would always be
definitely less effective than an appliance specially constructed for fighting purposes.

34. Certain delegations asked that the attention of the General Commission should be
drawn to this point. In the words of the motion submitted by the Polish delegation, they held
that:

" Should the General Commission decide to apply certain measures of qualitative
disarmament to tanks, it would be absolutely essential to take simultaneous action with
a view to preventing :

"(I) The conversion of agricultural and other tractors into tanks;
" (2) The utilisation of tractor factories for the manufacture of tanks."

III. FORTIFICATIONS.

The German delegation submitted a note expressing its point of view on this question to
the Land Commission.

Certain other delegations also submitted, in writing, their observations on this proposal.
The Commission, realising that it would be extremely difficult for it to arrive at practical
conclusions for the time being on this point, decided to forward to the General Commission the
above-mentioned documents for any necessary action (document Conf.D./C.T.46 attached)
(Appendix 3).

Appendix 1.

Conf. D./C.T.8, 8(a), 8(b), 8(c).

REPLY BY THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE LAND COMMISSION

CONCERNING ARTILLERY.

1.

(I) What is meant by fixed and mobile artillery ?

Fixed artillery includes all artillery which, in view of its special technical construction,
cannot, without the use of special appliances or materials, be used outside the fortified land or
sea frontier position in which it was originally placed.

Mobile artillery includes all artillery except artillery which is covered by the above
definition.

(2) What are the existing possibilities of rendering fixed artillery mobile and vice versa ?

Generally speaking, the guns of fixed and mobile artillery can be made interchangeable.
The convertibility of fixed artillery to mobile use depends primarily upon the mount required
for mobile use. The time element involved depends upon the kind and amount of preparation,
the size of the gun, the existence storage and distribution of the mounts, and the availability
of means of handling the material. This time element varies from a few hours, if mobile
mounts are in existence, to two or three months if no prior preparation has been made (assuming
that the country concerned has sufficiently developed metallurgical industry). In the absence
of such an industry, rapid conversion would not be possible unless the necessary material
were already in store.
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II.

(i) What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for efective action against the essential
organs of permanent fortifications (a) weight of the projectile, (b) weight of explosive, (c) calibre,
etc. ?

Field artillery of all calibres may be employed in attacking fortified works ; it maybe used
against the intervals between forts and, in particular, against unprotected personnel or
material, or it may, in exceptional cases, produce some effect on the armament of one of the
works for example, by a fortunate direct hit on or in an embrasure.

But in order to break down a system of permanent fortification, it is indispensable to
destroy at least a certain number of its essential works. The efficacy of artillery against the
permanent fortification therefore depends on the degree of strength of the essential works of
such fortification and the penetrating power of the projectiles which may be employed for
the purpose. 1

Taking these two factors into account, the following may be distinguished:

(a) Permanent fortification of great strength (thickness of concrete about 2 m.,
armouring or organisations under rock). - In order to act effectively against the essential
elements of such fortification use must be made of projectiles weighing more than
500 kg. and calibres over 320.

(b) Permanent fortification of average strength (thickness of concrete about I m.,
or depth of earth of more than 2 m.). - The characteristics of the guns required to act
effectively against the essential elements of this fortification are, in accordance with the
data given in the artillery rules of various States as a result of experience, at least the
following:

Weight of projectile about 200 kg.
Weight of explosive about 35 kg.
Calibre about 250 mm.
Range at least Io km.

(c) Permanent fortification with little protection (thickness of concrete less than I m.,
or thickness of earth less than 2 m.). - Against this kind of permanent fortification
variable results may be obtained according to the kind of projectile, the nature of the
fire (flat trajectory or high-angle trajectory), thickness of earth or concrete, with calibres
varying from Io5 to the calibres defined in paragraph (b) above.

(2) What are the characteristics of artillery necessary for efective action against entrench-
ments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield ?

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

Artillery of a higher calibre-particularly of about I50 mm., which is the calibre most
commonly employed-and up to a calibre of 220 mm. inclusive, is capable of effective action
against most entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the battlefield which can be
organised and constructed in a short time with limited personnel and material.

When the time, personnel and material at the disposal of the defence are increased, the
degree of resistance of the position may be that of permanent fortification with little protec-
tion (II, I, c), and require the same means for its reduction.

III.

(I) In modern warfare, what is the depth over which the troops and services and their equip-
ment engaged in battle are distributed ?

(a) Reply of the Belgian Delegation:

In modern warfare:

(I) The depth of the field of battle may extend to about 20 km.;

(2) The depth over which troops and services and their equipment capable of being
engaged in the battle within one day are distributed is 50 km. or more.

1 As an indication, we may mention that the 155 projectile, weighing 43 kg., has a penetrating power in
concrete of only 45 cm.; the 280 projectile, weighing 200 kg. with 36 kg. of explosive, penetrates only
65 cm. into concrete. The armoured cupolas can be effectively attacked only with the 320 at least. Finally,
to reach a depth in the ground of 2 m. in average soil, at least 220 is required.
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(b) Reply of the Austrian, Bulgarian, German, Hungarian, Italian and Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics Delegations:

The depth over which the troops and services and their equipment to be regarded as
engaged in the battle are distributed is I5 km. and may extend to about 20 km. on either side.

Beyond that distance are situated objectives of military importance (places for the
assembling of reserves, with motor transport, railway stations, air ports, armament factories,
etc.) for which, as regards the distance from the battle front, it is impossible, in existing
circumstances, to indicate a limit.

(c) Reply of the following Delegations: Brazil, United Kingdom, Czechoslovakia, Denmark,
Estonia, Finland, France, India, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, Polandn, Portugal, Roumania
Spain, Sweden, United States of America, Yugoslavia.

The troops engaged in the battle are distributed over a depth of about 20 km.
Beyond that distance and up to about 50 km. from the front line there may be essential

military objectives such as tactical reserves, which, if motor transport is available and roads
are practicable, may be placed 50 km. from the line, while still being capable of use at a required
point within five or six hours. Depots, and especially ammunition dumps, are normally at
similar distances.

To sum up, the depth over which the troops and their services and equipment engaged in
the battle are distributed is 15 to 25 km., if one does not include tactical mechanised reserves
and munition depots, and may reach 50 km. if one includes them.

(2) What are the characteristics of the artillery capable of firing beyond that depth ?

For firing beyond the depth over which the troops and services and their equipment
engaged in a battle are distributed, it is necessary to have guns with a range amounting to
that depth plus the distance of the gun emplacements of one of the parties from the front line
of the other party. This distance is at least per cent of the range. This distance may be as
much as io km. in the case of guns on railway mountings, or when practicable means of com-
munication are insufficient, or when the artillery must be distributed in depth, particularly
when on the defensive.

Considering the minimum distance as io per cent of the range and considering the effective
range of normally constructed guns at present existing, it is to be observed that

(a) Only guns of over I05 mm. calibre have a range of 15 km. beyond the front
line;

(b) Only guns of over 155 mm. calibre have a range of 20 km. beyond the front
line;

(c) Only guns of over 200 mm. calibre have a range of 25 km. beyond the front line.

As regards ranges of 50 km. beyond the front line, there is no technical obstacle to the
construction of a gun with such ranges.

If the characteristics of such a gun, which is not a current model, had to be determined, it
would be necessary to consult specialists in artillery construction. This would also be necessary
in order to ascertain what general restrictions should be imposed to prevent abnormal ranges
being obtained with any calibre.

LETTER FROM GENERAL VAN TUINEN, EXPERT OF THE NETHERLANDS DELEGATION, TO THE

CHAIRMAN OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS OF THE LAND COMMISSION RELATING TO

QUESTION 2, SECTION II OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE.

In order to avoid holding up our work, I will not raise any objection at the moment to
the reply given to Question 2 of Section II.

I should like to state, however, that in my opinion this reply differs to an appreciable
extent from the question asked and is too similar to the reply given to Question I of this same
Section. Question 2 does not, I think, refer to the organs of permanent or semi-permanent
fortifications, but merely to temporary works constructed on the battlefield-that is to say,
more or less hastily. There is thus a clear distinction between the artillery necessary for
effective action against those objectives and the artillery intended to be used against fortifi-
cations of a permanent or semi-permanent character.

In my opinion it is not necessary to contemplate the destruction of concrete shelters on
the battlefield selected by the aggressor, as, including the time needed for their construction,
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it would take four or five weeks for the concrete to harden sufficiently. Field works with such
elaborate entrenchments which could withstand the aggressor's fire to that extent could
not be made in time in an invaded territory. In such a case, therefore, we should only have
to deal with constructions organised in war time on the national soil-which means that they
would be of a purely defensive character- and against which a strengthening of the means of
aggression would be contrary to our efforts in the matter of disarmament.

Consequently, I am of opinion that the characteristics of the guns necessary for effective
action against entrenchments, etc., of an improvised character to which, I think, Question 2
refers, are : 155 mm. maximum calibre, 45 kg. maximum weight of projectile, with 9 kg. of
explosive.

NOTE BY THE DELEGATIONS OF NORWAY AND SWEDEN CONCERNING THE REPLY OF THE
COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO SECTION III, QUESTION I, OF THE ABOVE QUESTIONNAIRE.

The delegations of Norway and Sweden consider that:

The words of the questionnaire " engaged in the battle " should not be interpreted as
meaning " capable of becoming engaged in the battle " and should only refer to troops situated
on the battlefield itself;

The depth over which these troops are distributed is generally from 15 to 20 km. on either
side, according to the number of troops engaged; and

Troops situated at such a distance from the battlefield that they could not be engaged
in the battle without motor transport-the possibility of which depends in any case on the
road system and the state of the existing roads at a given moment-should not be regarded
as " engaged in the battle "

Nevertheless, those delegations, recognising that in its summary the text of the majority
of the delegations states that the depth of the true battlefield is from I5 to 25 km. if these more
distant troops are not reckoned, and wishing to facilitate as far as possible unanimity among
the experts, have thought it proper to accept this majority text.

Appendix 2.

Conf.D./C.T.34.

REPLY OF THE COMMITTEE OF EXPERTS TO THE QUESTIONNAIRE OF THE LAND COMMISSION
CONCERNING ARMOURED FIGHTING VEHICLES.

(I) What are the general characteristics of:

(a) tanks,
(b) armoured cars of all kinds,
(c) mobile armoured cupolas,
(d) armoured trains ?

(a) and (b). Tanks and armoured cars are armoured 1 and armed self-propelled vehicles.
Although it is not possible to draw a precise technical distinction between tanks and armoured
cars, it may be said that tanks possess to a higher degree the power of moving across any
terrain (due particularculy to the use of tracks) and that they are capable, to a degree varying
with the particular type, of crossing trenches and overthrowing obstacles. Armoured cars,
on the other hand, are not specially designed with a view to their employment on an organised
battlefield. There are two kinds of armoured car: one which keeps to the road, the other
capable of moving across country.

Some types of tanks and especially armoured cars are capable of great speed and con-
siderable radius of action.

(c) Mobile armoiured cupolas. - As distinct from armoured cars, mobile cupolas have
remarkable characteristics as regards armour and equipment, but their mobility is very limited.

They are, in short, a kind of heavy tank with very limited mobility.

1 The Committee agreed that the word " armoured " must be reasonably understood by " as well
armoured as possible ". In other words, the given definition could not apply to a partially-armoured
vehicle. The United Kingdom delegation would have preferred that this idea should be conveyed by the
words " fully armoured ", but the word " fully ", which is not as strong as " completely ", would have
been difficult to translate into French. In these circumstances, in order that the two texts should corres-
pond, the United Kingdom delegation has agreed to withdraw their proposal, subject to the present
explanation being given.
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Like heavy tanks themselves, they are specially suitable either for filling the gaps in the
permanent defensive organisation or, in the defence of a position, for blocking up a breach in
which the enemy may have penetrated.

(d) Armoured trains. - Armoured trains are very powerful, armed and strongly equipped
weapons; but instead of being able to cross any ground their movement depends upon the
existence of a railway. They are particularly suitable for the defence of land frontiers and sea
coasts.

(2) What is the efectiveness of the various categories of the above against permanent
fortifications ? Is there any type of these appliances incapable of breaking through the latter ?

No armoured machine of the nature of those contemplated for armies in the field is capable
of assaulting a modern fortified work of even average strength,

Moreover, any modern system of fortification exposed to attack by tanks can be rendered
almost invulnerable to their attack by the use of natural obstacles or by the construction of
artificial obstacles or defences (deep, wide ditches, blocks of concrete, mines, etc.).

In answer to Question II(a) and (b), therefore, it may be said that no armoured fighting
vehicle will be effective for assault against a permanent system of fortifications provided that
a complete system of natural or artificial obstacles exists.

As regards armoured trains, their action is no more and no less than that of the artillery
which they carry.

Notes.

i. The French delegation consider that the attack of permanent fortifications can only
be attempted by tanks armoured powerfully enough to be proof against projectiles shot by
weapons mounted in first-line fortifications.

They consider that such tanks would weigh at least Ioo tons; the lowest weight of tanks
of this kind, making very ample allowance for possible technical improvement in construction,
may be put at 70 tons.

2. The delegations of Austria, United Kingdom, Finland, Germany, Hungary, Italy,
Netherlands and Sweden add the following explanation to the reply given by the Committee:

While the destruction and neutralisation of the fortified works and artillery of the
defence are the task of the heavy and super-heavy artillery, it is for tanks to assist the
infantry in attacking troops and other objectives distributed in front of the fortifications
and between them.

This being so, as regards the attack of permanent fortifications also, tanks take on a
character menacing to national defence which increases in proportion to their weight and
capabilities.

3. The delegations of Austria, Hungary, Italy and Netherlands add the following
explanation to the reply given by the Committee:

The preparation of a complete system of artificial obstacles as here described against
attack by tanks would in a number of cases be impossible in a line of permanent forti-
fications situated in cultivated country. In such cases, even a modern system of fortifi-
cations would, at the beginning of a war, be very vulnerable to attack by tanks.

Furthermore, the addition to a system of permanent fortifications of artificial
obstacles to attack by tanks would involve supplementary expenditure which would
often be very considerable.

(3) What is the effectiveness of the various categories of the above against entrenchments,
field works and other objectives of the battlefield ? Is there any type of these appliances incapable
of breaking through the elements of national defence referred to above ?

Tanks are capable of effective action on an organised field of battle, and some armoured
cars are capable of such action where the organisations are improvised or not continuous. 1

Even light tanks can usually cross trenches and make breaches in the usual wire entangle-
ments of the battlefield. It is asserted that very light tanks (7 tons) have been capable of
effective action against strongly organised battlefields.

If, however, tanks are exposed to the fire of anti-tank weapons or enemy tanks, their own
protection, whether passive (armour), or active (armament), may involve a considerable

1 The German, Hungarian and Soviet delegations add to this paragraph that this applies particularly
in the case of a defence which does not dispose of adequate anti-tank weapons and tanks.
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increase in their weight if they are to be used effectively in defence as well as offence on the
battlefield. 1

Armoured cupolas and trains are only effective against entrenchments, field works, etc.,
in so far as the guns which they carry are able to reach them.

(4) Are there any characteristics of armoured fighting vehicles which make them specially
menacing:

(a) to the civil population;

(b) to military objectives outside the zone of the battlefield properly so-called ?

(a) and (b). - If we exclude the hypothesis of direct and deliberate action, contrary to
international law, against the civil population, tanks and armoured cars could only be specially
menacing to them if, when acting against military objectives, they risked at the same time
injuring the civil population.

On the contrary, since they can act only at very short range and generally against visible
objectives, which makes them as accurate as can be desired, they can attack military objectives
even outside the zone of the battlefield with less risk to the civil population than is represented
by aeroplane and artillery projectiles, which can much more easily fall on some point other
than the objective aimed at. This characteristic, together with their speed and radius of action,
makes certain armoured fighting vehicles particularly suited to attack military objectives
outside the battlefield, and enables the battle to be extended to the rear and flanks of the forces
engaged. All motor-driven vehicles 2 of similar speed and radius of action which are able to
carry troops also possess this quality in varying degrees. The essential quality to carry out
such missions is the mobility of the vehicle. So long as the fire-power can be conveyed to the
place required, it is immaterial whether the conveyance is itself armoured and armed or not.

Mobile cupolas are not capable of any action outside the battlefield. As regards armoured
trains, their possibilities of action against military objectives outside the battlefield and against
the civil population depend on the range of their artillery and the action of any personnel
they may carry.

(5) To what extent and in what time can any vehicle be converted into.'

(a) a tank;

(b) an armoured car-;

(c) an armoured train ?

(a) and (b). - There exist in many countries a considerable number of vehicles, tracked
or otherwise, which could rapidly be turned into tanks or armoured cars.

A converted tractor would be less efficient than a tank constructed as such. 3 For
constructional reasons they are unlikely to be fitted with turrets, unless special arrangements
have been made for this purpose, and therefore all-round fire would not be practicable.

1 The United Kingdom delegation substitutes for the first three paragraphs the following text:
"The effectiveness of tanks against entrenchments, field works and other objectives of the

battlefield depends upon their ability to cross ditches and trenches. As the object of the question
is to elicit the performance of these vehicles without the assistance of other weapons, it is assumed that
the ditches and trenches have not already been partially destroyed by shell-fire. The following are
examples of the capacity of different types of tanks :

"A tank of about 35 tons is required to cross a gap from 2.4 to 3 metres wide. A tank of
i6 tons could, under favourable circumstances, cross a gap 2.2 metres wide. A tank below io tons in
weight is not capable of crossing a gap more than 1.5 metre wide.

"It will be seen from the above that tanks below io tons are inacapable of crossing any but the
most narrow field entrenchments. Armoured cars, on the other hand, are usually incapable of crossing
any undamaged trench."
2 The German and Soviet delegations make the following observations as regards the end of this

paragraph, from the words : "All motor-driven vehicles " ·:
" It is impossible to make a comparison between an ordinary motor conveyance and tanks or

armoured cars. It is of decisive importance that tanks should be armoured, that they should be able
to move off the roads, that they should possess weapons always in readiness for firing, and that all
these qualities should be contained in as small a space as possible.

" The same may be said in a lesser degree of armoured cars the effectiveness of which is very
much greater than that of any other motor-car.

" The possibility of attacking military objectives outside the battlefield properly so-called and
of extending thus the battle to the rear and flanks of the forces engaged in front depends, taking into
account purely military considerations, on the protection which can be given to convoys of troops by
tanks and armoured cars."
These delegations interpret in this sense the last two sentences of the second paragraph.
3 Some delegations consider that certain types of tractor, however, may be more efficient after

conversion than tanks of old patterns.
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Armoured cars could be improvised to a degree of effectiveness comparable to that of an
armoured car designed for the purpose. The road speed and fighting capability would possi-
bily be less, but, as armoured cars are primarily vehicles for reconnaissance, improvised cars
would adequately fulfil this duty.

It is understood that the possibility of effecting the conversions mentioned above, and the
effectiveness of such converted vehicles, depends essentially on the industrial resources of
each country.

The time required for conversion would depend upon the existence of semi-skilled labour,
engineering resourses and suitable armour in stock. The manufacture of bullet-proof plate is a
lengthy process, but even if none were available, ordinary mild steel plate, which can readily
be obtained commercially, might be employed as an improvised measure and, by increasing
the thickness, sufficient bullet-proof protection could be achieved. A certain amount of
protection can be given to a vehicle in a few hours if the necessary technical preparations
have been made beforehand.

As a general rule, the time is less for a given vehicle in proportion as:

(a) More complete arrangements have been made at the time of its construction to
facilitate the conversion,

(b) The conversion has been more completely prepared especially as regards the stock
of essential parts and necessary engineering resources.

Under favourable circumstances the production in quantity of tanks, improvised on these
lines, could commence within three weeks, and that of armoured cars within a week or ten
days. 1

If engineering resources and the necessary armour-plating are available, a train could be
armoured within a few weeks. However, the organisation of an armoured train, specially
equipped with powerful artillery, would require a longer time and a considerable previous
stock of special material.

Appendix 3.
Conf. D/C.T.46.

EXAMINATION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION'S RESOLUTION OF APRIL 22ND, I932 (document

Conf.D./C.G.28(2)): DRAFT QUESTIONNAIRE AND DRAFT REPLY CONCERNING

FORTIFICATIONS SUBMITTED BY THE GERMAN DELEGATION.

Introduction.

The German delegation has taken as the basis of its draft questionnaire and replies, given
below, the following general question:

" 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 ?"

The delegation was, moreover, guided by the following paragraph of the report of Sub-
Commission A to which it desires to draw the attention of the Land Commission:

"The category of organisations which can only be used for territorial defence cannot
be said to include :

" (I) Organisations the principal purpose of which is obviously to enable
long-range artillery or air attack to be brought to bear on the communications of
a neighbouring country or its exposed points near the frontier, and which are not
indisputably justified by the necessity of protecting specially exposed points in the
country concerned."

1 The Italian delegation is of opinion that in view of the great variety of ordinary vehicles that may
lend themselves to conversion into armoured fighting vehicles, which in turn vary greatly in the multiplicity
of their characteristics, it does not seem possible to fix exact or even approximate limits-for the possibility
of such conversion and the time it will require.


