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M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, replied that the French delegation had drafted a
note 1 expressing its views regarding the General Commission's resolution. In that note it
summarised its views with regard to capital ships as follows:

" To sum up, capital ships such as those which at present exist in the principal
navies are both defensive and offensive. All that can be affirmed is that the biggest of these
ships carrying the largest calibres are relatively more offensive against national defence
and the civilian population than capital ships of smaller tonnage carrying guns of smaller
calibre."

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

Mr. SWANSON (United States of America) was of opinion that the President had been very
wise in allowing great latitude in the discussion. It was indeed very important to ascertain the
exact views of the various delegations on the points set out in the General Commission's
resolution. This statement of views was bound to be of help to the Conference in drawing
up its General Convention for the Reduction and Limitation of Armaments.

It should be clearly understood, however, that the Naval Commission was not at present
called upon to discuss the size of vessels. The Naval Commission was intended to be a technical
and scientific body; it should justify that reputation by giving a technical and scientific
reply to the questions submitted to it by the General Commission. With that end in view, the
Chief Naval Adviser to the United States delegation had prepared a technical reply.

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) recognised that the Naval Commission
was now discussing the replies to be made to the General Commission's questions from the
point of view of capital ships only. Nevertheless, he thought that the observations he proposed
to submit concerning naval weapons as a whole might lead to a clearer point of view with
regard to capital ships also.

He then read the following statement:

"The general discussion and the discussion of separate categories have covered a very
wide range. It is apparent that many views have been advanced which involve issues that
still await action by the General Commission as matters of principle. Offhand, five or six
could be received by any one of us.

"Some confusion appears to exist by reason of the use of technical terms in a loose
sense. The terms offence and defence, for example, and such derivations as strategical
offensive, tactical defensive, have definite technical meanings in military science. They are
exactly descriptive of certain military operations and situations that occur in war. They
have no relation to the question of aggression. Aggression is a political issue. While
the exact definition of the term aggression is not within the authority of this Commission,
the Commission may usefully take cognisance of its meaning as established by common
usage if confusion with technical terms is at the same time avoided.

" The second criterion of the resolution-viz., or those most efficacious against national
defence-was added on the motion of the United States delegation. This criterion was
offered merely in elaboration or explanation of the first criterion, which reads whose
character is the most specifically offensive, and not as establishing a second category of
specifically offensive armament. This point has been made by the delegate of the
United Kingdom.

" In formulating the report of this Commission, it is manifestly of the first importance
that there should be no misunderstanding and no difference of opinion with regard to the
meaning and scope of our terms of reference. Unless there is a clear understanding as to
our terms of reference, it is difficult to conceive how any useful or even intelligent report
can be made. The character of the discussion which has taken place would suggest that
the Commission is far from unanimity on that essential point.

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

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

1 Doc. Conf. D./C.N./C.R.5.
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"Under such an interpretation of our terms of reference we find ourselves faced with
a concrete technical question, perfectly appropriate to discussion by a technical committee,
less liable than many others to misleading or doctrinaire treatment, and holding forth
promise of a solution embodying immense benefits to the cause of reduction of armaments.

" Roughly phrased, that question as regards the first two criteria might be put as
follows:

" Assuming the threat of armed aggression directed toward invasion of territorial
sovereighty, are there any weapons which, by reason of their specific, inherent charac-
ter, offer greater advantages to the aggressor than to the nation threatened with
aggression ?'
"If in the whole range of land, sea and air armament any important categories of

weapon can be so defined and adequately dealt with, a most important result will have been
achieved.

" That this is indeed the correct and intended meaning of the resolution of the
General Commission is indicated by the use of the word character in the first criterion.
This obviously refers to the intrinsic nature of the weapons to be examined with respect
to the functions for which they were designed, or to which they may be devoted, and not
to the matter of their relative or absolute physical strength as weapons. To list weapons
in the order of their physical strength as an indication of their relative offensiveness would
be an absurdity, since if the strongest or most offensive were eliminated we should be faced
with a remaining list of exactly the same nature. Moreover, such a treatment of the
question would be to ignore or disregard the fundamental principles of naval science.
It is precisely the intelligent consideration of such questions that forms, in the present
state of the proceedings at least, the most important reason for this Naval Commission's
existence.

" Again, all considerations of relative total national strength should be excluded
from the technical question before us. As pointed out in the beginning, such considerations
lead directly into the questions of principle which plainly involve the most important
final issues of this Conference as a whole, and which have not as yet been reached on the
agenda of the General Commission. It cannot be assumed that all the work of the
Preparatory Commission, all the careful and arduous planning of the last two months
devoted to the one end of establishing an orderly and effective procedure for the Conference,
has been suddenly scrapped and thrown aside in favour of final settlement by this new
principle of qualitative disarmament, which, in its inception, was designed only as a
helpful measure which might bring some important result in itself and, in any event,
promised to simplify and facilitate the solution of other basic problems.

" In conclusion, therefore, it seems necessary that our Rapporteur, in preparing his
report, be guided by an interpretation of the terms of reference that is not only strictly
pertinent to the literal terms of the resolution before us but also in consonance with the
procedure adopted by the General Commission.

" Although the discussion which has taken place in this Commission has been so wide
in character, and although it offers so many difficulties in the formulation of a useful report
unless we can arrive at some closer interpretation of our terms of reference, it should not
be overlooked that this broad treatment of the subject has covered much of importance
to the final outcome of the Conference and much that would be useful to the General
Commission in the consideration of questions as yet untouched. The substance of this
discussion should not be lost.

" If the Commission were to adopt the suggestions here outlined regarding the
definition of our terms of reference, it would be possible to formulate a draft of a useful
definitive report upon the proceedings in accordance therewith. As a separate part of
the report, or as an appendix, it would be useful and pertinent to give an account of the
whole discussion which has taken place, incorporating verbatim texts of individual
statements or explanations which any of the Powers here represented may desire to
submit."

The PRESIDENT felt bound, before calling upon the next speaker, to emphasise the point
to which he had already referred in his opening remarks-namely, that the Naval Commission
must try to give as definite replies as possible in regard to the three criteria enumerated in the
General Commission's resolution. The general discussion had been of great value: certain
questions outside the Naval Commission's immediate terms of reference had been touched upon.
Those questions were of course reserved for the General Commission and would doubtless be
discussed by that Commission in due course.

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) agreed with the view of the United States
delegation that a clearer definition of the Naval Commission's terms of reference was necessary.
In that connection he would refer the Commission to a paragraph from the first speech made
by the United Kingdom delegate:

" It is necessary to be quite clear in our minds as to what we mean when we say
that a weapon is most specifically offensive or most efficacious against national defence,
and I suggest that the underlying idea is to select those weapons which enable the attack
on an aggressor rapidly to break down the defence of the State attacked, and that this is
the basis from which we should look at the various naval types."
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In the view of the United Kingdom delegation, it was essential to obtain a clear definition
of the terms of reference. It would then be easier to proceed to draw up a report on the various
naval types.

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

" In the case of land and air armaments there may no doubt be a difference between
(a) and (b) of the resolution, but so far as naval armaments are concerned it seems that
they amount in effect to the same thing, and it is consequently proposed to deal with (a)
and (b) together."

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) thought that the Rapporteur's proposal
to divide the various delegations into groups was the best course that could be
followed. The Commission had now before it a number of proposals, some of which were
rather lengthy. Among others, he noted the proposal of the United States and United Kingdom
delegations that the first two criteria in the resolution should be combined, and the
Netherlands proposal that a single reply should be given to all three criteria. He agreed with
the President that it was impossible to form an opinion on all these proposals immediately;
the delegations must have time to reflect. There was also the French proposal, which made a
number of definite suggestions, not only as regarded the matters now under consideration by
the Naval Commission, but as regarded limitation, abolition, regulation, internationalisation
and even budgetary questions. If the Commission began to discuss this proposal in detail,
it would find itself going once more over all the ground it had already covered-and even
further. Some delegations had already expressed the opinion that the Commission was going
beyond its terms of reference. Personally, he thought the Commission would be wise to reply
only to the questions put to it by the General Commission, and its reply should be couched in
a technical form. As it seemed impossible to obtain a unanimous or almost unanimous
view, it would be better, he repeated, to divide the delegations into groups. He suggested a
resolution on the following lines:

" The Naval Commission is of opinion that all the naval arms may be indicated as
possessing offensive characteristics, but they may also be used defensively. Their defensive
nature depends upon the way in which they are employed as well as on the undertakings
given in peace-time by the various countries regarding their employment and the manner
in which those undertakings are honoured in war-time.

" The above consideration, together with the different geographical and political
conditions of the different countries, makes it quite impossible to state the point at which
such armaments cease to be defensive and become offensive.

" In the opinion of ....................... delegations this point begins..........
In the opinion of other delegations it begins .......................... "

Captain RUSPOLI (Italy) agreed that a clear understanding of the Commission's terms of
reference was absolutely essential. The Commission, however, would never emerge from the
tangle of arguments if it lost sight of the primary object of the General Commission's task,
which was also reflected in the questions submitted to the Naval Commission-namely,
the reduction of armaments. The three parts of the General Commission's resolution should
be read in the same spirit in which they had been framed and also in conjunction with the
General Commission's resolution in document Conf.D./C.G.26(i), to which the resolution of
April 22nd itself referred, so that the texts of the two resolutions might be considered together
as follows:

" In seeking to apply the principle of qualitative disarmament, the Conference is of
opinion that the range of land, sea and air armaments should be examined by the
competent special commissions with a view to the selection of certain classes or descrip-
tions of weapons the possession or use of which should be absolutely prohibited to all
States or internationalised by means of a general convention."

That should be the Commission's object. If it limited itself to the letter of its terms of
reference it would flounder into a hopeless morass. On the contrary, it should always bear in
mind the primary object of the whole Conference, which was the limitation and reduction of
armaments.

Sir Bolton EYRES-MONSELL (United Kingdom) observed that the Spanish delegation
had seemed to suggest that the United States delegation or the United Kingdom delegation
was pursuing a course which would lead to the reopening of the whole discussion. That was far
from the case. Surely, without reopening the discussion it should not be difficult for the
Bureau to give a clear definition of the criteria (a) and (b) which would be of the very greatest
help.
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The Italian delegate had seemed to think that the Naval Commission ought itself to bear
in mind the possibilities of reduction. Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell submitted that the Naval
Commission had no mandate whatsoever to discuss this matter, which would be duly considered
in another place.

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

M. QUINTANA (Argentine) thought the discussion was showing a tendency to spread. At
the beginning he had said he considered that the general discussion had thrown quite sufficient
light on the matter to enable the Naval Commission to formulate an answer. He had added
that by way of simplifying matters the Argentine delegation was prepared to agree to the
French delegation's proposal. After hearing the Spanish delegate's remarks, however, he was
bound to say that he did not mean that the Argentine delegation was prepared to adhere to the
whole of the French proposals, but only, for the moment, to that part of them which referred
to capital ships.

There had been some discussion as to whether the Naval Commission should reply to all
three questions together or to each separately, or even, as the United Kingdom delegation had
suggested, to the first and second together and to the third separately. Personally, he thought
that it should be possible to give a single reply to all three questions, since in reality the gist
of each question was very similar to that of the others. The Commission should surely decide
the point as soon as possible.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) expressed satisfaction at the manner in which the
discussion had been developing that day. For the first time it seemed just possible that some
useful decision might emerge. The Commission had heard many speakers, and the speeches
had proved that it was not an easy matter to group the results of the discussion in the form
of separate replies to the three criteria submitted by the General Commission. Some delegations
had suggested that the answers should be drafted from a purely technical point of view. Others
had argued that, in the first place, a clear definition must be reached of the terms of reference
themselves. There was a great difference between these two points of view. He did not think
that the Naval Commission's reply would be satisfactory if it were based on purely technical
considerations. As had been pointed out, the same arms might be offensive and defensive.
It had also been observed that the nature of armaments might vary according to the intentions
of the country which possessed them. From a technical point of view; it might be possible to
say that certain arms were defensive or offensive according to the spirit in which they
were or would be employed, but that would not be a very useful reply. He wondered whether
the Commission would not be better inspired to base its answer on the hypothesis that, if
a given country desired to attack another country, certain armaments would be more
offensive in character than others. He believed that the observations of the United
Kingdom and the United States delegations were framed in that sense. If they presupposed
a desire on the part of a country to launch an attack, they could then say, on the basis of
that supposition, which weapons possessed the characteristics indicated in the General
Commission's criteria.

He ventured to refer once more to the Treaty of Versailles. The covering note to the
Treaty, dated June i6th, 1919, did not-he admitted the point was a delicate one-necessarily
correspond with Germany's own views, but, in any case, the introduction to the military
clauses of the reply of the Allied and Associated Powers to the observations of the German
delegation on the conditions of peace read as follows:

". .. [the] requirements in regard to German armaments were not made solely with the
object of rendering it impossible for Germany to resume her policy of military aggression.
They are also the first steps towards that general reduction and limitation of armaments
which they seek to bring about as one of the most fruitful preventives of war and which it
will be one of the first duties of the League of Nations to promote."

The Treaty of Versailles therefore gave a very clear definition of the object which the
Naval Commission should keep in view in formulating its reply. The cases in question should
be looked at from the point of view of " a policy of military aggression "-i.e., the case of a
country which meditated an attack. Only on that basis would the Commission succeed in
drafting a satisfactory reply.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that, if the Naval Commission wanted to make a clear
and effective reply to the questions submitted to it, there could be no doubt in the first place
that it should answer those questions on a strictly technical basis, omitting all non-pertinent
considerations. It should give a separate reply to each question in each category, because for
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one and the same type the answer might be different under a different heading. To combine the
various headings would lead to confusion. The Commission's reply must necessarily take
the form of a short account of the proceedings, indicating the various groups of ideas. The
Commission could see now that it would only reach a relative and incomplete agreement.
The discussion had not, however, been sterile. A number of suggestions had been made which
would be referred to the General Commission-suggestions that might pave the way for qualita-
tive reduction, as desired by the General Commission, and might also produce other construc-
tive proposals leading to economy.

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

In view, however, of the diversity of opinions to which he had referred, he doubted whether
the Naval Commission could do much more than its Rapporteur had suggested, thus providing
the clearest possible picture of the various opinions held.

He agreed with the Italian delegation that the Naval Commission should endeavour to
keep in mind the main objective of the General Commission when it had asked the Naval
Commission to indicate certain weapons as coming within the three criteria submitted. If the
Commission kept that point in view and followed the lines suggested by the Rapporteur, it
would make a useful contribution to the work of the Conference. It was necessary, he thought,
to determine first whether or not the replies to (a) and (b) should be amalgamated; but, in
making his report, the Rapporteur should not find it difficult to characterise the various
armaments according to the result of the Naval Commission's discussion, whether (a) or (b)
were treated together or separately.

Captain RUSPOLI (Italy) explained that he had not intended to imply that it was for
the Naval Commission to decide on reductions. He had meant that, in interpreting the text
referred to it by the General Commission, it should not lose sight of the fundamental reason
for which the Conference had been convened. It would be better not to adhere too strictly
to the letter of this text. All categories of arms were specifically offensive when used to attack
less-armed nations. It was impossible to limit considerations of national defence to the
possibility of invasion. As a matter of fact, there was as yet no agreed definition of " national
defence ". National defence was a far wider question than defence against threatened invasion
only: for some countries at least, national defence connoted also the maintenance of their
supplies in time of war.

M. MORESCO (Netherlands) disapproved the tendency to insist on scientific definitions
at the outset. Nevertheless he had listened with great interest to Admiral Hepburn's statement.
Definitions were a long and thankless task. He supported the observations of the Italian
and Spanish delegations and of the French delegation (as regarded the first part of its note).
The Rapporteur should, he thought, give a very concise summary of the opinions set out
in the discussion and should endeavour to group the various delegations on general lines,
bearing in mind the desire of the General Commission to secure assistance in preparing the
way for qualitative disarmament. The replies should, if possible, be framed in such a way
as to enable the General Commission's resolution to become subsequently operative. If the
Naval Commission simply said that it could not answer the questions, it would not be acting
in conformity with the Conference's wishes.

The second part of the opening paragraph of the French note could not of course be
considered at present. But the Netherlands delegation entirely concurred with the particular
observation that "the same ships may be used to protect and attack the civilian population.
It may nevertheless be admitted that the biggest ships carrying the biggest guns are those
which are likely to cause the greatest damage to the non-combatant population ". If the power
of attack were reduced, there would be less danger of attack, because small nations could not
build big armaments. It could be said, indeed, that the most powerful armaments possessed
the greatest potentiality for offence.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that his views had been adequately expressed by
the Italian delegate. If the General Commission had required only a strictly technical opinion,
it would have appointed a committee of experts. Though the Naval Commission was called
a technical commission, it was only technical in a limited sense, as not all of its members were
naval technicians. Did not this prove that the Naval Commission was intended to combine
technical knowledge with political judgment ? That was the light in which he read point I



of the French note. The Naval Commission should give an answer from a strictly technical
point of view, but on the basis of certain political suppositions. Only then would its reply be
clear.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, observed that his suggestion concerning the general
outline of the report (i.e., to group the various views) seemed to have been fairly favourably
received. With regard to the observation of the United Kingdom delegation concerning the
possible reduction of tonnage and calibre, he had noted the passage in the United Kingdom
delegate's speech to which Sir Bolton Eyres-Monsell had referred, but had not ventured to
draw any definite inference from that passage, seeing that at the end of his speech of April 29th
the United Kingdom delegate had called, as regarded capital ships, for a " verdict of acquittal ".
Certainly, however, the General Commission would have to consider many points not
before the Naval Commission-for instance, the financial aspect of the problem, which
obviously might lead to other results than those arising from the discussions of the Naval
Commission itself.

The PRESIDENT stated that the discussion was now closed. Several possibilities had
been suggested : to reply separately to points (a), (b) and (c) or separately to points (a) and (b)
combined and (c) or to all three points together. It was also necessary to define the exact
scope of the reply. Finally, the French delegation's note must also be taken into account.
He thought it might perhaps be rather dangerous to follow the suggestion of the United
Kingdom delegation and ask the Bureau to define the questions and make specific proposals.
Personally he thought it would be better to appoint a drafting committee to review these points,
composed of the representatives of the Argentine, the United Kingdom, Finland, France,
Germany, Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Poland, Spain, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and
the United States of America, it being understood that any other delegation not represented
on the drafting committee, but particularly interested in any special point, could always
send a representative to be present while that point was being discussed.

The President's proposal was adopted.

FIFTEENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, May 27th, I932, at Io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

32. EXAMINATION OF THE DRAFT REPORT SUBMITTED TO THE NAVAL COMMISSION BY THE

DRAFTING COMMITTEE (document Conf.D./C.N.3o).

The PRESIDENT called upon the Commission to examine the draft report submitted to
it by the Drafting Committee. When such amendments had been made to that report as the
Commission might deem necessary, it would be collated with the reports of the other technical
commissions before being sent on to the General Commission.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, reminded the Commission that, in considering its
reply to the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd, it had encountered a difficulty at
the outset. Certain delegations had thought that the terms of the resolution were not sufficiently
clear to allow of a definite reply.

In particular the United States delegation had pointed out that, in order to be
able to give a satisfactory answer to the questions raised and state that any particular
category of arms fell-or did not fall-within the terms of the resolution, it was not enough
to consider the use to which such arms might be put in " normal" war operations. In the
opinion of the United States delegation, the problem stated in those terms was insoluble. It
had proposed, however, that the Commission should consider whether there were any arms
which, in the case of armed aggression against the territorial sovereignty of a State, offered, by
reason of their special characteristics, greater advantages to the aggressor than to the defender.

Other delegations, however, had not been able to agree with this view and had stated
that all arms were of an offensive nature when employed for offensive purposes. Those dele-
gations thought that the problem of national defence should not be regarded from the sole
standpoint of an invasion or violation of territorial sovereignty; the problem was a much
vaster one.

There had also been differences of opinion on other points. Some delegations had felt
bound to refer to the terms of Article 8 of the Covenant and had said that the Naval
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Commission ought to frame its reply in the light of that article-i.e., taking into consideration
the national safety, international obligations, geographical situation and circumstances of
each country.

Other delegations had argued that the General Commission's resolution of April 22nd
was really an endorsement of the principle of qualitative disarmament. Consequently, the Naval
Commission was called upon to decide on what arms these measures of disarmament-i.e.,
abolition or internationalisation, or placing at the disposal of the League of Nations should
apply.

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

" Supposing one State either (a) adopts a policy of armed aggression, or (b) undertakes
offensive operations against another State, what are the weapons which, by reason of
their specific character, and without prejudice to their defensive purposes, are most likely
to enable that policy, or those operations, to be brought rapidly to a successful conclusion ? "

It should be noted, moreover, that very few delegations had stated whether they adopted
standpoint (a) in preference to standpoint (b).

Owing to the wide divergence of opinions which had become manifest, the Naval
Commission had had to abandon all attempt to give a unanimous reply to the General
Commission's questions, and had had to content itself with stating in its report the view of
the various delegations or groups of delegations.

Nevertheless, as those views were fully developed and explained, the report would provide
the General Commission with useful information which would help it to reach decisions
concerning the limitation and reduction of armaments with a full knowledge of the facts.

He would emphasise the fact that certain delegations, while clearly admitting their inability
to declare that any given arm did or did not come under the criteria of the resolution of April
22nd, had said that they had no wish to prejudice the question whether any given arm should
be prohibited or not. This latter point would be settled by the General Commission, which
would be obliged to take into consideration very many aspects of the case-more especially,
financial and political-which lay outside the domain of the Naval Commission. The General
Commission would therefore be called npon to solve a still more difficult and far-reaching
problem. It was to be hoped, however, that it would be able to discover factors for agreement
and compromise which were not available to the Naval Commission.

The draft report was read and discussed chapter by chapter.

Introduction and Part I. Capital Ships.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that obviously each delegation was only responsible for its
own statement.

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation, which had helped to draw up
the report, approved that document and did not intend to propose any sort of amendment.

Having noted, however, that certain delegations, though they had not agreed with the
conclusions of the Italian delegation, nevertheless shared that delegation's views on funda-
mentals, he thought it might be desirable to make a brief statement.

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

The Italian delegation regarded capital ships as defined by the Treaties-i.e., vessels of
over Io,ooo tons and mounting more than 8-inch guns-as being specifically offensive, even
if navies were still to include submarines. On the other hand, it held that submarines
would be offensive only if navies no longer included capital ships.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) said that after hearing Captain Maroni's expla-
nation the Spanish delegation entirely agreed with the Italian delegation's views. Moreover,
on examining Part I of the report he noted that all delegations, with the exception of the
three greatest naval Powers, were agreed on the fundamentals of the reply to be made to the
General Commission with regard to capital ships. He therefore proposed that the opinion of
all these delegations should be set out in one single text without introducing any new arguments,
and that the various reservations should be omitted.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, observed that several delegations had informed him
that they agreed with the conclusions adopted by the Argentine, Finnish, French, German,
Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Spanish, Swedish and Soviet delegations. These were the
delegations of Denmark, Greece, Roumania, Turkey and Yugoslavia.

Moreover, the Danish delegation had informed him that it withdrew its reservation
in regard to capital ships.



Commodore DE TAMM (Sweden) declared that the Swedish delegation would withdraw
its statement regarding capital ships, which had already been set out in full in the Minutes

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

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

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

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) considered that if most of the reservations were
omitted, there would no longer be any mention of figures regarding displacement or tonnage
for capital ships. It was necessary to avoid any ambiguity on the subject, and for that reason
he asked for the insertion of the following in the report:

" As an accumulation of mechanical force and as a concentration of offensive
armaments, the modern capital ship is a means of destruction without equal. This is why
it cannot be characterised as other than specifically offensive and as possessing the most
efficacity against national defence.

" In view of the great range of its guns and the destructive force of its projectiles,
a capital ship is at the same time most dangerous to the civil populations of the sea
coasts.

" The offensive qualities of capital ships-which do not, on the other hand, prevent
their being employed with as much efficacy for defensive purposes, decrease with the
diminution of their tonnage.

" Consequently, the delegation of Finland would agree with any unanimous resolution
of the Naval Commission which would have in view the reduction of the tonnage of capital
ships."

Part II. Aircraft-carriers.

The PRESIDENT pointed out the importance of the following observation at the beginning
of Part II:

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

The Bureaux of the three technical Commissions would examine the possibility of co-
ordinating the opinions expressed by these Commissions. If any changes in the present report
were then deemed necessary, the Naval Commission would be convened, so that it might
express its opinion.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the delegations of Denmark, Roumania,
Turkey and Yugoslavia had just informed him that they agreed with the reply of the Finnish,
German, Italian, Netherlands, Norwegian, Polish, Spanish, Swedish and Soviet delegations
to the three questions which had been put.

Moreover, the Greek delegation had informed him that it agreed with the first paragraph
of that reply.

M. SATO (Japan) asked that the text of paragraph 4 of the Japanese declaration should
be replaced by the following:

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

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

Part III. Submarines.

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

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) said that the Spanish delegation accepted these
conclusions subject to the reservation set out in the previous paragraph of the report.



M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, said that the Danish, Greek, Turkish and Yugoslav
delegations agreed with the opinion of the Netherlands Norwegian, and Swedish delegations.

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

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

Rear-Admiral DE SOUZA E FARO (Portugal) said that the Portuguese delegation also
agreed with the opinion of the Netherlands, Norwegian and Swedish delegations.

Part IV. Automatic Contact Mines.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, informed the Commission that the Roumanian
delegation agreed with the two suggestions of the French delegation, and that the delegations
of the United States of America and the Argentine agreed with the joint statement of the
United Kingdom and Italian delegations.

Moreover, the Netherlands delegation asked that the following declaration should be
inserted in the report:

" The Netherlands delegation, considering that the Naval Commission had unani-
mously agreed to its proposal that automatic contact mines laid ' in the open sea' are to
be regarded as one of the arms which are most threatening to the civilian population,
regrets that, in the present report the expression ' open sea' should have been replaced
by the words ' outside a coastal zone to be defined'.

" The discussions show that this substitution should not be regarded as being intended
to modify the meaning of the declaration or to prejudice the principle of the freedom of
the seas on which it is based.

"Consequently, the Netherlands delegation wishes to state that in defining the coastal
zone the above principle should be strictly adhered to."

Part V. River War Vessels.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that Part V of the report was merely a summary of the
Naval Commission's discussion on river craft. The Commission, it will be remembered, decided
to express no opinion on these craft.

M. WESTMAN (Sweden), Rapporteur, pointed out that the Roumanian delegation had
asked for the insertion of the following statement :

" The Roumanian delegation urges that the question of river war vessels should
be discussed from the general point of view of all river war vessels on rivers in every
continent."

General TANczoS (Hungary) desired to specify that the Hungarian delegation reserved
the right to revert to the question of river war vessels in due course.

The PRESIDENT repeated that it was understood that each delegation was only responsible
for the statements ascribed to it.

The Commission adopted the report as a whole, with the changes indicated in the course of
the discussion.

SIXTEENTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, May 3Ist, 1932, at Io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

33. REPLY OF THE NAVAL COMMISSION TO THE QUESTIONS REFERRED TO IT BY THE GENERAL

COMMISSION IN ITS RESOLUTION OF APRIL 22ND, I932 (document Conf.D./C.G.28(2)).

The PRESIDENT said that letters had been sent to the President of the Conference and to
the Presidents of the Air and Land Commissions informing them that the Naval Commission
had completed its reply to the General Commission's questions, and that a copy of that reply
was enclosed. The letters further added that the Bureau of the Naval Commission would hold
itself at the disposal of the other Commissions' Bureaux, with a view to considering jointly
the reports of the Naval, Land and Air Commissions.

NAVAL COMMISSION 6.
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He had received a letter dated May 30oth, I932, from the Brazilian delegation enclosing that

delegation's observations on the Naval Commission's report. The Brazilian delegation asked

that these observations should be included in the Minutes. They were as follows:

"Capital Ships. - As the Brazilian constitution prohibits all wars of aggression and

as Brazil has undertaken to submit all international disputes to arbitration, the Brazilian

delegation considers that, for Brazil, cruisers constitute the main nucleus of the country's

mobile defences.
"The Brazilian delegation therefore endorses declarations Nos. I, 2 and 3 of the United

States of America, the United Kingdom and the Japanese delegations, as set out in

the report, though it admits that 'in the case of an attack, the greater the tonnage

of these ships and the higher the calibre of their guns, the greater is their efficacy against

naval and coast defences'.

"Aircraft-carriers. - The point in discussion is not the comparative vulnerability
of aircraft-carriers, because these vessels are auxiliaries and not units of the fighting line.

The nature of the assistance they are intended to afford implies that the range of action

of shore-based aircraft is insufficient, in relation to the area of operations contemplated

for the fleet; otherwise, the advantages of shore-based aircraft would have been preferred.

The presumed intention therefore underlying the existence of aircraft-carriers is that

hostilities will take place outside the territorial waters and even very far away from

those waters-an intention which connotes offensive operations and a war of aggression.
" It must, however, be admitted that, in the case of countries possessing overseas

colonies-and in this case only-and for reasons of economy, aircraft-carriers may possess

a defensive character.

" Submarines. - The Brazilian delegation agrees with the opinion expressed by the

delegation of the United States of America in the report, with the following

additional remarks. First, the idea put forward by several delegations that the reduction

of the tonnage of submarines would give these arms a defensive character cannot be

admitted, because it would involve an examination, by comparative methods, of the

concept of the open sea or limited maritime areas as the possible theatre of naval operations

for all nations. With regard to submarine mine-layers, the very idea that these vessels are

intended to operate in foreign waters deprives them of all defensive characteristics.

" Automatic Contact Mines. - The Brazilian delegation agrees with the views

expressed concerning the endorsement of the Hague Conventions for the limitation of the

zone within which mines can be laid and on the communication of information regarding

these zones. It is understood that the remarks concerning the defensive nature of mines

do not refer to those laid by submarine mine-layers."

The President stated that the Rapporteur would probably be able to add the name of

Brazil to various groups of countries mentioned in the report in the light of the Brazilian

statement, which would appear in the Minutes, so that that delegation would have been treated

in every respect like the other delegations.

34. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continuation of discussion) .

Paragraph 2.2

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that at its fourth meeting it had adopted

paragraph I of this annex. It now had to consider paragraph 2 and the following paragraphs.

With regard to paragraph 2, a number of proposals had been laid before the Commission,

by the Japanese delegation3 the United Kingdom delegation 4, the Spanish delegation,

the Hungarian delegation 4- as regarded river-craft-and the German delegation 4 He also

reminded the Commission that the United Kingdom delegation had submitted the following

proposal:

" In paragraph 2 (a) for 'Capital ships: 20 years . . ' read ' Capital ships: 26

yea" Inparagraph 2 (b) for ' Aircraft carriers: 20 years . .' read ' Aircraft carriers:

26 years .. "

1 For previous discussion, see Minutes of the third, fourth and fifth meetings.

2 For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, pages 14 and 15.

a For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 17.

4 For text, see Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 15.



Further, the following proposal had been submitted by the Chinese delegation

" I. Capital Ships.

" Owing to the technical progress made and the high cost involved in the construction
of modern vessels of war, the age-limit of capital ships should be extended as far
as possible.

"2. Surface Vessels exceeding 3,000 Tons but not exceeding Io,ooo Tons Standard
Displacement.

"The age-limit of these vessels should be not less than 20 years.

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

" The age-limit of these vessels, whose efficiency is less, and whose cost of construction
is lower, than that of larger vessels, should be i6 years, as proposed by the Spanish
delegation."

The Soviet delegation had also submitted a proposal, namely

"In conformity with its proposals made verbally at the meeting of the Naval
Commission on March I7th, 1932, the Soviet delegation has the honour to state as follows
its opinion in regard to the age-limits of warships

" Ships of 7,000 tons and over: 26 years;
" Ships over 1,200 tons and up to 7,000 tons: 20 years;
" Ships of I,200 tons and under: I6 years;
" Submarines : I5 years.

" The reasons why these various limits have been chosen were stated in the Soviet
delegate's speech at the above-mentioned meeting."

In addition to these, suggestions had been put forward at the fifth meeting of the Naval
Commission, held on March I7th, by the Netherlands, Argentine, Swedish, French, United
States of America and Italian delegations respectively.

The Commission had had ample time to try to reach complete agreement in the course of
private conversations. Accordingly, he thought tht ere was no need to reopen the general discus-
sion. He proposed that the Commission should at once consider paragraph 2, taking each
category of vessels separately, unless it preferred the Spanish delegation's proposal to divide
all vessels, for purposes of replacement, into those under and those over Io,ooo tons displace-
ment respectively. Every decision now taken must be more or less provisional because it
was impossible to foresee, at the present juncture, what categories and types of ships would
be mentioned in the Convention and what definition would ultimately be adopted. The
Commission was at present working on the definition in Annex III which it had provisionally
adopted as a useful guide.

(a) Capital Ships.

The PRESIDENT said that in regard to capital ships the Preparatory Commission had
adopted the limit of 20 years as an example drawn from the London and Washington Treaties.
The Japanese delegation had proposed to subdivide vessels into those under and those over
20,000 tons, suggesting an age-limit of 20 years for the former and 26 years for the latter.
That delegation had, however, stated that it would not press for the maintenance of this
subdivision. The United Kingdom delegation had proposed 26 years, the German delegation
20 years, the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics 26 years, the French delegation 25 years,
the Netherlands, Argentine, Chinese and Swedish delegations as high an age-limit as possible,
the United States delegation an age-limit of over 20 years and no replacement before it was
absolutely necessary, while Italy had proposed 25 years.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America), M. Charles DUMONT (France), M. QUINTANA
(Argentine) and Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) stated that, in order to secure
unanimity, their delegations were prepared to accept the United Kingdom proposal of an
age-limit of 26 years for the replacement of capital ships.

Captain BIORKLUND (Sweden) observed that as regards capital ships it seemed possible
to reach an agreement on the figure of 26 years if the delegations which had proposed a lower
age-limit would accept a solution which would be, so to speak, more economical to their own
countries. As the age-limit decreased with the tonnage, it should be mainly the countries
possessing small capital ships which would ask for a lower age-limit. Sweden was one of those
countries, yet she would accept the figure of 26 years even for capital ships of less tonnage.
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The PRESIDENT presumed that the Swedish delegation's declaration might be taken to
mean that the Commission accepted paragraph 2 (a) with an age-limit of 26 years as applying
to smaller vessels which were regarded as capital ships only on account of the calibre of their
guns.

Captain MARONI (Italy) accepted the figure of 26 years, provided it was understood that
this figure applied only to future ships. In the case of existing ships, special agreements would
have to be reached, as indicated in the text of section (a).

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

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) agreed to the age-limit of 26 years, with the
comments made by the Swedish delegate.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that, as Annex IV included regulations for
certain categories of vessels which Germany was forbidden to possess, the German delegation
preferred to abstain from all comments at the first reading.

He added that, in spite of the observations of the Swedish delegation, the definition of

capital ships was not yet quite clear. Apart from the previous observations therefore, it
would be preferable for the German delegation to abstain from expressing any opinion for the
time being.

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission was discussing, not merely vessels which
Germany was not allowed to possess, but also smaller vessels which, though under Io,ooo tons,
were armed with 8-inch guns. Did the German delegation also wish to express no opinion
concerning cruisers ? Again, did the German delegation, though it abstained, mean that it
did not desire to prevent the Commission as a whole from adopting the age-limit of 26 years,
or did it, on the contrary, wish that the age-limit of 20 years should be adhered to ?

Captain MARONI (Italy) drew the Commission's attention to what he regarded as a lack
of concordance between the texts of paragraphs 2 and 3. In paragraph 2 it was said:
"when the following number of years have elapsed since the date of its completion ,
whereas in paragraph 3 the text read: " shall not be laid down more than three years before the
year in which the vessel", etc. The employment of these two terms might lead to quite

different results, as the expression " year " might include any date from January ist to
December 3Ist, thus involving a difference of twelve months. He therefore proposed that
in paragraph 2 the word " years " should be inserted instead of the word " date "

The PRESIDENT desired, before calling upon the Commission to consider Captain Maroni's
proposal, to note that no delegation had opposed the age-limit of 26 years. He therefore
took it that the Commission unanimously agreed upon that figure, as the abstention of the
German delegation did not imply that that delegation was necessarily opposed to the stated
age-limit.

He then called upon the Commission to examine the Italian delegate's proposal.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) observed that the effect of the Italian
proposal might be to extend the age-limit for twelve months.

Captain MARONI (Italy) replied, in connection with paragraph 3, that naval programmes
were based on years and not on fixed dates. Moreover, these programmes provided not for one
but for several vessels. The text he proposed, therefore, would bring the whole Annex more into
line with current practice.

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

Captain MARONI (Italy) was prepared to accept Admiral Surie's suggestion, as his only
desire was to harmonise the two texts. He feared, however, that the suggestion might lead to
complications.



Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) explained that the authors of the draft Convention
had taken the text of the London Treaty as their model. In the Washington Treaty the word
"date" had been used, but this had, as a result of the experience acquired, been changed in
the London Treaty to " year ". The fact was that shipbuilding programmes were drawn up
on an annual basis. If, therefore, the object was to afford a practical comparison between the
navies of the different countries, it was far more convenient to take a year and assume that
all vessels built on or after January ist of that year were those to which the stipulations
(for instance, as regarded replacement) would apply. In any case, some such general assumption
was necessary : it was not possible to base calculations on an almost infinite number of actual
dates. The United Kingdom delegation would, however, be prepared to agree to the
maintenance of the present text provisionally, subject to the reservation that the matter should
be gone into more carefully.

Captain MARONI (Italy) agreed with these observations.

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation reserved its opinion.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that the Commission was not yet examining paragraph 3,
though attention had been drawn to the connection between that paragraph and paragraph
2 now under consideration. The Commission appeared to have reached agreement regarding
the text of paragraph 2, maintaining the word " date " therein. The various delegations would
have ample time for reflection before the Commission came to discuss paragraph 3. The text
adopted provisionally read as follows:

" 2. A vessel shall be deemed ' over age' when the following number of years have
elapsed since the date of its completion:

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

(b) Aircraft-carriers.

The PRESIDENT said that, in this connection, the Commission had before it the
proposal of the United Kingdom delegation to fix the age-limit at 26 years; that
of the Japanese delegation to fix the limit at 26 years for vessels of over 20,000 tons or at
20 years for vessels over Io,ooo but under 20,000 tons. The German and Soviet delegations
were in favour of absolute prohibition. During the discussions on March I7th, several
delegations had said that if aircraft-carriers were to be allowed, they would prefer the longest
possible age-limit. The Spanish delegation had proposed an age-limit of 24 years for vessels
of over Io,ooo tons displacement. Obviously then, if it were possible to conceive of aircraft-
carriers of under Io,ooo tons, the Spanish proposal would no longer apply to these.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) observed that the United Kingdom delegation had
proposed 26 years. Other delegations thought that this age-limit was too high. On reflection,
the United Kingdom delegation was prepared to agree with the other delegations on an age-
limit of 20 years, because aircraft-carriers were more lightly built and navigated more often at
full speed than other vessels of similar tonnage. A very high speed was always necessary for
flying off and flying on, if there were no strong wind. Therefore the wear and tear in the case
of aircraft-carriers was heavier even than in the case of cruisers or destroyers.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) pointed out that the Spanish delegation had
proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers. Such proposals, therefore, as he made referred to
vessels of over Io,ooo tons without any specification of type. He must abide by those proposals,
and the age-limit for such vessels should, in the Spanish delegation's opinion, stand at the
26 years he had just accepted, instead of the 24 years he had originally suggested.

Captain MARONI (Italy) was prepared to accept 20 years.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) shared the United Kingdom delegation's views. The French
delegation was prepared to accept an age-limit of 20 years for aircraft-carriers of all tonnages.
As in the case of submarines, the factor of safety should be borne in mind. Aircraft-carriers were
fragile craft that had to steam at very high speeds. Moreover, owing to the length of deck
necessary, it was difficult to conceive the possibility of constructing aircraft-carriers of under
14,000 tons.
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M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation had agreed to 26 years as the age-
limit for capital ships and had withdrawn its proposal to divide those ships into vessels of over
and under 20,000 tons respectively. The Japanese delegation felt bound, however, to maintain
that division in the case of aircraft-carriers. It therefore proposed for aircraft-carriers of over
20,000 tons an age-limit of 26 years, and for aircraft-carriers of under 20,000 tons 20 years, it
being always borne in mind that the fundamental aim of the Conference was to achieve
economy and the reduction of armaments.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) agreed with the United Kingdom delegation
that aircraft-carriers could not be accorded a higher age-limit than cruisers. The question
of the safety of the crews had to be considered in proportion to the great strain to which
aircraft-carriers were exposed. Accordingly, he considered an age-limit of 20 years to be the
right and proper one.

The PRESIDENT noted that the Commission unanimously agreed in principle to maintain
the text of the draft Convention, which specified that the age-limit for aircraft-carriers should
be 20 years. True, the Japanese delegation had proposed an age-limit of 26 years for aircraft-
carriers of over 20,000 tons, while the Spanish delegation maintained its view that, while 20
years might be a proper age-limit for vessels of under Io,ooo tons, the limit for all vessels of
every category of over Io,ooo tons should be 26 years. He would remind the Commission,
however, that the Convention would have to be signed and ratified by all delegations. Some
effort would therefore have to be made to reach unanimity. He hoped that, during the time
which would elapse before the signature of the Convention, it might be possible for the out-
standing delegations to reach an agreement or compromise with the other delegations.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) observed that all conclusions reached in the
Naval Commission would depend upon the final decisions reached by the-General Commission.
He personally felt sure that the General Commission would place a limit on the maximum
tonnage of aircraft-carriers, in order to prevent them from carrying bombing aeroplanes.
In that case, if the tonnage of aircraft-carriers were fixed at under Io,ooo tons, the Spanish
delegation would be in agreement with the majority. Subject to that consideration, he was
prepared to subscribe to the views of the present majority in the Naval Commission.

The PRESIDENT noted that, in these circumstances, the Naval Commission agreed, subject
to any changes which might be made by the General Commission, to the text as it now stood
in the draft Convention, the German delegation abstaining.

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) declared that, as the Soviet delegation
had proposed the abolition of aircraft-carriers, that delegation must make every reservation
with regard to the present decision.

(c) Surface Vessels exceeding 3,000 Tons but not exceeding Io,ooo Tons Standard Displacement.

The PRESIDENT remarked that several delegations had made proposals in this connection.
On March I7th, the United Kingdom delegation had suggested 20 years as the age-limit for
all these vessels whenever built. He understood, however, that that suggestion was not
final. The Spanish delegation had proposed 20 years. The German delegation had proposed
20 years for cruisers. The Chinese delegation had proposed 20 years. The Soviet delegation,
20 years for vessels of over 3,000 and under 7,000 tons. The Netherlands, Argentine and
Swedish delegations had stated on March I7th that they were in favour of the greatest possible
extension of the age-limit. France had suggested 20 years. The United States of America
had not expressed an opinion concerning cruisers but had made the general statement that
vessels should not be replaced before replacement became absolutely necessary. That
delegation had also stated on March I7th that, when the smaller categories of vessels came to
be considered, the need for the proper accommodation of crews should be borne in mind.

M. SAWADA (Japan), reverting first to paragraph (b), hoped that it was quite clear that
the Commission was only adopting these texts provisionally. With regard to (c), many of the
vessels in question had not been designed or constructed with a view to active service
exceeding 20 years in the case of cruisers and I6 in the case of destroyers. The position had
been discussed with great care at the time of the preparation of the London Treaty. The
Japanese delegation thought that the terms of the London Treaty should not be modified, and
he was therefore in favour of maintaining the text of the draft Convention as it stood.
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Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) observed that, with regard to special age-limits, the
United Kingdom proposals were not made with a view to altering the terms of the London
Treaty which was in force and to which, as was well known, the United Kingdom intended to

adhere until it expired. The United Kingdom delegation's idea was that States which were not
signatories to the London Treaty might not need any such clause. If that were so, the drafting
of the present Convention would be simplified. The United Kingdom delegation would not,
however, press its proposal if there were any opposition.

Captain MARONI (Italy) thought that the text of the draft Convention did not require
amendment.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) said that, as some countries were bound by the

London and Washington Treaties and some were not, he would like to propose one general
reservation to be inserted at the beginning of the annex, to the following effect : " Subject to
special arrangements as may be necessary for the replacement of existing ships. .

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) said that, in view of the ultimate purpose of the

Conference, the Finnish delegation would support the group of countries which was prepared
to subscribe to the highest age-limit.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) could not agree to the Spanish delegation's proposal for
a general reservation. It was better that specific and exact terms should be employed as far as

possible. These questions had been most carefully studied at the time of the preparation of the
London and Washington Treaties, and he thought that the decisions reached could be applied
to all countries. He was therefore in favour of leaving the text as it stood.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) said the United States delegation endorsed the

observations of the United Kingdom and French delegations. The authors of the Washington
and London Treaties had had to make provision for vessels which had been hastily built during
the war, when solid construction had possibly, in some cases, been sacrificed on the altar of
speed of construction. That was a point which must be borne in mind, and was the reason why

the United States delegation held that the text of the draft Convention should be maintained
without alteration. The United States of America intended to carry out in their entirety the

provisions of the London Treaty.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) drew the Commission's attention to the need for

making a slight change in the wording of (c). As it stood, it might be taken to cover also the
capital ships and aircraft-carriers mentioned in (a) and (b). He therefore proposed the
following wording:

" (c) Surface vessels, other than capital ships and aircraft-carriers."

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) thought the age-limit of i6 years could not adversely

affect the interests of any delegation, and urged that (c) should be maintained as it stood.

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) held that, as the London agreement had

been accepted only by certain naval Powers, different solutions might be adopted in the

Convention. The Soviet delegation proposed that (c) should apply to vessels of over 1,200

tons and under 7,000 tons displacement. It could not accept the Japanese, American and

United Kingdom proposals.

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

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

laid down before or after January Ist, I920, respectively, should be eliminated. It had not,
however, embodied this suggestion in the form of a definite proposal.

The Spanish delegation had proposed a modification in this distinction.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) said he did not press his proposal.

The PRESIDENT then reminded the Commission that the Japanese, Italian, United
Kingdom, French and United States delegations had stated they were infavourof maintaining
the figures set out in the draft Convention-i.e., 16 and 20 years respectively, according to
whether vessels had been laid down before or after January Ist, I920.
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No delegation had spoken against the maintenance of these figures. The Soviet delegation,
however, held that (c) should apply to vessels between I,2oo and 7,000 tons, rather than
to vessels between 3,000 and Io,ooo tons, and for that reason could not agree to the
present text of (c). Possibly the General Commission might, when it came to examine the
question of definitions, decide to reduce the minimum tonnage of capital ships from Io,ooo
to 7,000 tons. But, in the meantime, the Commission should, he thought, adhere to the
definitions given in the draft Convention, which it had decided to adopt provisionally. He
hoped, therefore, that the Soviet delegation would be satisfied if its statement were set out
in the Minutes.

Lastly, the United Kingdom delegation had proposed a drafting change, which the
Commission would doubtless be willing to accept. According to this proposal, (c) would
be drafted as follows:

"Surface vessels, other than those referred to in (a) and (b), exceeding 3,000
tons (3,048 metric tons) but not exceeding Io,ooo tons (IO,I60 metric tons) standard
displacement:

" (i) If laid down before January Ist, I920, I6 years;
" (ii) If laid down after December 3Ist, I9I 9 , 20 years."

The PRESIDENT therefore noted that the Commission unanimously adopted section (c),
the reservation of the Soviet delegation being noted, and the German delegation abstaining,
as for the whole of Annex IV.

(d) Surface Vessels not exceeding 3,000 Tons Standard Displacement.

The PRESIDENT observed that the United Kingdom delegation had, at the meeting on
March I7th, proposed that the age-limit should be fixed at I6 years for all vessels not exceeding
3,000 tons.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation withdrew
this proposal, which it had only submitted with a view to simplifying the text.

The PRESIDENT recapitulated the other proposals put forward on this subject:

The Spanish delegation had proposed a.uniform age-limit of I6 years for all surface vessels
not exceeding 3,000 tons.

The German delegation had made a similar proposal; but this proposal would not be
discussed at present owing to the general reservation which that delegation had made with
regard to Annex IV.

The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics delegation had proposed that the age-limit should
be fixed at I6 years for vessels under 1,200 tons.

The Chinese delegation had also proposed an age-limit of I6 years.
Finally, there was the group of States, to which he had previously alluded, in favour of

the highest age-limit possible.

Captain MARONI (Italy) thought that the arguments which had been put forward in
favour of maintaining section (c) held good for the maintenance of (d) also. Accordingly the
Italian delegation proposed that the present text of (d) should not be altered.

The PRESIDENT observed that in section (d) a drafting change was necessary similar to
that which had been made in (c)i.e., (d) should read as follows :

" (d) Surface vessels other than those referred to in the preceding sections . . ."

M. SAWADA (Japan) proposed that the present text of (d) should be maintained, for the
reasons for which he had urged the maintenance of (c) as it stood.

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) said that the Polish delegation was prepared to accept the
maintenance of the present text of (d).

He would nevertheless point out that the distinction drawn in this section between vessels
laid down before or after January Ist, I92I, had ceased to be of current interest. Vessels laid
down before January Ist, 1921, might be replaced in 1933, but, in view of the period of two
years allowed in paragraph 3, replacement vessels might be laid down as early as 1931. Vessels
laid down after December 3Ist, 1920, might be replaced in 1936 and the replacement vessels



might be laid down in I934. The Convention on which the Disarmament Conference was
working would probably, however, not come into force before I934-i.e., the year in which
replacement vessels might be laid down for all the vessels referred to in (d). In these circum-
stances, was there any point in maintaining the distinction ?

The PRESIDENT admitted the logic of the Polish delegation's observation, but thought
that, nevertheless, there would be no reason against maintaining the existing text of (d), which
was accepted by several delegations, seeing that the text to be adopted would be very carefully
examined and revised by a drafting committee.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) was in favour of maintaining the text as it stood. He felt
that, in the light of the Polish delegate's observation, such a decision might be interpreted
as an exhortation to carry on the work of the Conference as rapidly as possible. Moreover,
the distinction in question would bear witness to the long labours of the Preparatory
Commission.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) agreed with the French delegate. Vessels
laid down before January Ist, I920, had possibly been completed only two or three years
afterwards, and the date on which countries would be entitled to replace them might be later
than that indicated by the Polish delegate.

The PRESIDENT noted that no delegation had spoken against the maintenance of the
present text of (d). It might therefore be regarded as unanimously adopted by the Commission,
with the drafting change he had indicated, the Soviet delegation's reservation with regard to
tonnage limits being noted, and the German delegation abstaining.

(e) Submarines.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the following proposals had been made
regarding the age-limit of submarines:

The Spanish delegation proposed 14 years; the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
delegation, I5 years; and, at the meeting on March I7th, the Italian and United Kingdom
delegations had spoken in favour of 13 years.

As no delegation had asked that the limit should be lower than I3 years, he would ask the
Commission whether it proposed to maintain the limit of I3 years laid down in the draft
Convention or was prepared to accept 14 or 15 years or a longer period.

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation maintained its proposal to fix the
age-limit at 13 years. This proposal was based on considerations of the safety of crews.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) stated that since the meeting of March I7th the enquiries
conducted by the technical section of the French delegation had convinced that delegation
that the age-limit of submarines could not be extended beyond 13 years. If any country
desired to maintain certain submarines in service for a longer period, it would always be entitled
to do so, but the Commission should not lay down a higher limit.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation was in
entire agreement with the Italian and French delegations.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) supported the views expressed by the Italian, French
and United Kingdom delegations. He observed that, if the 13-year limit was not maintained,
it would be necessary to make reservations concerning the vessels existing at the present time.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) held that, if submarines were to be allowed,
they must be made sufficiently safe for the crews. The Preparatory Commission and the naval
experts of all countries considered that 13 years was a reasonable age-limit. Moreover, as the
French delegate had observed, every country would be free to prolong the service period
of its submarines if it chose. In view of the present world situation, it was unlikely that any
country would wish to replace a submarine prematurely, at any rate until the upkeep of the
submarine became more costly than its replacement.

The United States delegation therefore considered that the age-limit for submarines should
be maintained at 13 years. .
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Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) thought that, owing to the perfection of modern
building processes, an age-limit of 14 years would still afford all necessary guarantees
for the safety of crews. But the statements of the representatives of several great Powers
which had acquired much experience in this domain had convinced him that it would be
preferable to fix the age-limit at 13 years. The Spanish delegation did not therefore press
its proposal.

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

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) said that, on the ground of ensuring the safety of crews, the
Polish delegation also agreed to 13 years.

The PRESIDENT noted that eight delegations had spoken in favour of adopting the age-
limit of 13 years. He assumed that, in view of the technical considerations put forward,
the Soviet delegation would be satisfied if its opinion were set out in the Minutes.

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) reminded the Commission that the
Soviet delegation proposed I5 years as the age-limit for submarines.

The PRESIDENT noted that section (e) had been adopted, the counter-proposal of the
Soviet delegation being noted and the German delegation abstaining.

Proposal of the Hungarian Delegation to introduce a Section (f) concerning River War Vessels.'

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the Hungarian delegation had proposed
the introduction of a section (/) prescribing an age-limit of 25 years for river gunboats, monitors
and patrol vessels.

Captain MARONI (Italy) pointed out that the Naval Commission had in its report to the
general Commission referred the question of river war vessels to the General Commission.
He therefore proposed that consideration of the Hungarian proposal should be adjourned until
a decision had been taken by the General Commission on that subject.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) said he would defer to the Commission's views, but thought
that the Hungarian delegation's proposal might nevertheless be discussed at the same time
as the question of definitions.

The PRESIDENT noted the Commission's unanimous opinion that there was no need for
the present meeting to discuss the age-limit for river vessels.

Paragraph 3.

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

Captain MARONI (Italy) pointed out that all the replacement tables were drawn up on the
basis of the year during which each vessel was completed, and that naval construction
programmes were also prepared on an annual basis. The adoption of the amendment
proposed by the Netherlands delegate might therefore give rise to complications and
difficulties. He therefore withdrew his previous acceptance and proposed that the words "the
year in which " in paragraph 3 should be maintained, and that in paragraph 2 the words "the
date of its completion " should be replaced by the words " the year of its completion".

The discussion .Ras deferred until the next meeting.

' See Minutes of the fourth meeting, page 15.
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SEVEEENEENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, June ist, I932, at io a.m.

President: M. COLBAN.

35. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX IV TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:

RULES FOR REPLACEMENT (continuation of the discussion).

Paragraph 3 (continuation).

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that at the previous meeting the Italian
delegation had proposed that in paragraph 3 of Annex IV the words "the year in which"
should be maintained, and that in paragraph 2 the words "the date of its completion " should
be replaced by the words " the year of its completion ".

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that, in view of the difficulties of interpretation involved,
the Italian delegation proposed the retention for the present of the expressions employed in
the existing text of Annex IV, these terms having been adopted at the London Naval Confe-
rence. It might, however, be possible to discover a more satisfactory from of words later.

The PRESIDENT noted that the Italian delegation withdrew its proposal.

He called upon the Commission to discuss the amendment proposed by the Japanese
delegation to the effect that the following provision should be added at the end of the first
sub-paragraph of paragraph 3

"But in the case of a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320 metric tons),
this period is extended to four years ".

M. SAWADA (Japan) observed, in support of this proposal, that technical as well as
economical considerations should be taken into account in the construction of those large
units and that it had taken from three and a half to five years to build ships like the Mutsu,
the Nagato, the Nelson, the Rodney, the Maryland, or the Colorado. It therefore seemed logical
to extend to four years, for vessels of this type, the period provided for in paragraph 3.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) read to the Commission the following note,
prepared by the experts of the American delegation, setting out that delegation's views with
regard to the Japanese proposal 

" I. Paragraph 3 of Annex IV provides that the keel for a replacement vessel shall
not be laid more than three years before the year in which the vessel being replaced becomes
over age, except in the case of surface vessels not exceeding 3,000 tons, where two years
is the limit.

" The Japanese proposal would make this period four years in the case of surface
vessels over 20,000 tons.

" 2. Paragraph (a), Section I of Annex V requires that the vessel being replaced be
made incapable of warlike service within six months of the completion of its successor,
and provides that, in case of delay in the completion of the new vessel, the old vessels
must be made incapable of warlike service within four and a half years from the date
of laying of the keel of the new vessel; except that for surface vessels not exceeding
3,000 tons this period is three and a half years.

" The Japanese proposal would increase this period to five and a half years in the
case of surface vessels exceeding 20,000 tons.

" 3. According to the present wording of these paragraphs there would be a normal
overlap of about six months, when both ships, the old and the new, might be available
in case of war, with a maximum overlap of about nine months. This allows for no delay
in the completion of the new vessel, and contemplates the possibility of being able to
speed up the last stages of construction when the ship is practically completed. It also
contemplates the possibility of taking less time than six months for demilitarisation
of the old vessel, a process which can be accelerated by the use of the acetylene torch and
other modern methods.

" If the Japanese proposal regarding Annex IV were accepted, permitting the laying
of replacement keels four years before the vessel to be replaced becomes over age, the



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

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

" 4. Thus, it appears, the acceptance of the Japanese proposal would greatly
increase the period of overlap between the virtual completion of a new vessel and
demilitarisation of the old, making two vessels available instead of one during that period.
It should be pointed out that the present rules, which allow for a delay in the completion
of the new vessel and a total period of four and a half years from the date of laying the
keel of the new vessel to the date of demilitarisation of the old vessel, give sufficient
latitude for all ordinary delays, and extraordinary delays are beyond the scope of these
rules."

He wished, moreover, to draw special attention to the fact that every State always conserved
its right to replace a vessel up to the time at which it exercised that right. Consequently,
the United States delegation was most decidedly in favour of maintaining the present wording
of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 3-a wording which had been adopted both at
Washington and in London.

M. Charles DUMONT (France) said that the French delegation shared the opinion of the
United States delegation, for the reasons explained by that delegation.

The PRESIDENT asked whether, in view of the statements of the United States and French
delegations, the Japanese delegation felt bound to maintain its proposal. If the Japanese
delegation found it difficult to reply to this question immediately, the Commission might-as
the question was one of the text of the Convention, which could not be contrary to the opinion
of one of the principal naval Powers-decide perhaps to maintain provisionally the present
text of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph 3. The members of the Japanese delegation
could revert to this point in private conversations with the members of the other delegations.

M. SAWADA (Japan) agreed to this procedure.

The PRESIDENT noted that the second sub-paragraph of paragraph 3 was adopted without
discussion, and that the whole of paragraph 3 was adopted at first reading.

Paragraph 4.

Paragraph 4 was adopted without discussion.

The PRESIDENT then observed that the Commission had before it an amendment submitted
by the British delegation to the effect that an additional paragraph, No. 5, should be inserted
in Annex IV, as follows

" 5. Vessels replaced shall be disposed of in accordance with the provisions of
Annex V to this chapter."

This proposal was followed by a note stating that the reason for the addition was that it
linked up Annex IV with Annex V.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the amendment was a matter of drafting.
A provision similar to that proposed by the United Kingdom delegation formed the last
paragraph of Article 3 of the Washington Treaty and of Section II of Annex I to the Treaty of
London. The United Kingdom delegation felt that, unless the new Convention contained
some such clause, there would be nothing to oblige a State to dispose of a vessel at the time
of its replacement, though that was obviously the object aimed at.

M. SAWADA (Japan), while admitting the logic of the arguments put forward by the
United Kingdom delegation, regretted that he was obliged to declare that the Japanese
delegation could not accept this proposal.

While it was obvious indeed that vessels " over age " could no longer be used in operations
in which they would have to face first-class warships, they might nevertheless be utilised
for other purposes, such as patrolling coasts and protecting ports. As the work of the Conference
was not yet in a very advanced stage and as no arrangements had yet been made concerning
the allocation of naval forces between the various Powers, the Japanese delegation thought
that it would be impossible to see whether certain countries were in need of those over-age
vessels.
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Quite possibly an agreement satisfactory to all might be reached under which no retention
of those vessels was necessary; but it might also happen, if very marked differences were
allowed in the relative naval strengths of the various Powers, that weaker countries would be
authorised to retain a suitable number of over-age vessels in a condition fit, not for offensive
purposes, but for those of coast defence, in order to mitigate the sense of insecurity which
would be entertained by those countries to which an inferior naval strength was allotted.
Such a solution might become necessary for the sake of certain countries and the success of the
Conference.

This question could be discussed later, and the Japanese delegation thought that it was
not opportune for the Naval Commission to take a decision at present on the subject. Conse-
quently, it regretted that it was not able to accept the United Kingdom delegation's proposal.

The PRESIDENT felt bound to point out that the United Kingdom proposal was one of
form rather than of substance. Article 22 of the draft Convention laid down that any vessels
of war which had to be disposed of should be disposed of in accordance with the rules set out
in Annex V. It would seem, therefore, that the observations of the Japanese delegation should
apply rather to Annex V. The Japanese delegation might, when this Annex came to be
examined at its first reading (or even later), raise the point whether a vessel "over age" could
be used for purposes other than those stated in the present text of the Annex. The Commission
would then consider the possibility of amending this text in order to meet the wishes of the
Japanese delegation. The London Treaty contained special provisions regarding certain
"special vessels "; similar clauses might be embodied in the new Convention.

He therefore hoped that the Commission would be able to discuss this question later,
without connecting it up with Annex IV, which did not refer to the manner in which replaced
units were to be disposed of. In the light of this explanation, would the United Kingdom
delegation agree to the adjournment of the discussion on its proposal until Annex V had been
adopted ? The Japanese delegation would then be in a position to know exactly what it would
be undertaking to do if it subscribed to the proposal.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) saw no objection to the procedure proposed by the
President, but thought that perhaps it might be as well to be quite clear as to the position
before leaving the subject. The United Kingdom delegation had proposed a drafting amend-
ment because it felt there was a gap in the Convention which should be filled. Hitherto the
general rule had been considered to be that a vessel replaced should be disposed of. There
were, of course, exceptions to this general rule provided for in both the Washington Treaty
and the London Treaty, and no doubt similar exceptions would eventually be embodied in
the present Treaty. Perhaps the Japanese delegation would, however, be good enough to say
whether it agreed that the general rule was that when a vessel was replaced the old vessel
should be disposed of.

M. SAWADA (Japan) recognised that a question of principle was involved, but explained
that, until the Conference had reached agreement as to the respective naval strengths of the
various Powers, the Japanese delegation would have some difficulty in accepting a provision
prescribing that certain vessels should be disposed of.

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

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

If the Commission was of that opinion, there was no need to continue the discussion,
and the examination of this proposal would be adjourned for the moment, unless the United
Kingdom delegation insisted that its proposal should be put to the vote.

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

The PRESIDENT noted that Annex IV was adopted in first reading.
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36. ITEM 2 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE i8 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article I8.

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

Article I8 was adopted without discussion.

37. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 22 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION.

Article 22.

"Any vessels of war which have to be disposed of as being surplus to the tonnage
figures allowed by the present Convention shall be disposed of in accordance with the
rules set out in Annex V to this Chapter."

The PRESIDENT asked the Commission to examine Annex V, on which this Article
depended.

38. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX V TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:

" Rules for Disposal of Vessels of War.

" The present Convention provides for the disposal of vessels of war in the following
ways

" (i) By scrapping (sinking or breaking up);
" (2) By converting the vessel to a hulk;
" (3) By converting the vessel to target use exclusively;
" (4) By retaining the vessel exclusively for experimental purposes;
" (5) By retaining the vessel exclusively for training purposes,

" Any vessel of war to be disposed of may either be scrapped or converted to a hulk
at the option of the High Contracting Party concerned.

" Vessels which have been retained for target, experimental or training purposes
shall finally be scrapped or converted to hulks.

" Section I. - Vessels to be scrapped.

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping, by reason of its replacement, must
be rendered incapable of warlike service within six months of the date of the completion
of its successor, or of the first of its successors if there are more than one. If, however,
the completion of the new vessel or vessels be delayed, the work of rendering the old vessel
incapable of warlike service shall, nevertheless, be completed within four and a half
years from the date of laying the keel of the new vessel, or of the first of the new vessels;
but should the new vessel, or any of the new vessels, be a surface vessel not exceeding
3,000 tons (3,048 metric tons) standard displacement, this period is reduced to three and
a half years.

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

" (I) All guns and essential parts of guns, fire control tops and revolving parts
of all barbettes and turrets;

" (2) All hydraulic or electric machinery for operating turrets;
" (3) All fire-control instruments and range-finders;
" (4) All ammunition, explosives, mines and mine rails;
" (5) All torpedoes, war heads, torpedo-tubes and training-racks;
" (6) All wireless telegraphy installations;
" (7) All main propelling machinery, or alternatively the armoured conning-

tower and all side armour-plate;
" (8) All aircraft cranes, derricks, lifts and launching apparatus. All landing-on

or flying-off platforms and decks, or alternatively all main propelling machinery;
" (g) In addition, in the case of submarines, all main storage batteries, air

compressor plants and ballast pumps.
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" (c) Scrapping shall be finally effected in either of the following ways, within
twelve months of the date of which the work of rendering the vessel incapable of warlike
service is due for completion:

" (I) Permanent sinking of the vessel;
"(2) Breaking the vessel up; this shall always include the destruction or

removal of all machinery, boilers and armour, and all deck, side and bottom plating.

" Section II. - Vessels to be converted to Hulks.

"A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to a hulk shall be considered finally disposed
of when the conditions prescribed in Section I, paragraph (b), of this Annex, have been
complied with, omitting sub-paragraphs (6), (7) and (8), and when the following have been
effected

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

" (2) Removal of propeller-brackets;

" (3) Removal and breaking up of all aircraft-lifts, and the removal of all
aircraft cranes, derricks and launching apparatus.

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

" Section III. - Vessels to be converted to Target Use.

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to target use exclusively shall be
considered incapable of warlike service when there have been removed and landed, or
rendered unserviceable on board, the following:

"(I) All guns;

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

" (3) All machinery for operating gun mountings or turrets;
" (4) All ammunition, explosives, mines, torpedoes and torpedo-tubes;
" (5) All aviation facilities and accessories.

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

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

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

"(2) One submarine.

" (c) On retaining a vessel for target use, the High Contracting Party concerned
undertakes not to re-condition it for warlike service.

" Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes.

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by conversion to experimental purposes exclusively
shall be dealt with in accordance with the provisions of Section III (a) of this Annex.

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

" Any High Contracting Party taking advantage of this provision is required to furnish
full details of any such variations and the period for which they will be required.

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

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

" (2) One submarine.

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

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

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

" i. Capital Ships. - The following is to be carried out:

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

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

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

"(4) Removal or mutilation of all torpedo-tubes;

"(5) Removal or mutilation on board of all boilers in excess of the number
required for a maximum speed of eighteen knots.

"2. Other Surface Vessels. - The following is to be carried out:

" (i) Removal of one-half of the guns, but four guns of main calibre may be
retained on each vessel;

" (2) Removal of all torpedo-tubes;

" (3) Removal of all aviation facilities and accessories;

" (4) Removal of one-half of the boilers.

" (c) The High Contracting Party concerned undertakes that vessels retained in
accordance with the provision of this Section shall not be used for any combatant
purpose.

The PRESIDENT saw no necessity for a general discussion on Annex V. Although it
reproduced almost exactly certain provisions of the Treaty of London, by which the five
principal naval Powers were bound, it could, of course, be improved if necessary. The various
draft amendments would be read, and the points arising out of them would be considered.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that the German delegation had submitted the
following amendment to Annex V:

" Insert after the word 'landed' the following note: ' War material landed may
be kept as reserve material only within the limits authorised by Article . . . Stocks
exceeding those 1 imits shall be destroyed ', in Section I. Vessels to be scrapped,
paragraph (b) ; and Section III-Vessels to be converted to target use, paragraph (a)."

His delegation did not for the moment press this draft amendment, since it felt that the
work was not yet sufficiently advanced to permit of decisions on the matter. It would return
to its proposal later.

He desired to ask one general question. As the General Commission had not yet reached
certain decisions in regard to principles and had not adopted certain essential definitions, should
not the Naval Commission's present examination of the draft Convention be regarded as provi-
sional ? Or, rather, if the Commission felt that this was a first reading, would it not be better,
in view of the importance of the questions involved, to decide that there should be three
readings instead of two, in order that the delegations might still have two separate opportunities
to propose amendments ?

The PRESIDENT, in reply to the German delegate's general question, said the Commission
was at present examining the draft Convention in first reading. He pointed out, however, that
all the results of the Commission's work would have to be embodied in the Convention which
was to be the final outcome of all the Conference's proceedings. As it was not yet known how
the Conference's work would develop, it was difficult to foresee how many readings would be
required. The Conference had not only to pass resolutions but to prepare a text for signature
by the- delegations. The latter, therefore, could at any time propose any amendments they
thought necessary.
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The President did not desire to bind himself by stating formally that the Naval Commission
would proceed to a given number-of readings, but he assured the Commission that the Bureau
would do nothing to prevent the delegations, who represented Governments, from changing
the text they would be required to sign, up to the last moment. Nevertheless, the Commission
should endeavour to reach as definite a decision as possible on each point, in order to provide
a sound basis that would not require too much modification.

The President hoped that, as his statement fully reserved the position of the delegations,
it would give satisfaction to the German delegation.

M. vON RHEINBABEN (Germany) said that the President's reply satisfied the German
delegation. It merely desired to point out that the Naval Commission's work was considerably
in advance of that of the other technical commissions, at least in so far as quantitative
disarmament was concerned. While agreeing that the Commission must endeavour, as the
President had said, to reach as definite decisions as possible on each point, the German
delegation desired the delegations to have an opportunity, without returning to the details
of the various points, to introduce additional amendments, if necessary, during a third reading.

Preamble to Annex V.

The Preamble to Annex V was adopted without discussion.

Section I. - Vessels to be scrapped.

The PRESIDENT noted that an amendment had been proposed by the United Kingdom
delegation to the following effect:

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of by scrapping in accordance with Article 22 of this
Convention must be rendered incapable of warlike service in accordance with paragraph
(b) of this section within twelve months from the coming into force of the present Conven-
tion, and the scrapping shall be finally effected within twenty-four months from such
coming into force."

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

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the amendment had been put forward for
purely drafting reasons. Two classes of vessels had to be disposed of: those which would be
scrapped when the Convention came into force, and those which would be scrapped later
on replacement during the period of the Convention's existence. Separate provision had been
made for these two categories in the Washington and London Treaties and in the draft
Convention itself (Articles 18 and 22), but no separate provision has been made in Section I of
Annex V.

The United Kingdom amendment proposed that a rather longer period should be allowed
for the disposal of vessels to be scrapped when the Convention came into force, because the
number of these vessels would probably be considerable, so that a longer time-limit would be
necessary. No extra time had been allowed for the scrapping of this class of vessel under
the Washington Treaty, and difficulty had therefore been experienced in getting the vessels
broken up in time. That point had been taken into consideration in the London Treaty, in
which provision had been made for extra time for the scrapping of vessels which had to be
disposed of after the Treaty had come into force.

The PRESIDENT asked whether-it being understood that the Japanese proposal concerning
the present paragraph (a) was reserved-the Commission accepted the United Kingdom
amendment.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) said that he was entirely in agreement with
the intention of the United Kingdom proposal. As at present drafted, however, that proposal,
referring as it did to Article 22 of the Convention, seemed to presuppose that the said Article
applied only to such ships as would be surplus directly the Convention came into force. Was
that indeed the meaning of Article 22 ? Did that article not apply to vessels in existence when
the Convention came into force as well as to vessels which would subsequently become surplus
tonnage as replacement occurred ? If it did apply to both cases, he suggested that this ought
to be clearly stated.

The PRESIDENT said that personally he felt that Article 22 was intended to refer to both
cases. Perhaps it might be preferable slightly to redraft the amendment as follows, and say:

" (a) A vessel to be disposed of owing to the fact that it has become surplus tonnage
by reason of the coming into force of the Convention, must be rendered, etc."

The amendment was adopted with this modification.

NAVAL COMMISSION 7.



The PRESIDENT observed that the amendment to Sectioh I (b) (formerly I (a)) proposed
by the Japanese delegation was similar to the amendment it had suggested in connection
with paragraph 3 of Annex IV. The proposal was to the following effect:

"Add at the end of Section I, paragraph (b) (formerly (a)) :
" 'But should the new vessel be a surface vessel exceeding 20,000 tons (20,320

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

M. SAWADA (Japan) explained that the proposal was a logical corollary of the proposal
regarding paragraph 3 of Annex IV, the decision regarding which had been adjourned owing
to the difficulty experienced by certain delegations in accepting the Japanese point of view.
In spite, however, of the arguments brought forward against the proposal, the Japanese
delegation was still convinced that, owing to the long time required for the construction of
vessels of over 20,000 tons, the period for laying down the keels of replacement tonnage should
be four years, and that, consequently, five and a half years from the date of laying down the
keel of the new vessel of over 20,000 tons should be allowed for the work of rendering the old
vessel incapable of warlike service.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) said that he had already stated his objections
to the Japanese amendment in connection with paragraph 3 of Annex IV. He maintained
those objections in connection with the present proposal. The American delegation was
convinced that the period of four and a half years laid down in the present text was sufficient.

The PRESIDENT asked whether-provided the Japanese delegation saw no objection-the
Commission would be prepared to deal with this amendment in the same way as it had dealt
with the amendment of paragraph 3.

M. SAWADA (Japan) said that the Japanese delegation would raise no objection to that
procedure.

A greed.

Paragraph (c) (formerly Paragraph (b)).

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

Agreed.

Paragraph (d) (formerly Paragraph (c)).

This paragraph was adopted without discussion.

Section II. - Vessels to be converted into Hulks.

The PRESIDENT pointed out that this section reproduced the wording of the London
Treaty. It had been most carefully studied by the Preparatory Commission, which had included
naval experts of nearly all the naval Powers.

The section was adopted without discussion.

Section III. - Vessels to be converted to Target Use.

The PRESIDENT reminded the Commission that the German amendment to this section
was provisionally withdrawn.

The section was adopted without discussion.

Section IV. - Vessels retained for Experimental Purposes.

This section was adopted without discussion.

Section V. - Vessels retained for Training Purposes.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the Commission might first consider only paragraph (a)
and the first part of (b) of this section, because there were certain amendments to Nos. I and
2 of paragraph (b) and to paragraph (c).

Paragraph (a) was adopted without discussion.
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The PRESIDENT said that the French delegation had proposed an amendment to (3) of
paragraph (b) I as follows 

"Delete the words ' and the side armour belt between the foremost and aftermost
barbettes '."

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the object of this proposal was economy.
It would be a costly matter to remove this side armour belt in six months. After all, there was
the moral guarantee provided in paragraph (c) as well as all the preceding material provisions.

Captain MARONI (Italy) and Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) supported the French
proposal.

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) said he felt bound to point out that
the armour belt was a very important part of the characteristics of capital ships. Consequently,
the American delegation would have to reserve its judgment, since it would require time for
reflection and might even have to refer the matter to the United States Government.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) made a similar statement.

The PRESIDENT asked whether the French delegation was prepared to allow a little more
time to the delegations for the consideration o of its proposal. He hoped that the delegations
would inform him as soon as they were ready to discuss this point-namely, the omission of
the words, " the side armour belt between the foremost and aftermost barbettes ".

The French delegation had proposed a further amendment with regard to (5) of paragraph
(b) I-namely, to add the words, " If the vessel be motor-driven, removal or mutilation on
board of all motors in excess of the number required for a maximum speed of i8 knots ".

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the aim of this amendment was to
extend the scope of the clause to all kinds of vessels, motor-driven as well as steam-propelled.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) agreed that, at first sight, the French proposal
seemed to be a logical one. On closer examination, however, it would be found difficult to
express an opinion. It was a comparatively easy matter to take out boilers, but the removal
of motors was a different and very difficult technical problem. He therefore agreed that the
delegations needed time for further reflection.

The PRESIDENT asked whether the French delegation would have any objection if this
second proposal were treated in the same way as the first.

A greed.

The PRESIDENT suggested that, subject to the reservation that the French proposal would
be considered later, the Commission might note that paragraph (b) i had not encountered any
objections at the first reading.

The French delegation had further proposed in connection with paragraph (b) 2 (4) the
addition of a clause similar to the previous clause concerning motor-driven vessels.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) noted that (4) of No. 2, paragraph (b), contained a far
more general stipulation than the previous ones. The removal of half of the boilers might
amount to reducing the propelling power by one-half, but need not amount to reducing
the speed to an equal extent. In point of fact, a speed of about 36 knots would be reduced
to something between 27 and 29 knots. In the case of motor-driven vessels, the problem
might be more difficult. The object of the French proposal was to make the provisions in both
cases apply equally to motor-driven and steam-propelled vessels.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out with regard to (I) of (b) 2 that, if "half of
the guns " were to be removed, but " four guns of main calibre might be retained on each
vessel ", this might mean, in the case of old vessels kept in service for training purposes (which
generally had two turrets with two guns each), that, notwithstanding the first half of the clause,
all the four guns might be kept, in view of the second part of the clause. That was surely an
illogicality which should be met by a drafting change.

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) observed that, the French proposal was intended to
harmonise (4) of No. 2 with (5) of No. I, and that consequently, if the Commission subsequently
accepted the French proposal, it might be necessary to insert some indication as to the
maximum speed allowable for " other surface vessels ".
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Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) explained that the French proposal was only intended
to make (5) of No. I and (4) of No. 2 apply equally to motor-driven vessels. He agreed, however,
that some provision might have to be made in (4) of No. 2 for defining a maximum speed.

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) pointed out that "capital ships"
were a well-defined category in respect of which a maximum speed might be laid down. " Other
surface vessels", however, was meant to include as many other types of vessels as possible.
It would hardly be feasible to lay down a maximum speed for so many different types.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) agreed with Rear-Admiral Hepburn on this point.
It would nevertheless be necessary to make some provision for a diminution of speed in (4)
of No. 2. It might be possible, for instance, to say that as many motors should be removed as
would be necessary to reduce the speed by a certain percentage.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) agreed that some provision ought to be made for
motor-driven vessels. Would not " power " be a better criterion than " speed " ? For instance,
provision might be made for reducing by one-half the motor power of the vessel concerned.
The object of the clause was to make sure that the vessel became useless for its original purpose.
In the case of steam-driven vessels, the removal of one-half of the boilers would amount to
removing one-half of the power. A similar provision would not be suitable for the case of
motor-driven vessels.

Captain Rossi SABATINI (Yugoslavia) said he preferred a speed-limit, if possible. To base
the decision on power alone might prove very awkward-for instance, some small vessels, such
as sloops, possessed only two boilers. If one of these boilers were removed, the ship would not be
able to put to sea at all.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) thought that the suggestion of the United Kingdom
delegate-which he supposed referred only to (4) of No. 2-was a very happy one. The proposal
then would be to reduce the boiler or motor power by one-half.

The PRESIDENT assumed that all delegations would desire to have time to consult their
technical experts on this point. The final decision regarding the French proposal would
therefore be reserved.

Agreed.

The PRESIDENT added that there was still a proposal by the Netherlands delegation
to add a new paragraph between paragraphs (b) and (c) as follows:

" Vessels which have been converted into vessels for training purposes before the
entry into force of this Convention may be maintained in the condition into which they
have been converted."

The reasons given for this amendment were as follows:

" Vessels for training purposes exist in all navies. The majority of these vessels are
obsolete warships, which are retained solely for instructional purposes. The condition
of these vessels will not, however, correspond exactly to the rules laid down in Section V
(see paragraphs I and 2), and it seems too much to compel the High Contracting Parties
to make this condition conform to these rules ; besides unnecessary expenditure it would
involve, this change would also prevent, for a comparatively long time, the utilisation
of these vessels for instructional purposes.

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

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) wondered whether the Annex was the right place
in which to insert this text. Article 23 of the draft Convention was very similar to the Nether-
lands proposal. He thought, therefore, that these clauses should be either both in the main
body of the Convention or both in the Annex.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) agreed with the main idea of the Netherlands
proposal. He wished, however, to draw attention to two points. First, the Netherlands text as it
stood, " before the entry into force of this Convention ", was rather vague. Would it not be
better to take a more definite date-as, for instance, that of the opening of the Disarmament
Conference, February 2nd, I932 ? Secondly, there were, as he thought the Spanish delegate
intended to imply, two kinds of vessels used for training purposes-stationary vessels, as
referred to in Article 23, and seagoing vessels, as referred to in the Annex. The Netherlands
proposal seemed to refer to the seagoing class. He suggested that the Commission would find
it difficult to reach a decision until it had before it a list of the seagoing vessels which would be
actually affected by the proposal.
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Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) agreed that Article 23 was meant to refer to stationary
vessels and that the present proposal referred to seagoing vessels. The Netherlands delegation
was prepared to accept a modification of its draft if the other delegations agreed on the
principle.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) observed that a proposal to insert a new article
in the draft Convention would be out of order at the present time. If the proposal were inserted
in the Annex, its terms as they stood were too broad unless some specific date were inserted.
This addition might, however, open the way for the conversion to training-ships of all ships.
While not suspicious of the intentions of any country, he thought, as such great care had been
taken in other places to make provision for all eventualities, equal care should be exercise in
this case. Might it not be possible to deal with the matter under Annex II, " List of Special
Vessels "? " Special vessels " might include ships of very different types. Annex II afforded a
very satisfactory opportunity for taking such vessels into account.

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

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 {Spain) thought it illogical that stationary training-ships
should be dealt with in an article and mobile training-ships in an annex. Surely both should
be treated in the same way. Would it not be preferable to add after paragraph (b) of Section V
the words:

" This provision shall not apply to ships already used for training purposes on or
before (some particular date, such as June ist, 1932)" ?

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) agreed with the United States delegation that the
clause should be made clearer. He was, however, not convinced that the best place for dealing
with this matter was under Annex II: "List of Special Vessels". These special vessels, he
thought, were meant to be various types of combatant vessels which were difficult to classify
under the present categories. Those vessels, moreover, were destined in time to die out, and
they would not be replaced. Seagoing vessels retained for training purposes would, however,
be replaced in due course by other "replaced" vessels. They were, therefore, in a category
apart from the " special vessels ", and separate provision ought to be made for them.

In the London Treaty, all these vessels had been named, and he supposed they would be
named in the Convention. He therefore thought it would be best to add a separate paragraph, as
the Netherlands delegation had suggested, but in the form of a definite list of vessels, for
instance : " The following vessels . . . may be retained "

The PRESIDENT noted that no definite objections had been raised to the Netherlands
delegation's proposal. The only question was where that proposal could best be inserted.
He suggested that the matter might be discussed again when the Commission came to examine
the French proposals and the point raised by the Brazilian delegate.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) suggested that, if the delegations should agree on

inserting a list, much time might be saved if the various countries would send in the names of
the vessels concerned to the Bureau as soon as possible.

The PRESIDENT recommended this proposal.

EIGHTEENTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, June 2nd, I932, at IO a.m.

President M. COLBAN.

39. ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX I TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:

EXEMPT VESSELS.

" Exempt Vessels.

" Subject to any special agreements which may submit them to limitation, the
following vessels are exempt from limitation:

" (a) Naval surface combatant vessels of 600 tons (6Io metric tons) standard
displacement and under;
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" (b) Naval surface combatant vessels exceeding 600 tons (6Io metric tons),
but not exceeding 2,000 tons (2,032 metric tons) standard displacement, provided
they have none of the following characteristics:

" (I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 millimetres) calibre;
" (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 millimetres) calibre;
" (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes;
" (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots.

(c) Naval surface vessels not specifically built as fighting ships which are
employed on fleet duties or as troop transports or in some other way than as fighting
ships, provided they have none of the following characteristics:

" (I) Mount a gun above 6.I-inch (I55 millimetres) calibre;
" (2) Mount more than four guns above 3-inch (76 millimetres) calibre;
" (3) Are designed or fitted to launch torpedoes;
" (4) Are designed for a speed greater than twenty knots;
" (5) Are protected by armour plate;
" (6) Are designed or fitted to launch mines;
" (7) Are fitted to receive aircraft on board from the air;
" (8) Mount more than one aircraft-launching apparatus on the centre

line: or two, one on each broadside;
" (9) If fitted with any means of launching aircraft into the air, are designed

or adopted to operate at sea more than three aircraft."

The PRESIDENT said that the Commission had before it two amendments to this Annex.
Firstly, a proposal by the Italian delegation modifying the text of the draft Annex as follows:

In (a) and (b), for" 600 tons (6Io metric tons) "read " Ioo tons (I02 metric tons) "
In (b) (4) and (c) (4), for " twenty knots " read " eighteen knots ".

Secondly, a proposal by the German delegation, modifying the text of the draft Annex as
follows:

The introductory sentence to read as follows: " Subject to such stricter conditions
as the Contracting Parties were ready to accept in a special Convention, the following
vessels are not subject to limitation: "

In (b) (I) and (c) (I) for " 6.I-inch (I55 millimetres) " read " 4.I-inch (Io5 millimetres)"

A footnote to (b) and (c) stipulated that the armament was to be provided from the
supplies in reserve for the fleet.

The President suggested that the Commission should take first the more far reaching of
the two amendments-i.e., the Italian proposal.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) accepted the procedure proposed by the President,
although he would have thought the German amendment should perhaps be taken first, since
it put forward, among other suggestions, an amendment to the introductory sentence of
Annex I.

The PRESIDENT thanked the German delegation for not insisting on having its amendment
discussed first. He reminded the Commission that it had decided that it would not discuss the
reservation in the first line of Annex I. That was expressly mentioned in the Bureau's report. 1
No delegation would, accordingly, be asked to commit itself for the time being with regard
to the first sentence.

Captain MARONI (Italy) observed that at the London Naval Conference the Italian
delegation had made the following declaration, which it had renewed later in the Preparatory
Commission

" In order to facilitate the Committee's work, the Italian delegation will accept the
figure of 600 tons standard displacement. It desires, however, its opinion to be placed on
record-viz., that it would be desirable to reduce this figure to a maximum of Ioo tons,
because destroyers even with a standard displacement of under 600 tons might be highly
effective vessels of offence when used in the narrow seas."

I Document Conf.D./C.N.2,
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When stating in London that it reserved its right to submit the matter to the Disarmament
Conference, the Italian delegation had said further that it considered it desirable to reduce
from 20 to i8 knots the maximum speed of exempt vessels referred to in paragraphs (b) and (c.)
The following explanations might be given in support of this contention.

With regard to the reduction of tonnage from 600 to Ioo tons, it should be remarked that,
if the Conference desired to have a limitation and reduction Convention which would bring
about a fair equilibrium between the world fleets over a certain number of years, it must not
fail to take steps to prevent the possibility of that equilibrium being unexpectedly threatened.

It need merely be pointed out that at present it was possible to build 6oo-ton destroyers
equipped with turbine engines, which were stronger and more seaworthy than the pre-war
destroyers, with a sustained cruising speed of over 30 knots and a radius of action of 1,500 miles
at 15 knots, and with an armament of a calibre that might be as much as I20 millimetres
(4.7 inches) and numerous torpedo tubes. With the use of fast oil engines and an extensive
utilisation of light alloys it might be anticipated that yet more striking results could soon
be obtained: for instance, for a tonnage of 600 tons, a speed of 50 knots, a radius of action
of 2,500 miles and an armament comprising two Ioo millimetres (3.9 inches) guns and four
torpedo tubes.

If a Power whose naval forces were limited by the Convention began to construct a large
number of light units possessing the characteristics described, the equilibrium achieved would
probably be seriously disturbed. There was no need to dwell on the possible consequences of
an eventuality of that kind. The Italian delegation wished merely to emphasise that such
an eventuality might even cause certain Powers to ask for the application of the safeguarding
clauses.

As to 2,ooo-ton vessels mounting four I5o-millimetres (5.9 inches) guns and capable
of a speed of 20 knots, the Italian delegation considered that they might offer a grave menace
to merchant vessels and that, to conform to the spirit of the limitation contemplated, the
maximum speed of these vessels should be fixed at a figure below that of the speed of the
majority of modern merchant vessels-i.e., less than I8 knots.

Finally, the Italian delegation pointed out that Annex I as it stood contemplated, in
conformity with what the Italian delegation itself had proposed, the possibility of special
agreements. That made the text more elastic and justified the hope that agreement could be
reached on this important matter.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that in the French delegation's opinion the figures
in the draft Convention had been judiciously selected. The French delegation necessarily
looked at the matter from the standpoint of its own country-i.e., a country possessing
numerous colonies remote from the mother-country and likewise from one another, and a long
coast-line. A country in that position must be able, without being compelled to withdraw
important units from the fleet in home waters, to have small vessels available for duty in the
colonies. Such duties were not only local, but intercolonial as well, and vessels of that class
must be able to accompany convoys between one colony and another or between a colony and the
mother-country, and they must be capable of protecting the coasts. This latter duty could,
in the last resort, be carried out by armed trawlers, as had been done during the world war,
or by even slower vessels; but in modern warfare, operations were conducted so rapidly
that it was thought essential that all vessels should have a certain speed.

The Italian delegate had mentioned a speed of 50 knots. There was no need, the French
delegate thought, to contemplate so high a speed for some time to come, but even in the case
of vessels capable of 30 knots it must be remembered that the sea cruising speed of destroyers
was appreciably lower than their maximum and that this class of ship had neither the solidity
of hull, nor the sea-going qualities, nor the conditions of comfort possessed by vessels with
a higher tonnage.

There was no very great difference between 20 knots and the I8 knots proposed by the
Italian delegation. Nevertheless, the French delegation considered that the figure of 20 knots
suggested in the draft Convention should be maintained, for the precise reason that many
modern merchant vessels attained a higher speed.

In short, the French delegation proposed that the figure in the draft Convention should
be adhered to.

Captain BI6RKLUND (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation had long maintained
that the Convention should be as comprehensive as possible. If certain vessels were exempt
from the scope of the Convention, there would be grave danger that construction would be
concentrated on such vessels. For these reasons, the Swedish delegation supported the Italian
proposal in its main lines. It would have preferred to go even further and suggest a maximum
tonnage of 600 tons for exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b). It recognised, however,
that that proposal would have little chance of acceptance by the majority of the delegations.

The Swedish delegation fully realised that the question presented a different aspect for
the great Powers and it appreciated their view that vessels of under 600 tons were of secondary
importance. That, however, was not the case in the narrow seas.
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To the French delegate, who had explained the reasons which made such vessels necessary
to countries with colonial possessions, he would, however, point out that there was no question
of prohibiting their construction, but merely of including them in the calculation of the tiglobal
tonnage allocated to each country. That was indispensable for the following reasons:

If no provision were made for the limitation of the vessels in question, they could be
built in large numbers and would offer a serious menace to countries situated on narrow seas.

The question of river war vessels had not yet been settled and it would, in Captain
Biorklund's opinion, be undesirable for this category to escape the effects of the Convention.
It would probably be better to choose a lower limit for exempted vessels, so that the largest
river vessels would come under the Convention.

A new fact had occurred since the draft Convention was drawn up. The discussions
had shown that there were many delegations who thought that the laying of mines on
the high seas should be prohibited. The vessels under discussion at the moment were parti-
cularly suitable for mine-laying, especially in the narrow seas.

General TANCZOS (Hungary) pointed out that the Italian proposal to fix at Ioo tons the
limit below which all surface vessels would be exempt from limitation implied that these
vessels would be regarded as "non-combatant " from the standpoint of limitation. The
Hungarian delegation had repeatedly explained and defended the following argument in
the Naval Commission : river war vessels were a category apart in the sphere of naval
armaments. The delegation considered that it was not fair to enforce the same limits for river
war vessels as for other surface vessels. Consequently, it had intended to propose a lower
limit than that proposed by the Italian delegation for the river war vessels to be exempted.
In the spirit of compromise, however, by which all the Commission's discussions should be
guided, the Hungarian delegation was prepared to accept the Italian proposal in the ehope
that by so doing it would facilitate a unanimous vote.

It would be glad, however, if a slight change could be made in the Italian proposal by
inserting in paragraph (b) a new point 5 identical to point 5 in paragraph (c) and reading :
" are protected by armoured plate ". General Tanczos hoped that the Italian delegation would
have no objection to this amendment.

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

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) supported the Italian proposal. The German dele-
gation had proposed that the limit of 600 tons should be maintained, but it seconded the
Italian proposal on the general grounds which it had already stated repeatedly-namely,
that it was prepared to accept any measure devised to secure a more drastic limitation or
reduction of armaments, provided that measure was accepted by all delegations.

The German delegation shared the Swedish delegate's view. To the French
delegate, who had expressed the opposite opinion, M. von Rheinbaben desired to point
out that during the proceedings in the Preparatory Commission it had been specified that the
figures mentioned in the draft Convention were given purely as illustrations. Hence, the
Conference could change those figures at its discretion even in the case of figures adopted
in the Washington and London Treaties. Moreover, it was by exercising that right that the
Naval Commission had expressed the view that the age-limit for capital ships should be raised
from twenty to twenty-six years. The French delegate had advanced some important
considerations regarding the fact that some countries had a special need of vessels between
Ioo and 600 tons. The Convention should make allowance for that need, but it could do so by
laying down specific rules with regard to such vessels instead of exempting them entirely
from limitation.

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) stated that his delegation, broadly speaking,
supported the Italian proposal, considering the arguments raised by the Italian, Swedish
and German delegations very convincing. It was fully alive to the position of the great naval
Powers with overseas possessions who considered that they required vessels of between Ioo
and 600 tons. Nevertheless there was, as the Swedish delegate had emphasised, no question
of prohibiting these vessels; it was simply a matter of taking them into account in calculating
the aggregate tonnage allocated to each country.

A further point required consideration. Though many countries considered the vessels
in question necessary for coast defence purposes, it should be remembered that European
naval history had proved that countless invasions were supported by the action of small
war vessels, in the Mediterranean as well as in the Channel or North Sea. During the world
war, too, small-tonnage vessels had been used for offensive operations just as often as more
powerful units.
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It was therefore essential to take these vessels into account when allocating its aggregate
tonnage to each country. Failing this, the limitation established by the Conference would be
fictitious. The Finnish delegation therefore not only supported the Italian proposal, but was
ready to support any other proposal tending to reduce the tonnage and armament of exempt
vessels.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that his delegation shared the French view. He
reminded the Commission that, when in I927 the question of extending certain rules for limitation
to all war vessels had arisen, the experts had carefully examined the means of obtaining effective
limitation without involving unnecessary complications. It was only after ripe reflection that
the present limits had been adopted, exempting as they did a whole host of small vessels hard
to classify, of low fighting value, and the existence of which did not affect the equilibrium
established between the naval forces of the different Powers.

Some delegations had painted a terrible picture of the possible results of the construction
of a large number of vessels of between Ioo and 600 tons. His delegation considered that this
danger had been exaggerated. A glance at the existing vessels in this category would show
that they were comparatively inoffensive, their main object being the policing of the seas
in time of peace.

The Finnish delegation had alluded to certain events in naval history. It must be remem-
bered, however, that vessels which were to-day considered suitable for exemption from limitation
in view of their low fighting value might have been used decisively not so very long ago.
Now, however, they no longer constituted an element of great importance in a country's naval
strength.

He would remind the Commission that during certain earlier meetings capital ships
were the vessels accused of possessing particularly offensive characteristics, many delegations
considering that their offensiveness increased with any increase in their tonnage. To-day
small vessels under 600 tons were being indicted on the same count.

The real difficulty was, of course, that of applying exemption regulations to the naval
strength of countries with vastly different requirements; he would point out, however, as
mentioned by the Italian delegate, that the clause given at the head of Annex I was intended
to remedy this very difficulty. If certain countries wished to be bound by stricter regulations,
they could be so within the framework of the Convention. This idea was not new, since the
Convention also provided for the possibility of transfers in the case of fleets the total tonnage
of which was less than a given limit. It was along these lines that the Commission must seek
the solution of the problem before it.

Rear-Admiral TEH YUEN Lu (China) stated that the Chinese delegation felt that the
vessels under discussion should be subject to the strictest possible rules for limitation, in the
interests of countries possessing but slight naval strength. The Chinese delegation was therefore
in general agreement with the Italian, Swedish, Hungarian and Finnish delegations.

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) recalled that the Soviet delegation
had already proposed that the tonnage limit of vessels exempted under (a) should be fixed at
Ioo tons. A 6oo-ton limit was unacceptable, since, besides the reasons already given, the
number of such vessels might constitute a decisive factor. Moreover, as had already been
pointed out, there was no question of prohibiting these vessels, but simply of reckoning them
in the aggregate tonnage to be allocated to each country. His delegation therefore supported
the Italian proposal. It would not be difficult to find a solution of the technical difficulties to
which the United Kingdom delegate had alluded.

M. ANDERSEN (Denmark) supported the broad outlines of the Italian proposal, and shared
the view expressed by the Italian and Swedish delegations. He was well aware of the special
situation of Powers with overseas possessions, but to exempt all vessels under 600 tons involved
the risk of encouraging fresh armaments; the Commission should guard against this, and
make every effort to render the Convention as complete as possible. The Danish delegation
hoped that agreement upon this point would be achieved either in the Naval or in the General
Commission.

His delegation further considered that, in the interests of logic, the Italian proposal
should be slightly amended by the insertion in paragraph (b) of a supplementary item identical
with that given under paragraph (c) 6, in the following terms: "are designed or fitted to
launch mines ".

The PRESIDENT stated that this amendment would be discussed when the Commission
came to consider the passage in question.
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Captain SOLSKI (Poland) rose not to oppose the Italian proposal but to defend the text
of the draft Convention. Annex I opened with the following words: " Subject to any special
agreements which may submit them to limitation, the following vessels are exempt from
limitation ". Thus allowance was made for the possibility of special agreements, and the text
was sufficiently general to figure in a general convention. In going into greater detail the
Commission might become lost in a maze of questions and involved in rather serious
complications.

The Polish delegation was well aware of the urgent need for achieving a result acceptable
to all delegations. The provisions of Annex I had been taken from the London Naval Treaty.
They had been adopted after ripe reflection and accepted by the principal naval Powers.
They were, further, in harmony with Article 19 of the draft Convention, which dealt with the
armament of merchant ships.

The Polish delegation had been struck by the.soundness of the arguments raised by the
United Kingdom delegate and supported the French and United Kingdom delegations in their
views. It therefore considered it preferable to retain the actual text of Annex I and to pass
as soon as possible to the next item on the agenda.

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

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) pointed out to the United Kingdom delegate
that the statements made by the Finnish delegation on the subject of capital ships were logically
linked with those referring to vessels of from Ioo to 600 tons. The Finnish delegation considered
that the offensive character of capital ships increased with any increase in their tonnage, but
maintained that a very large number of small-tonnage vessels could in aggregate constitute
a threat to a country's national defence. It was therefore essential that such vessels should not
be exempt from all limitation.

He understood only too well that a country whose possessions had a long sea-board
required the vessels under discussion. It was merely a question of limiting their number, and
the Commission should not be deterred by the purely technical difficulties which might arise.

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) pointed out that, though the question
was not as important as that of capital ships, the Italian and German proposals were concerned
with a highly technical problem requiring attentive study. The United States delegation
therefore reserved its final opinion, though it considered that the Commission might usefully
discuss the subject.

As the United Kingdom delegate had pointed out, it had been intended to exempt a whole
category of vessels from the Convention in order to exempt a large number of very small
war vessels such as despatch-boats, mine-sweepers, etc., which were hard to classify. It had
been felt that the non-limitation of such vessels would not bring about their construction in
such numbers as to affect the equilibrium between the naval forces of the various countries.
Experience had proved that this was the case, since construction of these vessels had not taken
place on any unduly large scale. It was, for reasons of convenience, preferable not to subject
these vessels to rules for limitation.

He would point out that the only change proposed by the Italian delegation as regards
vessels exempt under (b) was the reduction from 20 to I8 knots in the speed of these vessels.
Thus it would appear that this delegation, together with all those who supported its
proposal, considered that the other characteristics of vessels coming under category (b) were
satisfactorily settled. The most important of the conditions imposed upon these vessels was
that they should not be designed or fitted to launch torpedoes. The question, then, came to
this: Was it possible to construct torpedo-boats of less than 600 tons ? The American delegation
considered that a compromise was possible here, but that the question required some study.
It agreed with the French and United Kingdom view, and would consider the question with
these delegations.

He would point out that the i8-knot limit had been adopted at the I927 Three-Power
Conference after extensive study. The London Conference had raised the limit to
20 knots for the following reasons: firstly, because the vessels concerned were of rela-
tively low tonnage and were often unable to travel at their full speed; further, it had been
considered that, to have an effective speed of I8 knots, a maximum speed of 20 knots should be
allowed. Moreover, the speed of merchant ships had since I927 steadily increased; thus it
could be stated that the advantages which a vessel gained from a 2o-knot maximum speed
were not greater than those afforded five years since by a maximum speed of 15 knots.

Vice-Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) observed that as the object of the draft Convention
was to limit and reduce all vessels possessing a military value, the Netherlands delegation
supported the Italian delegation's proposals. It must, however, be admitted that this type
of vessel was very useful for coastal patrolling and for police workin colonial waters. The fact
that a country possessed and required such craft might possibly be taken into consideration as
a reason for increasing its figure of allotted tonnage.
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M. SAWADA (Japan) had listened with great interest to the views expressed by the various
speakers, but regretted that he was unable to share the opinions of the delegations which
supported the Italian proposal. The Japanese delegation was in favour of the arguments
put forward by the French and British delegations to maintain the text of the draft Convention
as it stood. The reasons for this were not far to seek. Firstly, as the United Kingdom delegation
had pointed out, the text of the draft Convention was the result of very careful studies which
had been going on ever since the Geneva Three-Power Conference of I927. Consequently,
he could not see that there was any need to modify that text.

Secondly, surface vessels of 600 tons and under possessed so slight a capacity for under-
taking operations in the open sea that there was no need to limit them. Japan was a country
of numerous islands : her coast-line was a very long one and the weather conditions at sea
were far from good, so that Japanese seamen were exposed to considerable risks. In the case
of a country like Japan, therefore, it was impossible for the navy to perform its
duties adequately with vessels of a very small size. The figures contained in the draft Conven-
tion were the very minimum to which the Japanese delegation could agree.

Thirdly, it was not quite fair to discuss this category of vessel apart from other categories:
he had in mind, particularly, large merchant vessels which could readily be employed in war-
time. Viewed in that light, it would be unjust to fix the speed and gun calibre of these vessels at
limits lower than those indicated in the draft Convention. The Japanese delegation was there-
fore in favour of maintaining the text of the draft Convention now under discussion. He added
that he was in favour of the retention not only of paragraph (a) but also the whole text of
Annex I.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) was entirely convinced that the building of
vessels of 600 tons and under would be a purely defensive measure in the present state of
armaments. Such vessels would be most inoffensive and yet of great assistance to defence.
He admitted the possibility, as the Italian delegation had pointed out, of building vessels under
600 tons which might be of very offensive character, though, if large vessels still existed, these
small vessels would be practically useless for attack. If and where, however, there were no
large vessels, particularly in narrow seas, these small vessels might acquire great importance.
The Spanish delegation quite understood the Italian delegation's point of view, but thought
that special situations, geographical or otherwise, could be regulated by means of special
treaties. If capital ships were abolished, then the military value of smaller ships would be
increased proportionately, so vessels of 600 tons and under would acquire greater importance.
The Spanish delegation could not therefore, at the present time, decide either for or against the
Italian proposal, and must reserve its decision, which would depend on the decision taken in
regard to capital ships, which Spain hoped would be abolished.

Captain RoscA (Roumania) agreed with the terms of Annex I and said that these rules
should be applied as rigorously to river-craft as to sea-going craft. It should also be borne
in mind that small sea-craft could be employed on rivers, particularly if they were constructed
with a view to such two-fold employment.

Captain SCASSO (Argentine) fully concurred with the views of the French delegation.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out that the speeches of the Italian, French,
Swedish and other delegates showed that some delegates had in mind the geographical
conditions of narrow seas, while others were thinking of the open sea. As a further complication,
there had been references to overseas colonies, the extent of coasts and natural difficulties
which in some cases rendered communications easier by sea than by land. Consequently,
several delegates had made initial reservations in the light of these considerations.
Thus it seemed impossible to make any change in the present draft which would bring it into
harmony with the various points of view, except by providing specifically for all these different
contingencies.

Rear-Admiral DE SOUZA E FARO (Portugal) agreed with the view expressed by the United
Kingdom, French, Argentine and Polish delegations that it would be preferable to leave the
text as it stood.

Captain MARONI (Italy), though not wishing to open a controversy, felt bound to point
out the object of discriminating between limitable and non-limitable vessels was to draw a
distinction between vessels of real military value and those of no real military value. H-e felt
that he had proved that vessels of 600 tons and under could possess real military value.
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With regard to the remarks of the Spanish delegate, he would draw attention to the reply
which Sub-Commission A of the Preparatory Commission of the Disarmament Conference
gave to the question, " Are there any armaments (and if so, what) which are only capable of
being used for the defence of a State's territory? " That reply was "Vessels of small
seagoing efficiency and low power of endurance, capable of use only within a strictly limited
distance of the national coast-line. But in this case proximity to the coast of another State, or
to an important commercial trade route, would confer on such craft, in spite of their limited
radius of action, a high offensive value. "

He agreed that some countries needed vessels for patrolling and police purposes in far-
distant colonies; but such duties could perfectly well be carried out by vessels coming under
paragraphs (b) and (c).

Rear-Admiral HEPBURN (United States of America) thought it might be possible to reach
a compromise regarding the characteristics of small craft of 600 tons and under, but what
he mainly had in view was the possibility, if the Powers decided to reduce the tonnage of
small craft, of discussing and agreeing upon the number and type of vessels of this category,
already in existence, which might be allowed to remain in the possession of the different
countries.

He did not for one instant suggest that an agreement should be reached for an unrestricted
construction of torpedo craft under a certain tonnage.

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) reminded the Commission that during the war, in the
Adriatic, a small launch of 20 tons had sunk a capital ship. If, therefore, the object of the Italian
proposal was to achieve absolute security from the possibility of attack by small vessels, the
tonnage of those vessels would have to be reduced to zero.

Captain MARONI (Italy) stated that the Italian delegation was prepared, if the French
delegation considered it would be useful, to accept the lowest possible limit.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIRO (Spain) did not propose to continue the discussion on the
situation in narrow seas, which was, after all, a secondary question; but as he himself had been
a member of the Sub-Commission A to which Captain Maroni had referred, he would beg the
Italian delegate to read the paragraph following on the paragraph he had quoted-namely,
" Further, since all such craft are capable of being transported either as a whole or in sections,
they cannot be considered as purely defensive ".1 If the proposal aimed at providing against
the military value even of vessels which could be transported by rail in sections, the degree of
discrimination necessary would become excessive.

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) pointed out another objection to the Italian delegation's
proposal with reference to small navies. In the case of countries having long coasts to protect,
whose small navies consisted almost entirely of smaller craft, practically the whole tonnage
allotted would have to be employed on subsidiary services.

The PRESIDENT thought that there was no further use in prolonging the discussion at
present, because paragraphs (b) and (c) would necessarily be influenced by the decisions
reached regarding the maximum tonnage of exempt vessels.

1See document C.739.M.278.926 .IX: Preparatory Commission for the Disarmament Conference:
Report of Sub-Commission A, page I4I.
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President: M. COLBAN.

40. ITEM 5 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX V TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:
RULES FOR DISPOSAL OF VESSELS OF WAR: AMENDMENT BY THE FRENCH DELEGATION.

The PRESIDENT, referring to the discussion at the end of the seventeenth meeting, drew
the Commission's attention to the following text for paragraph (b) 2 (4) of Annex V, submitted
by the French delegation as the outcome of that discussion:

" Removal or mutilation on board of part of the boilers or motors so as to reduce
the motive power to one-half of what it was originally. 

4I. ITEM 7 OF THE AGENDA: ANNEX I TO CHAPTER B OF PART II OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION:
EXEMPT VESSELS (continuation of the discussion).

Paragraph (b).

The PRESIDENT stated that the German delegation had proposed the reduction from
6.I to 4.I inches (I55 to I05 millimetres) of the maximum calibre of the guns in exempt vessels
referred to in paragraph (b). Further, the Hungarian delegation had proposed the addition
of the characteristic indicated in (c) (5), " are protected by armour plate ", to the characteristics
enumerated in (b). The Danish delegation had also proposed the addition of the characteristic
indicated in (c) (6), " are designed or fitted to launch mines ", to those enumerated in (b).

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) explained the reasons why the German delegation
had proposed to reduce from 6.i to 4.I inches (155 to 105 millimetres) the calibre of guns carried
by exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b). For the armament of torpedo-boat destroyers,
Germany had proposed a maximum calibre of 4.I inches. It would be illogical to allow exempt
vessels to possess guns of a calibre higher than those allowed on certain other vessels to which
limitation was applied.

Moreover, in the definition given in Annex III, it was indicated that the calibre of the guns
of destroyers should not exceed 5.I inches. In these circumstances, he did not see how the
figure of 6.I inches could be adopted for the calibre of the guns of exempt vessels.

Rear-Admiral VON SCHOULTZ (Finland) said that he shared the views of the German
delegation.

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) drew the Commission's attention to Article 19 of the draft
Convention, which provided for the necessary stiffening of decks of merchant ships for the
mounting of guns not exceeding 6.I inches (I55 millimetres). The Polish delegation thought
that the German proposal could not be usefully discussed unless this article were examined
at the same time. Otherwise the Commission might arrive at the paradoxical result of having
to reduce the calibre of the armament of exempt war vessels to a figure below that of the calibre
of guns which could be mounted on merchant vessels.

M. VON RHEINBABEN (Germany) thanked the Polish delegate for having drawn the
Commission's attention to this point. The German delegation proposed that the maximum
calibre of guns which might be mounted on merchant vessels should be reduced from 6.I to
4.I inches (155 to Io5 millimetres).

Rear-Admiral LABORDE (France) said that the French delegation held that no change
should be made in paragraph (b) of Annex I.

In reply to the German delegate's argument, which was based on the definitions in Annex
III, he would point out that the only definition admitted by the French delegation with regard
to light surface vessels was that given in paragraph (cd) of Annex III.

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) thanked the German delegate for the explanation he had given,
which supported the thesis of the Polish delegation-namely, that the question of the maximum
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calibre for the armament of exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b) was closely connected
with the contents of Article 19, and that the Commission could not give an opinion on the
former until it knew what decisions would be reached regarding the latter.

Rear-Admiral TEH YUEN Lu (China) observed that the Chinese delegation was in favour
of as strict a limitation as possible of exempt vessels. Consequently, it supported the German
proposal to reduce from 6.I to 4.1 inches (155 to 105 millimetres) the maximum calibre of the
guns in exempt vessels referred to in paragraph (b).

Captain FERRAZ E CASTRO (Brazil) agreed with the French delegate's views. If the
German proposal were adopted, the 4.7-inch (I20 millimetres) guns on certain old vessels in
auxiliary fleets would have to be replaced, which would mean useless expense.

Captain PHILLIPS (United Kingdom) said that the United Kingdom delegation was of
the opinion that the text of the draft Convention, which had been drawn up after careful
study and was based on very definite reasons, should be maintained. If, as the United Kingdom
delegation had indicated at the previous meeting, exempt vessels did not constitute a decisive
factor in the value of naval forces, they were nevertheless warships and as such ought to have
the right to be so armed that they could be used for the purpose for which they were intended.
The armament allowed should not be weaker than that which could be improvised in time of

war. Experience showed that the heaviest guns which could be improvised without too much
difficulty were 6.I-inch guns, which were the largest hand-worked guns and required no
machinery. All guns of a higher calibre required hydraulic or other machinery to work them.

He agreed with the French delegate that the German delegate's argument based on the
definition of destroyers could not be taken into consideration, seeing that certain countries
did not admit the division of light surface vessels into several categories.

M. SMIRNOFF (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics) was astonished that the United
Kingdom delegation should have seen fit to urge the permissibility of large-calibre guns in

exempt vessels. Surely the Conference had not met to discuss the best type of guns or the
most useful weapons for warfare. The Soviet delegation therefore entirely supported the
German delegation's proposal.

Captain BIORKLUND (Sweden) said that the Swedish delegation, which on the previous
day had spoken in favour of diminishing the strength of vessels in class (a), was equally in

favour of decreasing the permitted attributes of the vessels referred to in paragraph (b).
There was a close connection between the calibre of guns allowed to the latter vessels and the

arming of merchant vessels referred to in Article g9 of the draft Convention. He thought it

would be impossible to settle the question of the calibre of guns in the vessels referred to in
paragraph (b) until a decision had been taken regarding Article I9 of the draft Convention.

If there were to be a discussion on the reduction of the tonnage of the vessels referred
to in (a) right down to Ioo tons, it would clearly be necessary to raise the question, in the

proposed sub-committee, of reducing the tonnage of 2,000 tons referred to in (b).

M. YON RHEINBABEN (Germany) observed that for the moment the wind did not seem to

be in the direction of disarmament. He had not been convinced by the arguments of his
opponents. If exempt vessels were allowed to have 6.I-inch (I55 millimetres) guns, all nations,

and particularly the smaller countries possessing small fleets, would in time be obliged to arm

all their vessels with guns of that calibre. The result would therefore be a raising rather than
a lowering of the scale of armaments. He again begged the Commission to consider whether it

would not be possible-provisionally at least, as the present was only a first reading-to adopt a

lower figure than that indicated in the draft Convention. As the Polish delegate had rightly
pointed out, other articles might be inserted in the Convention which the Naval Commission
would have to take into account later on.

As regarded the remark of the Brazilian delegate, concerning the difficulty of reducing

the calibre of guns in special vessels because it was impossible to say how a number of smaller
craft would be classified, he suggested that Annex II might be used for the inclusion of all
these varieties of smaller craft.

M. SAWADA (Japan) pointed out that the Japanese delegation had stated, in the

discussion regarding paragraph (a) of Annex I, that it was in favour of maintaining the whole
text of Annex I as it stood. Obviously therefore the same remark applied to paragraphs (b)
and (c).
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Captain FERRAZ DE CASTRO (Brazil), in reply to the German delegate, thought it was
impossible at present to consider the inclusion in Annex II of the craft to which he had referred,
because the Commission as yet possessed no list of the ships to be included in this class of
special vessels. For that reason he had not referred to Annex II. The ships he had in view
were, however, covered by paragraph (c) of Annex I.

Senator SWANSON (United States of America) was of opinion that the present question
was pre-eminently one which it was for the Naval Commission to discuss and to decide. The
United States of America was not in favour of any change in the terms of the London
Treaty. Nevertheless, it felt that vessels in the exempt category should be allowed to
possess a gun-power equal to that of any similar vessels they might be called upon to meet. This
was a point that the various delegates to the Naval Commission must endeavour to settle
among themselves in spite of the great diversity of opinions expressed. He hoped that all
delegations were prepared to make a great effort to reach unanimity by conciliation and
compromise. In particular, he hoped that some way would be discovered of relieving the smaller
Powers and countries with smaller navies of their anxiety in this connection. He therefore
suggested that all delegations should send their proposals to the Bureau, and that the Bureau
should spare no endeavour to reach that unanimity necessary for the conclusion of a treaty.
They would be more likely in that way, he thought-rather than by continuing the present
discussion-to achieve an early result.

Vice-Admiral MONTAGUT Y MIR6 (Spain) was also very anxious that the Commission
should reach an agreement, at least as far as secondary points were concerned. With regard to
the connection between the proposals in Annex I and the arming of vessels, he recognised that
it should be possible to arm exempt vessels with guns at least equal to those of merchant ships,
but he would point out in that connection that the Spanish delegation had submitted a proposal
to prevent merchant vessels from being armed with guns of 5.9 inches (I5o-millimetres)
calibre. If that proposal were accepted, the calibre of the guns of exempt vessels might also
be reduced.

Although he did not share the fears expressed by certian delegations, since he did not
believe that any country contemplated building an offensive fleet consisting of exempt vessels,
he thought it desirable that the Commission should give the impression that it was making
some effort towards reduction. He therefore suggested that exempt vessels should be allowed
guns equal or inferior to those of destroyers. He was, however, prepared to accept the opinion
of the majority.

The PRESIDENT observed that the Commission could not discuss Annex I and Article 19
concurrently, as Article 19 had been referred to the General Commission, in view of the fact
that it contained certain stipulations of principle which were of political importance. In
examining the point whether 6.I inches (I55 millimetres) was a suitable calibre for the guns of
exempt vessels covered by paragraphs (b) and (c), he did not think it was essential at present
to enter into a simultaneous discussion of Article I9. Of course, if the Commission did adopt
some lower figure in Annex I, in accordance with the German and Spanish proposals, that
decision might in the long run affect the final text of Article I9, but he was sure that the
Commission could discuss the figures of the calibre of guns to be mentioned in Annex I quite
apart from Article 19.

Captain SOLSKI (Poland) believed that the Commission was not really very far from
agreement. As soon as the calibre allowed on merchant vessels had been reduced, he hoped
to have the pleasure of joining forces with the German delegation. It was impossible for him
to do so at present, however.

The Commission decided to refer to its Bureau and to a Sub-Commission to be appointed
to collaborate with it the Italian proposal for the reduction of the maximum speed to I8 knots,
the Hungarian proposal for the addition of paragraph (c) (5) to the list in paragraph (b), and
the Danish proposal for the addition of paragraph (c) (6) to the list in paragraph (b).

The PRESIDENT assumed that, as no other amendments had been put forward, the Bureau
and sub-commission would be entitled to suppose that the Naval Commission was prepared-
apart from any decision it might reach regarding the three amendments referred to the
Bureau-to accept Annex I provisionally. Of course, if the decisions in connection with the
three amendments specified led to a recasting of the text of the Annex, then the discussion
might have to be reopened on certain points.



42. ITEM 6 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 23 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION: HULKS AND

STATIONARY TRAINING ESTABLISHMENTS.

" Article 23.

" Existing ships of various types, which, prior to April ist, 1930, have been used as
stationary training establishments of hulks, may be retained in a non-seagoing condition. "

The PRESIDENT observed that in this connection the Commission had before it the
Netherlands proposal concerning Section V of Annex V, submitted during the discussion of
that Annex, together with the Spanish suggestion made at the seventeenth meeting that the
contents of this proposal could be considered in conjunction with the text of Article 23.
He noted that no fundamental objection had been raised either to the idea of the Netherlands
proposal, or to the text of Article 23, or to the Spanish suggestion. The question was therefore
merely one of drafting or an adjustment of texts. In that case he proposed that this question
should also be referred to the Bureau and sub-commission.

Agreed.

The PRESIDENT suggested that the sub-commision might also be authorised to consider
whether the figure of 2,000 tons mentioned in (b) of Annex I should be modified, if any delegation
so requested.

Agreed.

43. ITEM 9 OF THE AGENDA: ARTICLE 34 OF THE DRAFT CONVENTION : PUBLICITY REGARDING

THE CONSTRUCTION OF WAR VESSELS.

"Article 34.

" Within one month after the date of laying down and the date of completion
respectively of each vessel of war, other than the vessels exempt from limitation under
Annex I to Chapter B of Part II, laid down or completed by or for them or within their
jurisdiction after the coming into force of the present Convention, the High Contracting
Parties shall communicate to the Secretary-General of the League of Nations the infor-
mation detailed below:

" (a) The date of laying down the keel and the following particulars:

"Classification of the vessel and for whom built (if not for the High Contracting
Party);

" Standard displacement in tons and metric tons;
" Principal dimensions-namely, length of water-line, extreme beam at or below

water-line;
" Mean draught at standard displacement;
"Calibre of the largest gun.

" (b) The date of completion, together with the foregoing particulars relating
to the vessel at that date.

"The above information shall be immediately communicated by the Secretary-
General to all the High Contracting Parties and shall be published by the Secretary-
General not later than ..... in each year. "

The PRESIDENT observed that no amendment had been submitted in connection with this
article.

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

Captain MARONI (Italy) said that, with regard to the question of exempt vessels as raised
in Article 34, the Italian delegation accepted the text of that article in its present form provided
it was clearly understood that " exempt vessels " in that text should be taken to mean " vessels
which cannot possess any appreciable offensive value ".


