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sunk by submarines. The losses of the French navy from this cause had amounted to 82,530
tons, or three-fourths of its total losses.

It was plain then that when the submarine was mentioned as a vessel intended for
attacking merchantmen, half its history during the great war was overlooked. The fact
was that during the great war-and those dreadful years could only be discreetly mentioned
here-an inhuman and cruel use had been made of submarines. It was to prevent such years
ever occurring again that the Conference had met. At the London Conference France had made
suitable proposals for regulating the use of the submarine. She had asked for the adoption
of Article 22, which was fair, clear and precise, and which read:

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

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

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

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

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

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

There was a last question to be examined in connection with naval armaments as a
possible menace to non-combatants. That was the question of bombardment from the air
and, in close connection with that matter, the question of aircraft-carriers to which the
Japanese delegate had referred. The question of bombardment from the air would be discussed
in a general manner by the Air Commission, but it was too closely connected with naval
armaments to make it possible for the Naval Commission to ignore it or pass it over in silence.
The Naval Commission must discuss that issue. Bombardment from the air was a new peril,
a cruel and monstrous menace to civilisation. It affected not only combatants who had resolved
to sacrifice their lives in the defence of their country. It destroyed as well the children in their
cradles, the aged by the fireside and those buildings in every great city whose beauty entitled
them to immortality. All that was menaced by a bombardment from the air. A falling bomb
was blind. He was not thinking of incendiary bombs, since they were prohibited by unanimous
agreement, nor of bacteriological bombs. How could the representative of the country which
had given birth to Pasteur agree that it should be possible to sow death with the germs which
his genius had isolated for the relief of human suffering ? Bombardment from the air was an
abomination when it was carried out on civilians, whether on land or at sea. France considered
that this was the predominant question at the Conference. She had suggested certain principles.
The French delegation held the firm conviction that this was the crux of the Conference's
discussions and that the Conference would satisfy the expectations of the world and its own
conscience if it took some decisive action in the matter. It considered that the internationali-
sation of civil aviation was the only possible way of strictly and surely limiting or abolishing
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bombardment from the air. Months would be needed for the manufacture of heavy artillery
if certain types of heavy guns were prohibited; weeks would be needed for the manufacture
of tanks or submarines, if tanks or submarines were prohibited; only a few hours were needed
to convert a civil plane into a bombing-plane. That was why the strictest precautions were
necessary if it were desired to do away with the peril, the menace, the nightmare of
bombardment from the air. Such precautions would not conflict with the interests of any
State; they would serve the security of all.

It was not yet known what decisions the General Commission would take regarding
bombardment from the air. It might, however, be hoped that they would go far in the
direction of restriction and regulation. The question of aircraft-carriers would then arise.
He owed a reply to the Italian delegate, and to the Japanese delegate as well. If bombing-planes,
which were or would be, of necessity, heavy planes carrying a big load, were to disappear,
did that mean that aircraft-carriers should disappear ipso facto ? As Minister of the Marine
and previously as Rapporteur-General of the Finance Commission, M. Charles Dumont had
consulted all the relevant papers and competent authorities. He was obliged to say both to the
Italian and to the Japanese delegates that the opinions he had been furnished with were not
favourable to their contentions. A modern fleet, by the speed of its destroyers and cruisers
and the power of its artillery, with a range of 40 kilometres, must necessarily advance in a
formation covering a large tract of sea. Could it in case of attack assemble sufficiently quickly
unless the waters far ahead of it were reconnoitred by scouting and reconnaissance planes ?

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

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

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

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

That concluded his analysis of the different naval armaments from the point of view of
their possible menace to the civilian population. He would sum up in one word. · What was
essential was a regulation forming part of a convention brought about, interpreted and suppor-
ted by the League, which would include a number of international rules. Anyone breaking
those rules would without any question be the aggressor within the meaning of Article I6,
and the sanctions prescribed by the League Covenant would have to be applied against him.

He came next to the second of the criteria which the General Commission had instructed
the Naval Commission to study-defensive organisation. That was a term which could be under-
stood in very different ways. To avoid useless repetition, he would for the moment consider
only permanent defensive organisation-that was to say, the organisation of coast defence
by submerged mines and by fixed or mobile batteries. Which were the ships that could destroy
defensive organisations prepared for the defence of the coast against bombardment and landing
of troops ? Plainly, all naval armaments, bombing-planes, all surface vessels and in particular
all capital ships, since they, as the United States delegate had observed, were the first line of
defence against landings; they were also the arm which was used to prepare for landings
by covering the coast with fire so as to drive the defence force from its positions and by
covering too with fire the areas in which mines had been sown so as to prevent mine-sweepers
from carrying out their task. He would repeat, surface vessels sometimes played an offensive
part. They could play such a part in a war of defence. They could do so in a war made by the
League on the aggressor under Article I6 of the Covenant. The fact that capital ships could
attempt to destroy defensive organisations was not a reason for prohibiting them. The United
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Kingdom delegate had moreover observed that they sometimes failed in such attempts and
that the Dardanelles expedition had afforded a memorable example of such failure.

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

The conclusion must be that for the defence it was necessary that the shore too should
have long-range batteries. It must be recognised that shore batteries should have at least
the calibre and range of the guns carried by ships.

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

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

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

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

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

There was another factor which must be borne in mind-equal tonnage-in making
a vessel strictly offensive. The structural parts must be as light as possible in order to increase
the power of the working parts. Suppose a Diesel engine were selected; generally speaking,
the Diesel engine was heavier than a turbine-engine, but if the Diesel were constructed with
special materials, with special steel, its weight might hardly exceed, if it exceeded
at all, the weight of turbine engines constructed of ordinary material. The hull
of the vessel in ordinary material weighed a certain amount for a given tonnage. The same
resistance would be obtained but with 30 to 40 per cent less weight if the hull were made of
special alloys. Thus an offensive navy had two characteristics: attention was paid to its
fighting capacity rather than to means of protection, and it also cost considerably more for
the same tonnage, owing to the higher cost of materials giving equal resistance for a very
much lower weight.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

With regard to Japan's attitude, M. Charles Dumont had just shown that there were
now only fairly small differences between the Japanese delegation and the French delegation
with regard to aircraft-carriers. If the aircraft-carrier did not of itself constitute a fighting
unit, if it did not carry guns which turned it into a fighting cruiser, if it could carry only light
reconnaissance aeroplanes but neither bombing-aircraft nor bombs for bombardment purposes,
it could not constitute the danger to which the Japanese delegate had called attention
on the previous day.
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Consequently here was a field in which considerable agreement seemed prepared and
possible. There was no doubt about agreement. It was easier, as regards the strict regulations
that would have to be laid down in the convention which should be the outcome of the
Conference's proceedings that there should be strict provisions, humane provisions, carefully
drawn up, with regard to the use of automatic mines, submarines and surface vessels, in so far as
mines, submarines and surface vessels of all categories might threaten non-combatants.
M. Charles Dumont repeated that the preparation of this convention, carefully drawn up,
strengthened and provided with sanctions was one of the chief tasks of the Conference. It would
be of considerable practical importance, in view of the League's power. It would help to
restore a feeling of security and confidence. It would bring nearer and make more extensive
the other stages of simultaneous, progressive and supervised disarmament, which every
civilised man must desire if he cared about the safety of his country and of his rights.

In conclusion, the French delegate could only say that the French delegation's investi-
gations had not led it to recommend the abolition of any particular category of naval armaments;
but, generally speaking, it had been led to consider how armaments could be reduced and how
in particular the burden imposed on taxpayers could be reduced, care being taken that any
saving the Commission might make was not spent or wasted or consumed in a competition
as regards quality.

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

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

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

Vice-Admiral WENCK (Denmark) pointed out that in the " Memorandum relating to the
Suggestions of the Danish Delegation", dated April I3th, I932 (document Conf.D.II2),
the Danish delegation had indicated the naval weapons whose character was, in its view, the
most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national defence or most threaten-
ing to civilians.

That document therefore contained the Danish delegation's reply to the questions put
to the Naval Commission by the General Commission in its resolution of April 22nd (document
Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

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

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

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

M. von Rheinbaben repeated once again, however, that the German delegation hoped
the French delegation would not discuss these questions in the Naval Commission. The
Commission should keep strictly to the problems before it, and not seek to extend its
scope. It was important, as M. Dumont had said, to reach agreement through the harmonious
collaboration of all the delegations, and for this purpose it would be better to leave aside the
questions to which reference had just been made.

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

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

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

Application of the resolution of the General Commission dated April 22nd, I932
(document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) to:

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

fortifications."

The President explained that the types of vessels enumerated in this agenda were not
defined strictly, and that each category included the vessels which the delegations thought
should appear in it. The list was drawn up rather on the basis of a natural conception of
each type.

The Commission adopted the draft agenda.

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

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

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

NINTH MEETING

Held on Friday, April 29th, 1932, at Io.30 a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

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

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should now discuss the first point on the
agenda-namely, capital ships. This did not mean that the general discussion should be
reopened. The present aim of the Commission should be to see if it could not get to closer
grips with the specific points. For instance, as regarded capital ships, the Commission would
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need to consider what characteristics rendered those ships more or less aggressive and more
or less of a menace to national defence and the civilian population.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

" (3) That submarines of small tonnage and limited radius of action possess
none of the characteristics of cases (a) and (b), and that, while the experience of the
last war has led certain delegations to regard submarines as weapons covered by
case (c), the possibility of sinking merchant ships without first providing for the
safety of the passengers and crew does not belong exclusively to this type of vessel,
but can also arise with other types. It therefore does not seem that the use of sub-
marines of small tonnage exposes non-combatants to greater risks than the use of
surface vessels, provided that the countries accept a resolution similar to the provisions
of Part IV of the Treaty of London;

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

He agreed that in some cases capital ships formed a national bulwark of defence. They
could indeed be of immense use for defensive purposes, but if their sole object had been defence
they would have been of quite a different type and certainly smaller in size. Though the defini-
tion was admittedly conventional, it might, he thought, be laid down that all capital ships of
over Io,ooo tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. calibre must be regarded as pre-eminently
offensive weapons. In any case, an attempt should be made to define a limit of tonnage and
calibre which, if exceeded in vessels, would allow of a demand for either their abolition or their
internationalisation. In view of the proposals of other delegations, he hoped that an agreement
might be reached on this point, taking as the limit Io,ooo tons and 203 mm. calibre guns.
Naturally the offensive capacity of any particular arm was alwas relative, depending as it
did on the aggressive potentiality of the other arms. If, however, the view were adopted that the
purpose of fleets, apart from coastal defence, was the policing of the seas, it would be impossible
to agree on a convention if that convention allowed any Power to remain in the position
of being able suddenly to dominate the seas.

There were in the world more than one hundred merchant vessels capable of steaming
over twenty knots, of considerable tonnage and strongly built so that guns of I20 mm. (47")
or even I50 mm. (5.9") could easily be mounted in them. Consequently, navies for police
purposes must possess at least the same speed as these merchant vessels and possess a greater
power of attack. That result could be obtained within the io,ooo-ton limit. In that case,
would it not be possible to agree that all capital ships above that limit must be regarded as
specifically offensive ? The Spanish delegation did not agree with the German and Soviet
delegations that the limit for gun calibre should be placed as high as 280 or 304 mm. If capital
ships could steam twenty knots and were sufficiently protected, a 203 mm. limit should be
sufficient. In fact, as the characteristics of ships should be properly balanced, the armament
of a Io,ooo-ton war vessel could hardly, for technical reasons, exceed 203 mm. guns.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said he must point out once more that the German
delegation's attitude was based in general on the provisions of the Treaty of Versailles. He
would endeavour to explain why capital ships of over io,ooo tons armed with guns of over
280 mm. (ii") should be regarded as specifically offensive weapons. Much had been said for and
against the offensive character of capital ships as a class. It would be impossible, however,
for the Commission to make any real progress unless it came down to details and raised the
question what were the specific characteristics of vessels of over or under io,ooo tons respec-
tively, from the point of view of their aggressive potentiality. Again, might capital ships of
lower tonnage possess a similar power of aggression under changed conditions ?

Certain delegates had seemed, in their speeches, to have gone beyond the Commission's
terms of reference. For instance, the French Government had itself already reached certain
decisions and had made proposals with regard to battleships having a displacement of more
than io,ooo tons and carrying guns of over 203 mm. (8"). It had suggested that these vessels
should be placed in a special category and should be treated in a particular manner. It was
rather astonishing, therefore, that the French delegate, in his speech, had not seemed to
take due account of these decisions and suggestions.

With regard to the special characteristics of capital ships, the United States delegation
had pointed out that these were not very effective against merchant vessels. He agreed that
cruisers were far more suitable for this purpose. Capital ships, however, in addition to their
direct action, could exert an indirect action such as blockade. The one outstanding example
of this in recent times had been the blockade of the German coasts during the war, the
consequences of which had been decisive. Again, the action of cruisers was impossible without
the support of capital ships. Some delegations seemed to fear any suggestion of giving a new
orientation to defensive policy, but surely every decision taken henceforth would to some
extent give a new direction to that policy, though there would of course always be transition
periods. There would be no question of scrapping existing armaments on the day following
the signature of the Convention. He felt, indeed, that the first decision ought to be to lay
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down a new defensive policy. If delegations were afraid to do so, he feared that an agreement
on naval disarmament would never be possible.

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

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

He wished the Commission to understand that Germany was ready to accept any proposal
for disarmament going beyond the terms of the Versailles Treaty, if that proposal were also
accepted by all other countries.

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

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

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

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

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

" One of the characteristics mentioned in order to prove the aggressive tendency of this
type of vessel was that her armour bore no relation to the number and calibre of her guns.
That I admit. But it is the fault not of the guns but of the extremely low tonnage within
which we had to keep, and which unfortunately did not enable Germany to give the ship
stronger armour. What are the means by which such a ship can defend herself ? You can
give a ship armour strong enough to resist any enemy shells. If tonnage were limited, this
would mean that there would be no weight left for adequate guns. Such a ship would be
valueless as a capital ship. The second means of defence for the ship is her artillery. In view
of the weak armour which such a small ship must be given, it is essential that
she should be in a position to defend herself against attack by means of her artillery. You
all know that another country decided, as a direct reply to the construction of the German
battleship, to build itself a new battleship, and that after years of research this State came
to the conclusion that a ship of not less than 26,000 tons could be considered as equivalent
to the German Io,ooo-ton ship. This surplus of I6,ooo tons, which the foreign ship has over
the German ship, was in fact large enough to give the foreign ship the necessary armour as
well as an incontestably superior artillery. Unfortunately, Germany was not in such a
favourable position.

" It is furthermore said that the speed of the German battleship is essentially superior
to that of most other existing capital ships. Speed, however, is in the first place a means
of defence. A ship whose maximum gun-calibre is 280 mm. (iI") and which must expect to
meet other ships with a gun-calibre of 406 mm. (I6") has no possibility of escaping being
sunk within ten minutes otherwise than by avoiding more powerful adversaries. That is why
cruisers of less powerful armour have still greater speed to enable them to get away from
superior enemies.
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"Another criticism of the ship was that she was built with the best material and
according to a method of saving weight, wherever that is possible. Both armour and
artillery as well as speed are exclusively questions of weight. A naval designer wishing
to take account of these conditions is bound to use only the best material and the most perfect
method of construction in order to save the weight on the construction of the hull which
he needs in order to meet the requirements of the naval officer.

"It is furthermore declared that the German ship has an extraordinarily large radius of
action. As you all know, a ship's radius of action is primarily constituted by the number of
successive days she can remain at sea. A ship with a small radius of action may perhaps have
to return to port every three days for refuelling. A ship having twice as large a radius of action
can remain at sea six days. If, for the purposes of national defence, a certain station at sea must
be occupied by a ship and the ship must return to port after a few days owing to her limited
radius of action, she must be replaced at her station by another ship. Whether such replacement
is possible depends upon the number of ships available. A country in the privileged position
of having a large number of ships at its disposal or not limited as to the number of ships it
possesses can afford to have ships with a small radius of action, getting, in return, all the
advantages this involves in armour and guns. For there will always be the necessary replace-
ment ships at hand, and such a country can easily organise a system of relief. A country,
however, which is not only limited in the tonnage of its ships but also in the number it can
possess has no use for ships except such as can remain at sea for a long period before having
to be relieved by other ships.

"Thus, this new German battleship has not only met with criticism in our meeting of
yesterday, but also in Parliamentary discussions and even at a Naval Conference and in the
Press, on account of its special features. The most important of these criticisms, however,
is that the construction of this ship has cost such enormous sums. This must be admitted
if we compare the costs with those of the Io,ooo-ton cruisers of the other naval Powers. She
costs approximately one and a half times as much as a Io,ooo-ton Washington cruiser. But
just as you cannot reasonably compare the costs of a I,ooo-ton submarine with those of a
I,ooo-ton destroyer, you cannot compare the costs of a Io,ooo-ton battleship with those
of a Io,ooo-ton cruiser. The essential element in a cruiser is her speed, which must enable
her to avoid stronger ships and attack weaker ones. Our battleship, it is true, can avoid
stronger ships if she wishes. But as the smaller ships have a greater speed than she, there
can be no question of attacking these. The German ship can merely do what is required of her
against weaker ships. She is primarily an instrument of defence, and was contemplated as
such by the military experts of the Allied Powers, who drew up the naval clauses of the Treaty
of Versailles. In order to prove to the world how expensive this ship is, a comparison was
made between the costs per ton of this ship and of other existing capital ships. I can assure
you that had Germany had the possibility of building a 25,000-ton ship, this difference in
the cost per ton would certainly not have existed. But if you are forced to give a Io,ooo-ton
ship a certain fighting value, enabling her to be at least of a relative importance in the play
of naval forces, you are bound, as I have already said, to use only the best material for her
construction, and that makes high costs unavoidable. If you follow the German proposal
and reduce capital ships to Io,ooo tons, there might-though this is purely my own personal
opinion-be a possibility in future, in view of the enormous cost of a modern fleet, to revise
the limited German naval programme; you will realise that, in future, the impoverished
German people will be able to reduce considerably the costs of its battleships.

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

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

" Although the construction of the ship has meant a great effort and has involved high
costs, and although I do not deny that every German interested in naval questions is proud
of the fact that Germany has succeeded, in spite of the heavy restrictions imposed upon us,
in creating a reliable instrument of defence, I must remind you in this connection that it has
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been declared, in the course of the general discussion, that Germany would be ready to sacrifice
this ship on the altar of disarmament if other naval Powers were ready to do the same with
their capital ships. "

The PRESIDENT observed that the discussion on the different types of warships which
might be regarded as specifically offensive in character could not be confined to abstract
and objective channels. He had therefore thought it right to allow naval experts to speak of
their own practical experiences. He said this in order to avoid any impression that the discussion
was spreading beyond the strict limits of the agenda.

M. SAITO (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation did not consider that capital ships came
within the category of offensive armaments which the General Commission had desired the
Naval Commission to determine. The same view had also been expressed by other delegations.
Reasons for not regarding capital ships as specifically offensive weapons or most threatening
to civilians had been explained by the United Kingdom delegate and also by the
United States and French delegates, but, since other speakers held different opinions, he would
venture to expound briefly the Japanese delegation's views on this subject.

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

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

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

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) wished in the first place to congratulate the
Commission and the delegations on the atmosphere -of goodwill and mutual comprehension
in which the discussions were taking place. In particular, the French, German and Italian
delegations had explained their views with commendable frankness.

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

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

On the other hand, the United States navy did not constitute a menace to any nation.
The United States was a party to the Pact of Paris, which prohibited the employment
of military force as an instrument of national policy. The United States intended to adhere
strictly to the letter and spirit of that Pact.

The United States navy existed, then, solely for defensive purposes. His country possessed
a fleet which, when completed, would be equal to that of any other country. If after the war
the United States had completed its programme of construction, it would have attained
absolute world supremacy at sea so far as technical equipment could assure such supremacy,
and yet his country had convened the Washington Conference of Naval Powers and had
agreed to reduce its navy to equality with certain other navies. By that decision, I75 million
dollars had been sacrificed, and gladly sacrificed, to promote security by good understanding.
It had always been and would always be the policy of the United States to strive for limitation
and reduction, without, however, infringing the right of countries to ensure their defence.

He would repeat that the Commission was called upon to discuss not equalisation but
certain specific points concerning the offensive potentiality of certain categories of naval
armaments. Of these, he proposed for the moment to discuss only the characteristics of capital
ships.

He agreed that naval power allied with military power might constitute a threat. If
the function of the naval power was to project the military power beyond the legitimate
defensive area of that power, then naval power would constitute a menace. That, however,
was not the case with the United States of America, whose present land effectives were only
124,000, a figure proportionately less than that allowed to certain countries under the peace
treaties.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

He therefore did not see the least difficulty in unhesitatingly classifying capital ships in
the category of offensive armaments. Even delegates who did not share the Italian point
of view admitted that when a battleship reached the scene of operations, all the other units
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were obliged to give way and leave it master of the situation. Faster ships might flee; those
which would not or could not were doomed to destruction. Only submarines and bombing-
aircraft could endeavour to put up a fight, with some hope of success, against the capital ship.
That being admitted, it seemed very difficult to deny that the capital ship possessed a specifi-
cally offensive character as compared with other less protected and less powerfully armed
vessels. Nor could it be denied that its efficacy might be decisive when it was employed
to wipe out the defence of a country which possessed no-or at any rate too few-capital
ships.

But there was another consideration. Was there any greater danger for a seafaring
Power than that of the blockade of its coasts by superior naval forces ? The civilian population
might not be directly threatened by capital ships; he agreed with the French delegate on
that point, and considered that the rules of war should be respected. Nevertheless, history
offered numerous examples of terrible suffering inflicted by certain blockades on thousands
of non-combatants and even on the populations of neutral countries. If the blockade was
applied by a fleet supported by capital ships, no other fleet without capital ships could possibly
break it up. From that standpoint, then, capital ships might also be regarded as dangerous
to civilian populations.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

In short, he held that capital ships should appear rather towards the end than at the
head of the list to be drawn up by the Naval Commission. However, he reserved the right,
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when the Naval Commission had replied to the General Commission's resolution, to revert
to the question of a substantial reduction of tonnage. That question was quite distinct from
the question of relative offensiveness to which the attention of the Commission should now be
confined.

Vice-Admiral POUND (United Kingdom) desired to reply first to the French delegate's
proposal to the effect that limitation might be based on the cost per kilogramme of the construc-
tion of war vessels. The method suggested would be impracticable seeing that the price of labour,
raw materials and purchasing power of money varied considerably from country to country.
Moreover, the most convinced supporters of methods of budgetary limitation admitted that
the naval expenditure of the various countries were not comparable inter se. The figures of
such expenditure merely showed whether in any particular country the expenditure on
armaments was increasing or decreasing. There was a perfectly good method available for
the limitation of naval armaments-direct limitation, which had stood the test of time. It
would not be wise to add thereto other forms of indirect limitation which would without
doubt cause great difficulty.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Formerly the situation was quite different. Most countries had a large number of capital
ships, many of which were very old. They did not hesitate to use them in attacking fortresses
and did not much care if they were damaged. But at the present time the number of large
vessels possessed by any country could be counted on the fingers and their value was so great
that there would be great hesitation in exposing them to the fire of fortified batteries. Moreover,
when a warship thought that it had reduced a fortified battery to silence, it often happened
that as soon as the battleship itself ceased fire the gunners of the battery again took up their
positions and reopened fire on the vessel.

In conclusion, if all these points were taken into consideration together with the undoubted
defensive part which capital ships were called upon to play, the Commission could only return,
as regarded these vessels, a verdict of acquittal.
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20. APPLICATION TO CAPITAL SHIPS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION
DATED APRIL 22ND (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) [continuation of the discussion].

The PRESIDENT observed that all delegations might, when the draft report came to
be discussed, mention in that report that they shared some particular opinion expressed by
another delegation.

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

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

Moreover, several speakers had emphasised the fact that each fleet should be considered
as a whole, since the nature of a vessel might vary according to the composition of the rest
of the fleet to which it belonged. That fact had been taken into consideration in the draft
Convention prepared by the Preparatory Commission, which classified capital ships of under
8,000 tons, the calibre of whose guns did not exceed 203 mm. (8"), in a special category,
provided those vessels belonged to a fleet which did not possess any vessel of greater tonnage.

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

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

The Swedish delegation would also agree to limiting the calibre of capital ships' guns.
Nevertheless, it was obvious, he thought, that a warship with a small radius of action and a
moderate speed was of a decidedly defensive character, even if it possessed a gun of 280 mm.
(iI") or 305 mm. (I2") calibre.

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



The Persian delegation thought that the offensive or defensive characteristics of the
various types of warships could only be determined very relatively. If, moreover, the question
were studied in the abstract, it would be found that, for a country whose coastline was not
fortified and which did not possess warships armed with large-calibre guns, any vessel carrying
such guns would be aggressive. But in the present discussion, the scope of which was world-
wide, the Persian delegation thought that the definition of vessels possessing specifically
offensive characteristics could only be attained when the Land Commission had fixed the range
and calibre of guns authorised for coastal defence purposes. When that range and calibre
had been determined, any vessel carrying guns of greater range or calibre might be regarded
as a specifically offensive armament.

With regard to submarines, the Persian delegation shared the opinion expressed by the
Finnish delegation. Submarines with a small radius of action could not be regarded as specifi-
cally offensive armaments if the international restrictions of a humanitarian characterlaid
down in the Treaty of London were universally and strictly observed.

No opinion concerning the offensive or non-offensive character of aircraft-carriers
could be formed until the Air Commission had reached a decision with regard to military
aviation.

Finally, the Persian delegation felt that all armaments connected with chemical or
bacteriological warfare should be regarded as specifically offensive and inhuman.

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

"As regards the application to capital ships of the General Commission's resolution
of April 22nd, I932, the Roumanian delegation, in regarding this question from the
point of view of the maritime interests of Roumania, considers that capital ships, by
reason of their radius of action, their speed and their heavy armament, are the most
efficacious of all surface ships against national defence.

" States which are unable to possess capital ships and which cannot line all their
maritime frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarines to protect themselves
against the aggressive action of large surface ships.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) said that most of the speakers, while
showing that they possessed a profound knowledge of the questions under consideration,
had perhaps rather lost sight of fundamentals.

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

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

The General Commission had taken a clear decision recognising the need for qualitative
reduction; that decision, which had perhaps been preceded by a good deal of heart-searching,
had been reached unanimously. It was the Naval Commission's task to assist the General
Commission with its experience and knowledge. No one would thank the Naval Commission
if, instead of answering the questions submitted to it, it expressed an opinion that all that was
needed was to sign some vague manifesto condemning the torpedoing of merchant vessels
without warning or the bombardment of coasts without previous notice. Nor would anybody
be particularly pleased with it if, after a special study of modern fleets, it stated that these
fleets presented no characteristics-or hardly any-that could reasonably be regarded as
offensive. It was really not possible to maintain that a code of the procedure to be permitted
in war-time could replace the qualitative and quantitative reduction of naval armaments.

It had also been argued that the abolition of capital ships would upset the complicated
machinery of the national defence of the great naval Powers. It had been stated that the
question of capital ships was not a new one; that it had been discussed at Washington and
in London, where a list had been drawn up of the tonnage permitted for each unit and for the
whole of each fleet, and that any new decision which put capital ships into the category of
offensive armaments might gravely perturb the programme of naval construction.

He was really perplexed to know what connection these matters had with the reduction
of armaments. When the representative of the United Kingdom had submitted to the General
Commission his proposal for qualitative reduction, and when the representative of France
proposed that capital ships and large submarines should be placed at the disposal of an
international force, did they really believe that no change would be made in the allocation of
naval strengths ? Moreover, it was not the mission of the Naval Commission to decide whether
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capital ships should be abolished, internationalised or reduced in tonnage. It was not called
upon to reply to this political question but merely to certain technical questions raised by the
General Commission.

In so doing, the Naval Commission ought to take into account, as regarded capital ships,
the possibilities of these ships from a tactical point of view. Any endeavour to link up this
question with the length of coasts, the number and quality of naval bases, possible combinations
in cases of dispute-in short, national security and the particular conditions of each country-
could only lead them straight into a blind alley.

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

Several of the previous speakers had observed that, in order to undertake offensive
operations at sea and, in particular, to land troops in foreign territory, it was not enough to
possess capital ships: the command of the seas had also to be secured, either totally or
regionally. Obviously such command implied the existence of certain advantages such as naval
bases, the quantity and quality of vessels of the various categories, preparedness of effectives
and the capacity of the commanders of a modern fleet. But these questions also lay quite outside
the Naval Commission's terms of reference. The Commission had to consider not the whole
problem of the command of the seas but only part of that problem.

The only question they had to elucidate was the part played by capital ships in offensive
operations. To determine that point, they must consider in what respects capital ships were
being developed and what were the changes in their construction and armaments during the
last twenty years. Though he could not go into minute details, he would quote one or two
examples.

If the characteristics of Japanese capital ships in I9II of the Setsu type were compared
with those of the Nagato type in 1920, very marked differences would be noted. Tonnage had
risen from I2,000 to 34,000 tons, the range of the guns from Io to i8 miles, and the gun-
power represented by the total broadside-weight of all the guns having the main artillery
calibre from 4,876 to 7,944 kg.

In the case of British capital ships, the progress which had been achieved between I9I7
(Temeraire type) and 1927 (Nelson type) was still more marked. Tonnage had risen from 22,000
to 40,400 tons, speed had passed from 21.5 to 23.5 knots, the range of the main armament
guns had increased from io to 20 miles and the broadside-weight from 3,084 to 9,450 kilos,
while the radius of action had passed from 6,000 miles (at 13 knots) to I4,000 miles (at 15 knots).

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

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

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

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

For instance, in i919, a squadron of warships, flying the flags of several countries, included
eight capital ships. It was only the fire of these ships which made it possible to land troops
in the Crimea, in the Caucasus and at Odessa. It might, of course, be said that these attempts
had proved very unfortunate for those who made them; he could, however, assure the
Commission that their lack of success was not due to the weakness of the capital ships employed.
The entire failure of the armed invasion was due to quite different causes.

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

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

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

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

NAVAL COMMISSION 4.
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Moreover, defensive capital ships must be sufficiently armed to meet the attacks of enemy

fleets. The Soviet delegation considered that an 11-12 inch calibre was the maximum calibre

allowable for the guns of the ofse vessels. It had therefore been very interested to hear the Spanish

delegation propose a maximum calibre of 8 inches. A more detailed technical examination
would make it possible to give a definite opinion on these figures.

In short, the Soviet delegation felt that the decision to be taken by the Naval Commission

with regard to capital ships should not allow any doubt to remain. If the Commission wished

to achieve any result at all, it must not merely enumerate the opinions expressed by the various

delegations. The decision to be taken should not be a lecture on naval tactics but something
intended to further the cause of disarmament.

The PRESIDENT read the following proposal submitted by the Netherlands delegation

" The Naval Commission is of opinion that capital ships, in proportion as they are

larger and more heavily armed, are of a character more specifically offensive and more
efficacious against national defence."

He invited that delegation to give any explanations it might consider necessary.

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) said that the statements of the various delegations had certainly

helped to make it easier to appreciate the characteristics of capital ships and the use to which

they could be put. Those statements were, however, scarcely such as to point to the possibility

of arriving at a unanimous conclusion as regards the reply to be given to the General

Commission. It was clear that the Naval Commission would not be able to ignore the question

of capital ships since, under the terms of the resolution of April 22nd, it was bound to examine

the whole series of naval armaments. It would therefore be obliged to give a decision on the

question whether or no capital ships complied with the criteria enumerated in the resolution

and, in particular, the first two criteria -that is to say, whether they should come under the

category of weapons " which are most specifically offensive and which are most efficacious

against national defence
If the Commission were to accept the statements of the representatives of the three

most important naval Powers, its reply would have to be in the negative. The United Kingdom,

the United States and Japan had stated that, in their opinion, capital ships were not more

specifically offensive than any other type of warship. In the first speech of the general discussion

it had even been stated that no type of warship was of a specifically offensive character.
M. Moresco wondered what sort of impression would be produced by such a statement if the

Naval Commission were to adopt it. He thought it would be an extremely unfortunate
impression.

It would make an unfortunate impression, in the first place, on the General Commission,
which had adopted the resolution in question unanimously. The members of the Naval

Commission were present during the discussion of that resolution or had in any case followed

that discussion, and they might be blamed for having failed to warn the heads of their

delegations. It might be said that they had allowed the heads of their delegations to adopt

a resolution which they knew was impossible of execution, instead of warning them that the

conception of the offensive or defensive character of weapons was of no value in the case of
naval armaments.

What was more serious, it would produce an unfortunate impression on public opinion,

which demanded that real progress should finally be made in the direction of a reduction in

armaments. The general discussion at the plenary meetings had led the nations to hope that

a result might be achieved. Were they to be disappointed again ?
It was the more important to take account of that danger, inasmuch as any failure to

find a solution of a particular important question might have regrettable results with regard

to other questions dealt with by the NavalCommission or by other commissions.
Certain delegations had tried to reassure the Commission by pointing out that, if they

refused to acknowledge the distinction between offensive and defensive weapons, that would not

prevent them from accepting any limitation of the tonnage of warships; a limitation of that

kind might be useful for financial reasons, and in any case the question would be examined

afresh in three years, as was provided in the London Treaty.
M. Moresco considered that this argument could be reversed: if the Naval Commission

admitted that capital ships, or at least those exceeding a tonnage to be fixed, presented the

characteristics enumerated in the resolution, it did not follow that existing ships exceeding

that tonnage would have to be destroyed immediately. Indeed, according to what had been

proposed by the Italian delegation, they might examine such a system of progressive abolition

as would make the undertaking to destroy ships equivalent in practice to an undertaking not
to replace them.

He would not discuss the alternative proposed in the resolution, ahe considered that the

time had not come to deal with it. It seemed to him that the Commission was free to ake any

appropriate decision without fear of upsetting the present systems of defence or of entailing

considerable expenditure or giving rise to other objections.
What decision was appropriate ?
First of all, the Commission ought to take its stand on the well-known principle of civil

law that, when a clause was capable of being interpreted in two different ways, it should be

understood in the sense which would give it practical effect rather than in the sense which

would prevent its producing any effect. If the Commission stated that a warship was only

an offensive or defensive weapon according to the use made of it, the resolution of the General
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Commission would have no effect. Certainly it was true that a sword-stick could be used as a
support and an ordinary stick could be used to assault a person. It was none the less true that
a sword-stick was of a" more specifically offensive character " than an ordinary stick, though
that did not prevent its being more efficacious for the purpose of defence; the one did not
exclude the other. If the Commission were to interpret the resolution in the simplest and most
natural way, it would state that in proportion as they are larger and more strongly armed,
capital ships are of a more specifically offensive character and are more efficacious against
national defence. Those were the limits of the Commission's present task. It was not obliged
to propose limits on tonnage or calibre. If the delegations could agree on such limits, it would
be preferable to do so, but it seemed improbable that such a difficult question, involving so
many technical and political considerations, could be settled immediately or in a very short
time.

Moreover, the Naval Commission would be able to deal with it during the discussion
of the points referred to it by the General Commission, and in particular the question relating
to Article 14 of the draft Convention.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Furthermore, the Polish delegation had been very much impressed by the statements
of Admiral Pound, who had said that.the success of naval aggression did not depend exclusively
on the composition of the aggressor's fleet but in the long run on his general naval superiority.
Captain Solski was therefore of opinion that, as regards qualitative limitation, the relative
numerical value of the various fleets should be largely taken into account.

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

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

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

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

Cemal HUSNt Bey (Turkey) was of opinion that capital ships certainly possessed the
three characteristics defined by the General Commission, and in particular the first two:
they were specifically offensive, very effective against national defence and were an arm which
threatened the civilian population.

Without entering into technical details, which would prolong the discussion and had been
developed by other delegates, he would quote an historical example to show how these powerful
armaments were instruments of aggression par excellence.

The attack on the Dardanelles by large capital ships coming from distant countries to force
the Straits and cover the landing of troops in Turkish territory had amply demonstrated
what such ships could do. If these operations had finally proved unsatisfactory for the attackers,
that was not by any means-as had already been explained in the course of the discussion-
due to the inefficacy of capital ships from an offensive point of view; the Dardanelles affair
merely showed how great was the genius of the man who had directed the defence, and who now
presided over the destinies of the Turkish nation. Moreover, the sacrifices made and losses
suffered by the Turkish people at that time were considerable. Finally, the large battleships
of the Allied Powers had remained a permanent menace to the Turkish population during
the whole of the campaign which the Turkish people had had to conduct to safeguard its
independence. Accordingly, the Turkish delegation held that capital ships were pre-eminently
offensive armaments.

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

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

A greed.

2I. APPLICATION TO AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28 (2)).

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

He had reflected on this point at some length. In the first place, the Spanish delegation
had agreed to the agenda, which included a discussion on the application to aircraft-carriers
of the General Commission's resolution. He assumed the Spanish delegation's intention to be
that the Naval Commission should not reach any decision regarding the characteristics of
aircraft-carriers which might embarrass the Air Commission or even hinder it in its discussions
regarding the aircraft themselves; in other words, the rights of the Air Commission in this
matter should be reserved. But, since the Air Commission would need to be in possession of
all the elements which might help it in reaching a decision, the Naval Commission might
possibly assist the Air Commission by endeavouring to decide whether aircraft-carriers did
or did not possess all or any of the characteristics referred to in the resolution of the General
Commission. The Naval Commission should, for instance, be in a position to say to the Air
Commission that, if certain aircraft (whatever the decision reached regarding these aircraft in
themselves) were put on certain ships, the combination would or would not possess some or
all of the characteristics referred to in the General Commission's resolution. He therefore
asked the Spanish delegation whether, in view of these considerations, it would agree that a
discussion should nevertheless take place.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) said that, in presenting its proposal, the Spanish
delegation had in view the President's own remark to the effect that some questions could
be decided only by joint discussions between two or more Commissions. Surely this was one
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of the cases in point. The Air Commission would have to consider the characteristics of all
aircraft, not only bombers, but fighters and scouts. If the Air Commission concluded, for
instance, that all aircraft were non-offensive in character, and the Naval Commission concluded
that aircraft-carriers possessed specifically offensive characteristics, then the two Commissions
would have reached two incompatible decisions. If, however, the President felt that it was
desirable to discuss this point with a view to ascertaining certain preliminary views, the Spanish
delegation would raise no objection.

The PRESIDENT assured the Spanish delegation that all incompatibility between the decisions
of the various technical commissions would be avoided by the fact that the Bureau of the
Naval Commission kept constantly in very close touch with the other Bureaux. If the Naval
Commission could reach agreement, and if its conclusion could then be incorporated in a joint
report, the three Bureaux would submit that report to the General Commission. As a matter
of fact, the question of aircraft-carriers had been dealt with fairly fully by the various speakers
in the general discussion.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said that the French delegation's views as expressed in the
general discussion had not varied. Though the point in question was referred to in the
Washingto oon and London Treaties, nevertheless the delegations possessed full powers and could
vote on all questions, even those which had already been discussed at the time of the conclusion
of the Washington and London Treaties. The French delegation believed that the standard
displacement specified in Article 15 of the draft Convention could be reduced. Even if, as
the French delegation ardently hoped, a decision were reached to abolish large bombing
aircraft, it also hoped that aircraft-carriers would still be allowed in fleets, but only for such
reconnaissance aircraft as might be necessary for scouting purposes and to protect convoys.

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

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) pointed out that under the London Naval Treaty
the tonnage of these vessels allowed was 35,000 tons each to the United States of America
and Great Britain, 8,0ooo tons to Japan and 60,ooo tons to France. The aircraft carried on
these vessels were extremely useful for scouting purposes, and up to the present their use for
such purposes had not been criticised. As regarded bombing aircraft, the London Treaty
had fixed a definite distribution of naval power and the ratio of aircraft allowed to each
Power for protection against submarines. Bombing aircraft would be useful for the protection
of fleets so long as submarines were maintained. Submarines were highly offensive weapons,
particularly if the regulations laid down in the London Treaty concerning action against
merchant vessels, and indeed against warships, were not complied with. It would not be
possible to consider the abolition of aircraft bombing unless submarines were also abolished. The
definite usefulness of the defensive employment of bombing aircraft against submarines should
be taken into consideration if any question were raised of the redistribution of naval power.
It would be contrary to the spirit of the London Treaty to abolish aircraft-carriers and not
submarines. The spirit of that Treaty ought to be adhered to, and there should be no redis-
tribution of naval power otherwise than in the light of the clauses of that Treaty. Would
it, for instance, be logical to contemplate the abolition of naval bombing if fleets were still
exposed to bombing from land ? He therefore agreed with the Spanish delegation that
land and naval bombing must be considered together.

The United States delegation felt that there ought to be no redistribution of naval power
before December 3Ist, I936, when the London Treaty might come up for reconsideration,
unless the signatories to that Treaty consented to such a change as would be expressed in a
universal agreement. It would be eminently desirable, however, that such a universal agree-
ment should itself embody the decisions of the London Treaty.

The PRESIDENTaid that speciaail attention ofthat the Air Commission would be drawn
to the points which had just been raised, but naturally the Air Commission would be free
to take such decisions as lay within its competence.

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

" The present Treaty shall remain in force until the 3Ist December, I936, . . .
Unless the High Contracting Parties should agree otherwise by reason of a more general
agreement limiting naval armaments, to which they all become parties . . "
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Provision had therefore been made in the London Treaty itself for the decisions of the
present Conference, which was consequently free to raise any question, including the allocation
of tonnage and other modifications, provided a general agreement were reached.

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

A new argument had, however, been put forward to the effect that aircraft-carriers were
specifically aggressive only when they carried bombing aircraft, and that if they carried other
aircraft-for instance, for scouting or reconnaissance purposes-they would lose their specifically
aggressive character. He would point out, however, that there was no need for reconnaissance
and scouting aircraft to be carried on special vessels. If the General Commission decided to
allow small scouting aircraft, such aircraft could easily be carried on existing vessels.

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

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

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

The PRESIDENT understood that certain delegations had not been prepared to discuss the
question of aircraft-carriers immediately. The discussion might therefore be resumed at the
next meeting.

A few days previously he had said that the work of the Commission was well advanced.
HIe felt that the time had now come when the Naval Commission should make an effort to
progress as rapidly as possible. Its future work might be divided into two stages : (I) termi-
nation of the discussion of the points on the agenda and discussion by the Bureau of the agreed
formula in which the Commission's conclusions might be submitted; (2) the drawing up in a
public session of a draft report which, when it had been co-ordinated with the reports of the
other Commissions, could be submitted to the General Commission.

ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 4th, I932, at io a.m.

President : M. COLBAN.

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

The PRESIDENT, before inviting the Commission to carry out its agenda, explained the
decisions reached at a meeting of the Bureaux of the three technical commissions which had
taken place under the Presidency of M. Politis. These Commissions had all made considerable
progress in examining the questions submitted to them by the General Commission. The
Land and Air Commissions would not, however, be able to complete their work and adopt
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a final report before Whitsun. Nevertheless, it was understood that the Naval Commission

should endeavour to terminate the discussion of its agenda as soon as possible, so that the

Rapporteur might prepare a draft report. This would then be examined by theBureau, assisted

by the representatives of any delegations particularly interested.

The question of chemical and bacteriological warfare would be examined later by a mixed

commission appointed by the three technical commissions.

23. APPLICATION TO AIRCRAFT-CARRIERS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)): continuation of the discussion.]

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) observed that several delegations had

endeavoured to prove that aircraft-carriers possessed characteristics which corresponded

to the criteria proposed by the General Commission, so that these vessels were to be

regarded as arms " which were most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national

defence and most threatening to civilians". He did not think these accusations were

justified if levelled against the vessels themselves. The latter were very vulnerable, very

slightly protected and armed with very light guns. All the offensive or defensive charac-

teristics of aircraft-carriers were to be looked for, therefore, in the aircraft they carried.

Such aircraft were of three different types : bombers, reconnaissance aircraft and fighters.

Most aircraft-carriers carried about an equal proportion of all three. The number of

reconnaissance aircraft was, however, generally more than one-third of the total, whereas

the number of bombing aircraft was generally less than one-third.

He would consider each type separately.

i. Bombing Aircraft.

He would start with these because, although reconnaissance aircraft were incomparably

the most important in the view of the United Kingdom delegation, it was bombing aircraft

which most delegations doubtless had in mind when attributing a specifically offensive character

to aircraft-carriers. He agreed on this point with the Spanish representative the Naval

Commission could not give a final reply on this subject before the Air Commission had reached

a decision with regard to air-bombing in general.

He thought, however, that the great offensive power attributed to the aircraft carried by

aircraft-carriers had been rather exaggerated. The vessels which carried these aircraft were,

as he had already said, very vulnerable. The number of aircraft aboard each vessel was

naturally limited and they could never be so large as the large bombing aeroplanes used from

land bases. The performance of their aircraft was also poor compared with land-based aircraft,

because they had to have the special qualities which enabled them to land in the small area

of the deck of a ship-and from recent personal experience he could assure the Commission

that it looked very small from the air. The operation of an aircraft-carrier was also not such

a simple matter as might be supposed; when aircraft took off from or landed on the deck

of an aircraft-carrier the latter had to steam at high speed directly into the wind. All naval

officers in the Commission would realise what a restriction this imposed on operations. More-

over, the United Kingdom delegation was prepared to accept a reduction in the present size

of aircraft-carriers. The Commission, therefore, would doubtless realise that the scope of an

attack carried out by bombing aircraft having an aircraft-carrier base could not be so extensive

as some seemed to think. However, as already mentioned, he did not think the- Naval

Commission could give a decision on the subject of the use of bombing by aircraft from a

carrier until the Air Commission had dealt with the whole question of bombing from the air

generally.

2. Reconnaissance Aircraft.

There were more reconnaissance aircraft on aircraft-carriers than other types of aircraft.

They were, in fact, the aircraft-carriers' raison d'etre. At the previous meeting the Spanish,

Italian and Soviet representatives had argued that to operate reconnaissance aircraft it was

not necessary to have special vessels; these craft could perfectly well be carried in ordinary

warships. It was true they could be so carried; the difficulty lay in the fact that aircraft,

after taking off, could not re-alight on ordinary warships. In that case, then, only seaplanes

could be used; but, unless the surface of the sea was quite calm, these would be very likely to

sink when alighting, and their crews would be drowned. It was a known fact that dead calms

were rare on the high seas. It was therefore indispensable that fleets should possess a vessel



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

Reconnaissance aircraft were used for two main purposes : First, they might be said to
constitute the eyes of a fleet. A fleet which did not possess aircraft-carriers would be blind
in the face of an enemy fleet, which would know all its movements, and might also be supported
perhaps by aircraft operating from neighbouring coastal bases. Secondly, reconnaissance
aircraft were necessary when a fleet was passing close to the coasts of a foreign country, and
ran the risk of being attacked by bombing aircraft coming from the land. At the previous
meeting the Soviet delegate had stated that a fleet which happened to be in the neighbourhood
of the territory of a foreign country was necessarily in the wrong. That remark obviously
could not apply to the fleets of countries which had overseas possessions. Those fleets were
sometimes obliged, on their way to those possessions, to pass near the coasts of a foreign
country. In that case, it was absolutely necessary for them to possess reconnaissance aircraft
as well as fighters to defend themselves against any air attack, or against aircraft coming
to throw flares to facilitate a submarine attack.

3. Fighter Aircraft.

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

On examining these two types of aircraft then, reconnaissance and fighter aeroplanes,
in the light of the General Commission's criteria, the Naval Commission could only say" Not
guilty ".

The PRESIDENT pointed out that th Commission should consider the omvarious weapons
from the naval aspect only, and was not required to form judgments as to the different types
of aircraft. A report of the discussion would, moreover, be sent to the Air Commission,
which would bear it in mind in connection with its own work.

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

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

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

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

During the general discussion, M. Saito had explained why the Japanese delegation
considered that aircraft-carriers and vessels of the same kind should be classified with weapons
" whose character is the most specifically offensive or those most efficacious against national
defence or most theatening to civilians". The reasons were as follows 

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

2. They complicated the question of national defence.

3. They increased the aggressive character of a fleet.

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

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

M. Saito would not repeat the explanations he had already given, but would simply clear
up certain points in connection with the various arguments which had been put forward since.

It had been claimed that to abolish the vessels under review would disturb the internal
equilibrium of a fleet and would necessitate changes in naval strategy. The Japanese delegation
thought, on the contrary, that the abolition of these vessels would simplify the question of
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national defence and would bring about very little change in the relative strengths of the various
navies. The effects of their abolition would, indeed, be reciprocal, and no navy would be
prejudiced.

Ah attempt had also been made to show that, if those vessels were prohibited from
carrying bombing aircraft, the problem would be solved. The Japanese delegation was not
of that opinion. It considered that the possession of an aircraft-carrier or similar vessel would
enable a fleet which was also generally superior to undertake more readily offensive operations
in remote areas. Clearly, aircraft-carriers or similar vessels increased the aggressive character
of a fleet, and it was difficult to understand why they should be considered indispensable
to a fleet not designed for offensive operations.

To those who maintained that those vessels were necessary for the transport of
reconnaissance aircraft, the Japanese delegation replied that, in its view, a small number of
those aircraft could easily be transported on an ordinary vessel and launched by means of
a catapult.

The Japanese delegation fully agreed with the other delegations that aircraft-carriers
were efficacious against submarines. It should be recognised, however, that submarines
were the very weapons which a navy inferior in the strength of surface craft required for
purposes of national defence. Consequently, to say that aircraft-carriers were efficacious
against submarines amounted to confirming that they were among the most efficacious weapons
against national defence.

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

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

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

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

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

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

24. APPLICATION TO SUBMARINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

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

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

" No submersible vessel may have a displacement of more than I,ooo tons or a radius
of action greater than that which the Conference may determine as giving the vessel an
aggressive character."
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2. In document Conf.D./C.G.25 1 the Yugoslav delegation had proposed the abolition
of submarines having a large range of action.

3. The Roumanian delegation had stated at the tenth meeting of the Commission
that " States which are unable to possess capital ships and which cannot line their maritime
frontiers with heavy guns must employ submarines to protect themselves against the aggressive
action of large surface ships".

4. The German delegation had proposed at the sixth meeting of the Commission in
that all submarines should be designated as corresponding to the definitions proposed by
the General Commission. This proposal had been confirmed by the German delegate.

5. The Danish delegation had proposed in document Conf.D.II2 that a distinction
should be drawn between submarines of over and under 500-600 tons.

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

M. MoREsco (Netherlands) stated that the Netherlands delegation was able to accept
the Spanish proposal-namely, that submarines of small tonnage should not be considered
as specifically offensive weapons, provided that the countries adopted a resolution similar
to Part IV of the Treaty of London.

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

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

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

In reply to a point of order raised by Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain), the
PRESIDENT confirmed that the Commission should confine itself for the moment to examining
the questions put to it by the. General Commission. It was not required to say that a
particular weapon should be abolished or internationalised.

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom advocated,
as a humanitarian measure, the abolition and prohibition of submarines. The opening discussion
at the Disarmament Conference had revealed a widespread desire for the abolition of weapons
which could be used aggressively against non-combatants. The abolition of submarines was
urged for that reason. The essential objection to the submarine was that it was a weapon
particularly liable to be misused: in any future war, countries employing submarines would
be strongly tempted to use them in whatever way might be most effective for immediate
purposes. Owing to their limited vision, which made it difficult for them to identify vessels
sighted (especially in a fading light), submarines were liable to be accidentally misused. Of
course, if all States adhered to the rules laid down in Part IV of the London Treaty, the chances
of misuse would be greatly reduced.

The existence of submarines imposed upon all navies higher requirements for destroyers
and anti-submarine craft. Besides being a direct contribution to the reduction of armaments,
therefore, the abolition of submarines would lead to lower levels in the destroyer category
and fewer vessels of the exempt class.

The cost of building submarines was more than twice the cost per ton of surface ships.
They required depot ships and shore establishments; they were expensive to maintain and
their life was reckoned at only thirteen years. Their abolition would produce very great
financial saving, further increased by the acceptance of lower levels for destroyers and other
small craft. Such abolition presented no practical difficulty. Submarines were easily defined,
could not be constructed or maintained in secret and had no commercial use. If submarines
were once abolished, experience in their building and use would be lost and years would elapse
before any nation could build up a submarine service again.

1 See minutes of the fourteenth meeting of the General Commission.
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Certain delegations opposed to the abolition of submarines had suggested that the object
in view could be achieved by reducing their maximum size; that view had just been supported
by the representative of the Netherlands. The United Kingdom delegation did not agree that
reduction in size would be a satisfactory substitute for abolition; the economy achieved would
be much less, because anti-submarine vessels would still be necessary. Moreover, as experience of
building and maintaining submarines would continue, the measure would not be so effective
in war as abolition.

Nevertheless, the United Kingdom delegation had given the matter of reduction in size
most careful consideration, and these were the conclusions it had reached: Delegations
which had stated their reasons for desiring to maintain submarines had said they required
them for defensive purposes in the vicinity of their home and colonial territories. The United
Kingdom delegation had accordingly investigated the problem of reduction in size to see
whether a tonnage could be found below which submarines would be suitable only for coastal
operations. Unless the reduction in size achieved that differentiation, it would clearly be
useless. An analysis of past submarine operations had led to the conclusion that the dividing
line might be put at a standard displacement of 250 tons surface (340 tons submerged).
Small submarines of that tonnage (they might be called " coastal" submarines) would meet
the requirements of those who need submarines for defence of home or colonial territories,
but would not be suitable for prolonged operations away from their base. Though unable
to carry out prolonged operations, they would have a sufficient radius of action and sea-
keeping qualities to enable them to be sent to a base in any part of the world.

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

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

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

Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) observed that the question whether submarines could and
should be regarded as coming within the terms of the three cases defined in the General Com-
mission's resolution had led to a discussion in which very different opinions had been expressed.
Before the Commission finally decided on its attitude, he wondered whether it would not be
desirable-as had already been proposed-to draw a distinction between the various types
of submarines. In the case of surface vessels, several delegations were agreed that certain
categories of vessels might be regarded as more specifically offensive than others. The
discussion had shown that the offensive capacity of surface vessels increased in proportion
to their displacement, their radius of action, etc. He would suggest that in the case of sub-
marines also the larger types could be more easily used in operations of an offensive character
than smaller types. The latter were much more effective as instruments of defence than as
instruments of aggression against the maritime defences of a country. Although sometimes
their tactical procedure of attack might assume an offensive character, they were, in principle,
more suitable for strategic defence than for offensive operations. Though the discussion had
shown that doubts existed on this point, there was an ever-widening agreement in favour
of adopting rules to oblige submarines to observe the same attitude with regard to merchant
vessels as was now incumbent on surface vessels. That would certainly help to allay the anxiety
of those who demanded guarantees against the possible misuse of submarines.

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

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

In these circumstances, he thought that a tonnage of 250 tons would not be
adequate. That limit might be fixed as a result of negotiations at which each delegation
would be able to express its views. This exchange of views might take place in a
small specially appointed sub-committee, or in the Drafting Committee to which the
President had referred on the previous day. He was willing to leave the decision regarding
this point of procedure to the Bureau.
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M. Charles DUMONT (France) observed that the Spanish delegation had raised a highly
important question to which the President had given an answer that reflected his unfailing
perspicacity. The Naval Commission was not, under its present terms of reference, called
upon to discuss either the abolition of any category or categories of vessels or, indeed, the
question of the tonnage of any particular class of vessel. The Commission's sole duty at present
was to reply to the questions which had been submitted to it in the resolution of the General
Commission. It had discussed capital ships and aircraft-carriers in the light of the General
Commission's resolution, and it had now in the same way to consider whether submarines were
specifically offensive armaments, whether they were specially efficacious against national
defence or specially threatened the civilian population. Those and no others were the points
they had to decide.

It was the Commission's present task to consider these points as they affected capital
ships, aircraft-carriers, mines and submarines and to give, as far as possible, a clear and
categorical answer to each point as it affected each category of armaments. The clearest of the
three criteria suggested in the General Commission's resolution-the clearest, at any rate,
as regarded submarines-was that which asked whether any of these arms were specially
threatening to the civilian population. The civilian population throughout the whole world
was beset with anxiety owing to the experience of the late war. If the Conference were able
to say that, if ever the terrible experience of war occurred again, the civilian population at
least would be secure, then the League of Nations could claim that some progress had been
made. He had listened attentively to the misgivings expressed by the First Lord of the British
Admiralty lest countries which possessed submarines might be tempted in time of stress
to misuse them. In reply to this he would say, in the first place, that quite clearly submarines
were the least menacing of all naval craft, if the rules laid down in Part IV of the London
Treaty with regard to merchant vessels were faithfully observed.

Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell had asked what would happen if submarines violated international
law. Personally, he felt that, if the Conference had to consider possibilities of the violation
of international law by the various countries, it had better dissolve without further discussion.
Ever since the League of Nations had been in existence, the great anxiety of France had
been to secure the proper enforcement of its pacts and the application of sanctions by the
community of nations in the case of their violation. If that problem could not be solved,
nothing could be solved. It was, however, a general problem which lay entirely outside the
scope of the Naval Commission's present discussion. He might say, however, that he was
convinced that the meetings held under the auspices of the League were gradually creating
and strengthening respect for international law and the condemnation of any violation of
such law.

He repeated, then, that submarines were of all naval craft the least capable of menacing
a civilian population. Submarines were only intended to attack warships. They were entirely
unsuitable for the bombardment of coasts and coastal defence. Could anyone possibly
maintain that the Dardanelles attack, for instance, could have been undertaken by submarines?
They were perfectly incapable in themselves of carrying out a blockade. They were therefore
not a menace to the civilian population on land, and would not be a menace to civilians at sea
if the rules of international law were observed. In short, submarines were not a menace to any
country, though they were the very soul of the defence of many countries. They were sentries
posted to keep watch on the capital ships of other fleets: if a powerful fleet were tempted
to abuse its power, the unknown risks of submarine defence would act as a deterrent.

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

Some delegates had seemed inclined to suggest that an attempt might be made to define
the defensive or offensive characteristics of submarines in relation to their tonnage. The
French delegation was prepared to consider the expediency of reducing tonnage in connection
with capital ships and aircraft-carriers; but with regard to submarines the situation was
rather different, particularly as it affected France. The position of France in this matter could
only be understood in the light of recent naval history. France had during the war abandoned
her construction programme of capital ships. After the war she found herself in a very weak
naval position, and had therefore tried to organise her defence by means of submarines.
In the last ten years she had made great progress in this respect, by dint of hard work, heavy
sacrifice and considerable boldness in the technical field. So much so that Article 7 of the
London Treaty accorded special rights to France in this matter, allowing her submarine craft
of over 2,000 and up to 2,800 tons. In other words, compensation had been allowed for France's
undoubted poverty in capital ships. France's 2,800o-ton submarines had been produced at
a heavy cost in all respects. She could not make a great sacrifice in the matter of her submarine
defences unless all other nations made similar great sacrifices. The French delegation would
nevertheless go into this matter and would see in the General Commission what decisions
could be taken with regard to the maximum displacement, with due regard, of course, to the
clauses of the London Treaty.

In the Naval Commission, however, the only question at present was whether submarines
possessed offensive or defensive characteristics. He would point out in this connection that



they were of immense defensive utility in the protection of merchant-ship convoys, their employ-
ment for that purpose being entirely proper; but for that purpose also they must possess the
requisite tonnage and speed. He therefore requested the Commission to give its most careful
consideration to this aspect of the question, particularly when applying the various criteria
to such cases. He could only repeat his statement that, if such submarines conformed-as they
would conform-to the rules of international law, they would possess no offensive character
within the terms of the General Commission's resolution. Any decision on the part of the
Naval Commission regulating the question of the offensive or defensive character of ships by
tonnage alone would involve a detailed enquiry into the national navies of the various
countries-an enquiry which would be complicated and possibly dangerous. He did not
think, however, that the offensive character of vessels could be determined by the factor
of tonnage. Even vessels of heavy tonnage might be used defensively. For the small nations
and for France and Japan, submarines used legitimately, their action being governed by
rules for the treatment of merchant vessels, formed an indispensable element of defence.
He hoped it might be possible subsequently to revise the Hague Convention in such a way
as to make it totally unnecessary, in any circumstances, to arm merchant vessels. That would
provide a further guarantee of the exclusively defensive use of submarines. The essential
point was that the whole question should be examined in a spirit of absolute objectivity,
having regard to the needs of all. France required her submarines only for the defence of
her coasts and communications. She therefore felt-to quote the expression used on two
occasions by the United Kingdom delegate-that in the case of submarines also, the
Commission should " return a verdict of acquittal ".

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

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

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

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

M. Charles DUMONT (France) assured the German delegate that it was not from lack of
courtesy that he had omitted to reply to that delegate's reference on a previous occasion
to the apparent divergence between French policy as explained in the Naval Commission
and as outlined by the French delegation on February 5th. In point of fact, the French
proposals made on February 5th did not really come within the scope of the present limited
discussion. The French proposals to internationalise certain armaments were based, not on
the idea that these armaments were specifically aggressive, but on the idea that it was necessary
to provide the League of Nations with a powerful force. The Naval Commission was not discuss-
ing that point. In only one case did the French proposals suggest, on the ground of their
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danger to civilians, that nations should actually divest themselves of certain armaments-
namely, bombing aircraft-and hand these aircraft over to the League of Nations. In other
cases the proposal was that countries should keep their armaments but place them, in certain
circumstances, at the disposal of the League. All that was quite unconnected with the intrinsic
offensive or defensive characteristics of the arms in question, apart, as he had just said, from
the case of bombing aircraft. Surely, therefore, the present discussion on the criteria referred
to the Naval Commission by the General Commission had no connection whatever with the
French proposals made on February 5th.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) thanked the French delegate for his explanation. That
point of view had not occurred to him when studying the French proposals.

TWELFTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, May 5th, I932, at Io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

25. APPLICATION TO SUBMARINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, 1932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)) (continuation of the discussion).

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

All previous speakers had recognised that submarine action against merchant vessels
must in future be subject to the conditions and rules accepted for surface warships. Submarines
therefore need only be considered from a purely military point of view. From that point of
view they were, in the Italian delegation's opinion, clearly both offensive and defensive in
character.

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

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

That submarines constituted a defensive weapon could not be denied when it was realised
that they were the only weapon which could be employed with any hope of success against
capital ships. The potential defensive capacity of submarines should therefore, in the Italian
delegation's opinion, be considered in relation to the potential offensive capacity of capital
ships. If the latter were abolished, submarines would no longer be necessary. That correlation
was proved by the fact that the tonnage of capital ships had been considerably increased
to enable them to resist submarine attack. It might be said that the huge modern warship was
largely the outcome of submarine development.

The Italian Government had studied this double aspect of the question with great care,
in the light of the very important interests involved, and had reached the following conclusion:
it had instructed the Italian delegation-with a view to reconciling the right of each country to
provide itself with the most effective means for ensuring international defence with the Italian
Government's firm intention to co-operate in bringing about a definite and substantial reduction
in armaments-to propose to the Conference the simultaneous abolition of submarines and
capital ships.

In reply to the various proposals that had been made that the tonnage of submarines
should be reduced, the Italian delegation could not agree to any appreciable reduction, because
in its opinion that would amount practically to a unilateral abolition of submarines without
any corresponding abolition of capital ships. Such unilateral abolition would make the strong
still stronger and the weak still weaker.
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Captain SOLSKI (Poland) observed that, in their statements concerning capital ships
and aircraft-carriers, the various delegations had endeavoured, by adducing the special needs
of their respective countries and in some cases their wide maritime interests, to prove the
necessity for maintaining the most powerful and costly naval armaments. The Commission had
noted that most delegations representing countries which possess few if any capital ships and
aircraft-carriers, while admitting the special defensive needs of the great naval Powers, were
unable to agree that these vessels were solely defensive, particularly in the case of Powers
without overseas possessions. But the question of submarines was of great importance to
all countries having maritime interests, both to those whose defence was already ensured by
great surface units and to those who were obliged to base their defensive system on smaller
craft.

Poland with her thirty-two million inhabitants had an outlet to only one sea - the Baltic.
The whole economic organisation of the country was directed towards that sea. Fifty-one
per cent of the foreign trade of Poland was sea-borne. There was a very large volume of trade
between the interior and the sea-coast, particularly as regarded the most essential raw materials,
60 to 80 per cent of which was sea-borne. The traffic of the port of Danzig had, from 1913 to

I930, increased from about two million to more than eight million tons, while the traffic of the
new port of Gdynia had risen in a few years from nil to three and a half million tons.

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

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

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

There was one new fact which might profoundly modify the action of submarines against
merchant vessels-the only action in which submarines directly threatened the non-combatant
population. He referred to the provisions of Article 22 of the Treaty of London, which subjected
submarines to the same rules as surface vessels. This part of the Treaty had been signed by the

five principal naval Powers, who possessed between them 80 per cent of all the submarines
in the world. It was therefore incorrect to maintain that all submarines were a greater
menace to non-combatants at sea than surface vessels.

Poland was prepared to follow the example given by the Powers which had signed the
Treaty of London, and she hoped that the provisions of this Treaty would become a universally
recognised rule of international law. If the Commission thought that this question lay outside

the questions referred to it by the General Commission, it might nevertheless draw that
Commission's attention to the importance of the question from the point of view of the peaceful
development of international trade.

Commodore OTTO (Norway) proposed to examine the question of submarines in the light

of each of the three criteria proposed by the General Commission.

In the first place, it could hardly be maintained that submarines were a particularly
offensive weapon against surface warships. They had been so, to a certain degree, fifteen to

twenty years previously, but, considering the numerous devices for protection against
submarine attack which had been invented during the war and after, it must be admitted at the

present time that submarines, operating independently, of the other units of a fleet, had rather
limited chances of launching a successful attack against surface ships. Those chances in any case
limited to such a degree that submarines could not be characterised as specifically offensive.
Nor were they particularly suitable for co-operation with a fleet of surface vessels in offensive
operations.

Submarines were much more a defensive weapon for the protection of coasts. There they
could operate at comparatively short distances from their bases and in close co-operation
with other naval forces. From that point of view, they were a very valuable weapon for
small navies, particularly when the number of surface vessels of those navies was strictly
limited.
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Very little could be said as to the efficacy of submarines against national defences. It
was not greater than that of surface vessels, and was probably less.

Finally, the danger presented by submarines to non-combatants at sea, crews and
passengers of merchant ships, depended not on their special characteristics but upon the way
in which they were used.

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

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) observed that the Spanish delegation had
already expressed its views with regard to submarines in the proposal it had embodied in
the statement it made at the ninth meeting of the Commission. It took as its starting-point the
principle that all States should accept the provisions of Article 22 of the Treaty of London.
That point had already been explained by other delegates, including the French delegate,
whose observations he entirely endorsed.

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

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

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

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

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

M. SAITO (Japan) reminded the Commission that the Japanese delegation's opinion had
already been explained during the general discussion. He would therefore merely amplify
certain points.

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

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

The only characteristic peculiar to submarines was that they could submerge. But, once
submerged, their action, communication facilities and field of vision diminished still further
and they could not face a surface vessel. They could only keep on the watch and wait until a
surface vessel drew near. Only then could they utilise all their means and combat even very
powerful surface vessels with some chance of success owing to their invisibility. Submarines,
possessing as they did such negative fighting power, should therefore be regarded as a defensive
arm particularly suitable for lesser navies. Their abolition, as proposed by certain delegations,
would give complete supremacy to the great naval Powers and would prevent less powerful
fleets from defending their territory. The powerful fleets would become still more powerful
and smaller fleets still weaker.

It had also been stated in the course of the discussion that large submarines, or submarines
possessing a large radius of action, should in any case be regarded as specifically offensive.
The Japanese delegation did not share that opinion. The offensive potentiality of the largest
submarines now in existence could not be compared with that of surface vessels, seeing that,
from the point of view of speed, guns and torpedoes, they were distinctly inferior. He could not
believe that the submarine of the type contemplated in the Preparatory Commission's draft
Convention could be regarded as a particularly offensive weapon.

Moreover, a reduction in the tonnage of submarines would produce very different conse-
quences in different countries. The general conditions, geographical situation and topographical
peculiarities of a country, as well as the prevalent meteorological conditions in the neighbouring
seas, should all be taken into consideration in determining the size of a submarine. For instance,
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a country possessing long coasts, scattered possessions or great stretches of sea to defend needed
submarines large enough to allow them to fulfil their defensive mission. Experience had proved
to the Japanese fleet that small submarines were not very practicable from the point of view
of remaining at sea and the comfort of those who had to live in them. Moreover, in seas where
waves were generally high it was often impossible for a small submarine navigating under
water to use its periscope - a fact which greatly diminished its efficacy.

It had also been said that submarines could be misused. The Japanese delegation would
point out, however, that surface vessels could be similarly misused with even more deplorable
results from the point of view of civilians. It could not, therefore, be said that submarines
were in any way particularly menacing to civilians. They would cease to constitute any menace
whatsoever if, as the French delegate had suggested, all States subscribed to Article 22 of the
London Naval Treaty.

Finally, the Japanese delegation pinted out that submarines of a tonnage of not more than
2,ooo tons, such as those contemplated in the draft Convention, were an indispensable defensive
weapon for less powerful navies and did not correspond to any of the three criteria proposed by
the General Commission. The Japanese delegation was unable to approve proposals for the
drastic limitation of the strength of submarines without regard to the strength of surface vessels
and naval forces in general.

Necmettin SADIK Bey (Turkey) said that the Turkish delegation regarded submarines of
over a certain tonnage, powerfully armed and having a wide radius of action, as specifically
offensive weapons. On the other hand, submarines under a certain tonnage to be determined,
without a large radius of action, were an essentially defensive arm, and particularly useful for
countries which did not possess a powerful fleet.

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

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

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

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

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

An attempt had been made to show that the submarine would cease to be a danger to
civilians if the provisions of Part IV, Article 22, of the London Naval Treaty were made general
and adopted by all States. The American delegation thought the danger would not be
entirely removed, however, and feared, like the United Kingdom delegation, that, in the event
of a new war, the horrors of the last war might be repeated.

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

The officer in charge of the submarine might, however, have decided that the ship's boats
would suffice to take the members of the crew and the passengers to land, whereas, owing to
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some miscalculation, some error of judgment or some other reason, they might not all be
landed safe and sound. There would undoubtedly then be violent protests. The officer in charge
of the submarine would be accused of failing to respect the undertakings given by his country;
the occurrence would be exaggerated to the full extent necessitated by propaganda; and
reprisals would probably take place, followed by counter-reprisals. Horrors as terrible as,
if not worse than, those of the world war would be let loose.

In the same way, should the officer in charge of the submarine rely on surface vessels
on the spot to take the crew and passengers on board, subsequent events might prevent these
vessels from doing so. The consequences would be the same as in the previous case.

The Commission must aim at reducing the inhumanity of war as far as possible, and the
abolition of submarines would appear to be an important step in this direction.

On the other hand, the United States delegation fully appreciated the attitude of the
small Powers towards submarines, particularly of countries which had ports, or seas commanded
by narrow straits, to defend. It had apparently been felt that improvements in listening
devices on board surface vessels would diminish the importance of submarines. The
contrary had occurred, however : submarines had been provided with improved listening
devices, which increased their offensive capacity to such an extent that the use which would
be made of them in a possible future war could not be foreseen.

The object of the Disarmament Conference was not only to prevent a new war, but also
to reduce expenditure on naval armaments. The existence of submarines had led to the
construction of surface vessels of greater tonnage and with an increasing number of
compartments in order that they might be more resistant to torpedoes. It had also led to
the construction of an excessive number of destroyers. The abolition of submarines would
appreciably reduce budgets.

Finally, Mr. Swanson stated that he had spoken during the present discussion partly
on account of the proposals which had been made for limiting the displacement of submarines.
For the moment, the United States delegation reserved all questions concerning the limitation
of submarine displacement. It felt that, if submarines were maintained, it must be borne in
mind that the countries with overseas possessions, which were prohibited by treaty from
constructing submarine bases in those possessions, needed submarines of sufficient tonnage
to enable them to make long voyages. The American delegation thought this point of
view should be taken into consideration in determining the offensive or defensive character
of submarines of large tonnage.

The PRESIDENT stated that the discussion regarding submarines was closed.

26. APPLICATION TO MINES OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission had now to consider the question of automatic
contact mines, solely, of course, in the light of the three points specified in the General
Commission's resolution. In that connection there was a proposal contained in the Netherlands
memorandum (document Conf. D.io8) to the effect that " it should be prohibited to lay
automatic contact mines in the open sea" ; a proposal by the Spanish delegation in the
statement it submitted to the Commission at its ninth meeting to the effect that " mines
moored in the neighbourhood of national ports are specifically defensive weapons, but that,
on the contrary, mines moored in the open sea and, still more, floating mines, came under
case C ", and that, consequently, mines moored in the open sea and unattached floating
mines or mines possessing a mechanism permitting them to remain near the surface are very
threatening to civilians"; and, again, a Danish proposal contained in document Conf.D.II2
to the effect that " mines are in themselves a definitely defensive weapon, but their appli-
cation may be offensive when they are laid near the enemy coasts or on frequented routes
by mine-layers, more particularly torpedo-boats, destroyers and submarines. The laying of
mines in such circumstances must be regarded as a definitely offensive act. At the same time,
however, the mine is peculiarly suited for certain defensive purposes-for example, the
protection of the ports and anchorages of a country. The best procedure as regards mines
would be to prohibit the use of automatic contact mines in the open sea. "

Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) reminded the Commission of the great number of non-
belligerents and neutrals who had lost their lives owing to the sinking of merchant vessels
by contact mines laid at sea. The eighth Convention of the second Hague Peace Conference
in I907 had laid down rules for the employment of such mines in warfare, but even before I907
the world had seen how dangerous such mines could still be long after hostilities had ceased.
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The Hague Convention on the laying of contact-mines was based on the principle of the
freedom of sea-routes open to all nations. The recent war had shown that those rules were not
sufficient to prevent a huge loss of life among non-combatants. Moreover, during the war
certain maritime routes had been completely barred. He might add that even in the discussions
at the Hague Conference in I907 certain delegates had foreseen these possibilities.

The resolution adopted by the General Commission afforded an opportunity to express
a definite opinion on this question. The Netherlands delegation desired to submit the following
proposal, which it hoped the Naval Commission would unanimously accept:

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

Another and a very delicate question was how the eighth Convention of the Hague
Conference could be modified so as to afford greater security. That, however, was a question
which the Naval Commission could not discuss. Article 4 of the I907 Hague Convention
concerning the rights of neutrals to lay contact-mines off their coasts had given rise to a long
and complicated debate. The expression " off their coasts " had been used because it had been
found impossible to define " the extent of the territorial sea ". Nor, for that matter, had the
first Codification Conference at The Hague in I930 been able to agree upon the extent of the
territorial sea. Consequently, the expression " open sea " might give rise to difficulties, but he
thought that that question might be left to a special committee.

At present he was only asking the Naval Commission to express an opinion concerning
the danger to civilians of automatic contact mines.

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom)'observed that the essential difference between
automatic contact mines in the open sea and other weapons was that directly the mine had
been laid it passed entirely out of control of those who had laid it. It was doubtless that
difference which had led the Hague Peace Conference to attempt to frame rules which had
subsequently been embodied in a Convention. He agreed with the Netherlands delegate that
these rules did not succeed in providing complete safeguards against the indiscriminate laying
of mines, though they would prove very useful if their spirit were observed as well as their
letter.

The Commission's present task was to apply the three criteria of the General Commission's
resolution to these mines. In thinene first place, the opinion of the United Kingdom delegation
was that these mines were offensive. in a tactical sense Their object was blindly to
destroy or cripple ships. Even where mine-fields formed part of a general strategic plan,
of defence, the United Kingdom delegation felt bound to reply that these mines were
specifically offensive. The answer to the second point, whether such mines were a menace
to national defence, was in the negative. With regard to the third criterion, mines once sown
passed out of human control, their subsequent effect being governed entirely by chance, so
that they might be just as likely to blow up an inoffensive passenger liner as a warship.
Consequently, this type of mine sown in the open sea was definitely a threat to civilians.

The United Kingdom delegation had carefully considered this matter. It had taken
the meaning of the Netherlands proposal to be-and in the light of the statement they had
just heard this seemed to be the right interpretation-that prohibition should apply to mines
sown " on the high sea " and not to defensive mine-fields laid off a country's own coast. The
United Kingdom delegation was anxious to do all it could to protect merchant shipping, but
it could not be entirely oblivious to the lessons of the late war, especially as mines had proved
to be one of the few measures which had proved an effective defence against submarines.
In laying their mines the British navy had always adhered to the rules of the Hague Convention
and had always advised neutrals when mine-fields were laid ; but so long as submarines existed
it would be impossible to forgo the laying of mines as a defence. The United Kingdom delegation
could therefore agree to the prohibition of the use of automatic mines on the high sea, provided
submarines were also abolished.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) welcomed the proposals of the Netherlands delegation.
ILike the United Kingdom delegation, the German delegation replied affirmatively to the
application of the first and the third of the criteria to mines, and negatively to the application
of the second.

The attitude of the German delegation had hitherto been based on the stipulations of the
Treaty of Versailles; but that Treaty contained no restrictions with regard to the laying of
mines. As he had said on another occasion, however, Germany was ready to accept any
measure which went even beyond the stipulations of the Treaty of Versailles, provided it were
accepted by the other nations as well.
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Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation regarded automatic contact
mines as offensive weapons extremely dangerous to the civilian population, particularly
if their presence were not notified to navigators. The experience of the war had shown,
however, that mines might be used defensively against submarines. The Italian delegation
could therefore approve the Netherlands suggestion provided submarines also were abolished,
as Italy had proposed.

27. APPLICATION TO COAST FORTIFICATIONS OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL

COMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the next item on the agenda was " Coast Fortifications".
That question had been raised at the Conference and had consequently been put on the
agenda of the Naval Commission to allow of its discussion, if necessary, though most
delegations were agreed that the matter only just came within the Commission's competence,
if at all. Would the Commission therefore agree to pass this question by for the present, it
being understood that it might be of interest and might in some ways be connected with
naval questions ?

A greed.

28. APPLICATION TO RIVER CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION

DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf. D./C.G.28 (2)).

The PRESIDENT proposed that the Commission should discuss the question of river craft
and monitors. The Hungarian delegation had a proposal to submit on the subject.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) desired to submit the following proposal by the Hungarian
delegation :

" With a view to specifying' in accordance with the resolution of the General
Commission dated April 22nd, those weapons whose character is:

" . The most specifically offensive;
"2. Most efficacious against national defence;
" 3. Most threatening to civilians;

the Hungarian delegation considers that the following vessels should be designated as
corresponding to the above definitions:

"Surface river war vessels specially constructed for use on European rivers, whose
standard displacement exceeds 250 tons and the calibre of whose guns exceeds 3.I5"
(80 mm.)

" This proposal is complementary to that concerning river-craft submitted by the
Hungarian delegation on March I5th, at the fourth meeting of the Commission."

One of the essential objects of the qualitative reduction of armaments was to give national
defences the required superiority over powers of attack. The recent war had on many occasions
shown that it had only been possible to carry thorough offensive operations along or across
rivers through the effective [support of river fleets and, in particular, the larger units of such
fleets. Monitors and river gunboats of a certain tonnage and armament were therefore of a
specifically offensive character. They were also very efficacious against national defences owing
to their strong armour and relatively powerful guns. They could break down resistance along
rivers and were built to carry an attack-even by surprise-far into the interior of a country.
They were thus a very definite threat to civilians.

Personally, he was of opinion that the problem of river-craft could be examined only
in connection with the national requirements and special circumstances of each country.
The defensive or offensive nature of certain armaments also could be decided only in the light
of the special considerations mentioned in Article 8 of the Covenant.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the Hungarian delegation's proposals, which
he held to be eminently sound and reasonable.

M. VENTZOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) observed that the Soviet dele-
gation also wished to include two other types of vessels as coming within the terms of the
General Commission's criteria. The first of these were sea-going monitors, which had been
placed in a special category under the London Treaty. Owing to their gun-power and mobility,
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these vessels had been specially constructed to attack coastal defences. They were therefore
an effective offensive weapon against such defences. The second case was that of certain
Washington cruisers, which, being lightly armoured or unarmoured, of Io,ooo tons displacement,
armed with 8-inch guns, and possessing great speed and a great radius of action, were a
formidable menace to maritime commerce and an almost indispensable instrument for the
enforcing of blockades. They were therefore specifically offensive and were threatening
to civilians.

Captain ROSSI-SABATINI (Yugoslavia) pointed out that the size and displacement of river
craft were already limited by the conditions of fluvial navigation, so that they were bound
to be of smaller tonnage and power than sea-going warships. The same criteria could not
be applied to them as were applied to sea-going vessels. The Yugoslav delegation did not
consider that river monitors came within the scope of any of the three cases mentioned in the
General Commission's resolution.

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation shared the Hungarian dele-
gation's opinion and supported its proposals.

Captain ROSCA (Roumania) said that the Roumanian delegation regarded monitors
as being of a specifically defensive nature, on account of their small tonnage, their small
armament and their field of action, which was limited to rivers where their draught allowed
them to navigate. As floating batteries they were used for the defence of river estuaries.

The PRESIDENT stated that the Commission was of opinion that a careful distinction had
to be drawn between river- and sea-craft. River-craft, indeed, came within the category
of " exempt" vessels, which had not yet been discussed. Both in the London Naval Treaty
and the draft Convention, provision had been made for a much higher tonnage than the 250
tons to which reference had just been made. The question of the adjustment of such tonnage
would be considered in due course.

The Commission had come to the end of its present agenda, but it had only accomplished
the first half of its task. It would now have to endeavour to submit a report which should
be something more than a mere summary reflecting differences of opinion. He proposed
that the various delegations should discuss informally among themselves the points which
had been raised, in order to see whether some greater measure of agreement couldbe reached.
The Commission might then meet to complete this exchange of views. It would be desirable
to avoid a great mass of detail in the Commission's report. That document ought to be as
clear and definite as possible : the nearer its recommendations came to unanimity the better
it would be.

He hoped therefore that the various delegations would enter on this further stage of their
work in a spirit of cordial collaboration and that they would be prepared to make certain
mutual concessions.

THIRTEENTH MEETING

Held on Saturday, May 7th, I932, at io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

29. TRIBUTE TO THE MEMORY OF M. DOUMER, PRESIDENT OF THE FRENCH REPUBLIC.

The PRESIDENT desired to express his horror and grief at hearing of the incomprehensible
assault which had caused the death of the President of the French Republic.

(The members of the Commissions rose as a tribute of respect to the memory of M. Paul
Doumer.)

M. Doumer had died at his post, thus giving his own life to his country, to which he had
already given his four sons; no man could do more than that to merit a place in history as
a good and loyal citizen whom all would remember with admiration.

France had lost a statesman who had risen step by step to the highest position in
his country. The family of M. Doumer had lost a father and a husband after they had lost so
much else.

On behalf of the Naval Commission, the President addressed his deepest sympathy to
the family of M. Doumer and to the whole of France, hoping that the memory of the admirable
work accomplished by the late President would soften the pangs of grief and compensate to
some extent the loss sustained. From the depth of his heart he also addressed his sympathy to
M. Charles Dumont and the French delegation. He knew that his own emotion was shared by
all the members of the Commission,
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He would say no more, but would invite the Commission to pay its heartfelt tribute to
the deceased, who had been illustrious through the greatness of his country and the high office
he had held therein.

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

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said that it was with very great emotion that, on behalf
of the French delegation, he thanked the President and all the members of the Commission.

He could assure the Commission that the sole thought of the President of the Republic
had always been to promote the cause of peace and work for the betterment of the human race.

FOURTEENTH MEETING

Held on Monday, May 9th, 1932, at io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

30. APPLICATION TO RIVER-CRAFT OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED
APRIL 22ND I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)) (continuation of the discussion).

Captain ROSCA (Roumania) drew attention to the Roumanian delegation's statement,
during the discussion on the Hungarian proposal, that the purely defensive character of river
vessels resulted from:

(a) Their special construction, which prevented their use as sea-going vessels;
(b) Their limited radius of action along the river itself, and this only where the depth

of the water exceeded their draught;
(c) Their limited armaments (the most powerful river monitors in existence carried a

maximum of three I20-mm. (4.7") guns).

Monitors could, of course, be regarded as floating batteries for the defence of river
frontiers in marshy regions where land artillery could not proceed. The same was the case on
deltas and at river mouths, where, in the absence of sea-going naval strength, floating batteries
represented the sole artillery capable of use for local defence.

The efficacy of river-craft was, however, reduced in view of-

(a) The relative ineffectiveness of the guns carried, as compared with that of the same
guns on land;

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

Lastly, the Roumanian delegation drew the Naval Commission's attention to the following
points

i. If the Hungarian proposal were adopted, the calibre of floating batteries proceeding
along waterways could not exceed 80 mm., (3.25") whereas the calibre of land guns proceeding
on a parallel course along the banks, on tractors or by rail, only a score or so of metres away
from the floating batteries, would not be limited.

2. Sea-going vessels, whose tonnage, speed and armaments were infinitely superior to
those of the largest river monitors in existence, could proceed up rivers to take part in war
operations. For example 5,ooo-ton cruisers carrying six or eight I5o-mm. (5.9") guns
could proceed up the Danube. He recalled the fact that, during the world war, allied
gunboats and vessels with improvised armaments, among them guns of a calibre up to
2IO mm. (8.27"), had proceeded up the Danube as far as 350 kilometres (2I 7 miles) from
the mouth.

Could such sea-going vessels be regarded as purely defensive in character, if monitors,
which were much smaller and poorly armed, were regarded as offensive in character ?

In conclusion, the Roumanian delegation considered that, in view of the low degree of
efficacy of river-craft, none of the three criteria in the General Commission's resolution of
April 22nd applied to them.

Moreover, the Powers signatory to the London Naval Treaty had decided to exempt from all
limitation vessels possessing the characteristics defined in Article 8 of that Treaty-this
obviously because of their low fighting value. All existing monitors, came within this
category and should thus be deemed to be " exempt vessels ".
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General TANCZOS (Hungary) pointed out that the Preparatory Commission had not
envisaged qualitative disarmament and had therefore not provided for limitation of the vessels
at present under discussion.

As regarded land guns, which could proceed along river-banks by tractor or rail, as the
Roumanian delegate had stated, it should be remembered that these invariably acted in
conjunction with the other land forces; hence they could not be used for surprise action.
Monitors, on the other hand, could move swiftly up certain rivers and be used for a surprise
attack. In his view, 5,ooo-ton cruisers could not be used effectively on the lower Danube, and
their use was in any case impossible above the Kaza gorge near the town of [Orsova]. Lastly,
the Preparatory Commission had classed warships not exceeding 600 tons as "exempt
vessels" solely on account of the way in which it envisaged disarmament.

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

If the Land Commission decided to limit the calibre of land guns, the Naval Commission
might, in the light of such a decision, consider limitation of the calibre of the armaments
carried by monitors and river-craft.

The Polish delegation considered that the question of river-craft should be referred to the
Land Commission.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) could not agree that the question of river-craft should be
referred to the Land Commission. The crews of the vessels in question were assimilated
to those of other vessels in the fleet. The vessels themselves formed part of the navy and were
under the naval high command. Moreover all the States had shown river-craft under naval
armaments in the reports which they had submitted; thus the Naval, not the Land,
Commission must examine the question.

The Preparatory Commission had, moreover, drawn a clear distinction, where defences
against sea-borne attacks were concerned, between fixed defences and mobile defences. In
the case of the latter, after a statement that " vessels of small sea-going efficiency and low
power of endurance " should be considered capable of use for coast land-defence only, the
Commission had made the following reservation (document C. 7 3 9 .M.278.I 9 26.IX[C.P.D.28]:
Report of Sub-Commission A, page 4I ) :

" But in this case proximity to the coast of another State or to an important commer-
cial trade route would confer on such craft, in spite of their limited radius of action, a high
offensive value.

" Further, since all such craft are capable of being transported either as a whole
or in sections, they cannot be considered as purely defensive."

The PRESIDENT thought that the Naval Commission was quite in a position to consider
the question of river-craft.

31. GENERAL STUDY OF THE PROPOSALS AND SUGGESTIONS MADE DURING THE DISCUSSION

OF THE RESOLUTION OF THE GENERAL COMMISSION DATED APRIL 22ND, I932 (document

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

The PRESIDENT explained that there was no question of reopening the discussion on the
various criteria submitted to the Naval Commission by the General Commission. The present
aim should be to extract from the discussion the clearest and most definite replies possible
to the questions. Most delegates who had spoken had put forward arguments in favour of
one solution or another, based on the special circumstances of their own country or the result
of their personal experience.

The discussion had perhaps somewhat exceeded the limits of what was strictly necessary
in order to formulate a reply to the General Commission. Without omitting anything from
the various statements made which might doubtless be of service to the General Commission, the
aim should now be to sort out and classify the opinions of the various delegations. That was
the difficult task with which the Rapporteur of the Naval Commission had to cope.

The Commission had before it a number of definite proposals regarding the reply to be
made to the General Commission. These proposals had been submitted in particular by
the German, Netherlands, Italian, Spanish and Danish delegations respectively. Moreover,
suggestions had been made in the course of the discussion which indicated the opinion of each
delegation.

With a view to clearing the ground, he proposed that the Commission should first examine
the question of capital ships.
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M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, desired, before the discussion opened, to outline to
the Commission the present state of its work.

The views expressed had been very divergent. Nevertheless he thought that, on certain
points at least, some measure of agreement might be reached.

With regard to capital ships, the opinions of the various delegations might be summarised
as follows:

I. The United Kingdom and the United States delegations had maintained that capital
ships should not be regarded as coming under any of the three criteria of the General
Commission's resolution.

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

3. The attitude of the Japanese delegation was very similar to that of the French
delegation. Though defending capital ships, the Japanese delegation stated that a reduction
in this category of vessels would be desirable both from the point of view of disarmament and
in order to lighten the financial burdens of the various countries.

4. The Italian delegation held that the question of capital ships should be considered
concurrently with that of submarines.

5. Finally, a large number of delegations had stated their opinion that capital ships
were particularly offensive and were very efficacious against national defence; many of these
delegations had also declared that capital ships were threatening to civilians. In this group,
however, there were several shades of opinion, particularly as regarded the third criterion
-i.e., whether capital ships were threatening to civilians.

Nevertheless it might be possible in this case to discover a general formula which would
meet all the opinions of this group. The report must also contain, however, the necessary details
concerning the attitude of the various delegations.

He would remind the Commission of the following proposals:

(a) The German delegation had declared that certain clauses of the Treaty of
Versailles ought to be used as a guide in replying to the General Commission's questions.
It therefore proposed that capital ships of over Io,ooo tons mounting guns exceeding
280-mm. (ii") in calibre should be regarded as responding to all three criteria.

(b) The Soviet delegation had proposed as maximum limits Io,ooo tons and 305-mm.
(I2") guns.

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

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

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

If the Commission's report were drawn up as matters now stood, the Rapporteur could
do no more than reproduce these different opinions. It would be very desirable if the Naval
Commission were to try to ascertain how far it might be possible to harmonise these differences
of opinion, which in many cases referred only to minor points.

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) asked the Rapporteur whether he intended to draw a distinction
between the various criteria of the resolution. In other words, whether he would say: " Certain
vessels respond to the criteria of the General Commission's resolution ", or " Certain vessels
respond to the first, second or third of these criteria ". Obviously there would be more chance
of reaching an agreement if the former-i.e., the more general-of these two formulae were
adopted.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, thought that the reply to this question would depend
on the results of the present discussion. For the moment, as many delegations had defined their
views with regard to each of these three criteria separately and as there was no unanimous
opinion, he would be obliged to state what was the attitude of each delegation as witnessed
by the Minutes.

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) agreed with the President and Rapporteur that it would be
desirable to group together the largest possible number of the various opinions which had been
expressed. He asked the Rapporteur to be good enough to repeat what, in brief, was the
opinion of the French delegation concerning capital ships, as that was the opinion which
most nearly approached the views of the Argentine delegation.


