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I accept, however, the first part; it is impossible to do otherwise. As regards the second
part, I think the American delegate's remarks are well founded and I have the honour to support
them. I urge the deletion of the second part of Article 26.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I wish, on behalf of the French delegation to say
that we fully support -the motion proposed by the United States delegate. May I, however,
ask his permission *to make another suggestion ?

The present wording of Article 26, even when cut down and simplified in the manner
suggested by Mr. Burton, still has, in our opinion, one very great disadvantage. In its present
form it constitutes a sort of invitation to partial or conditional adherence. What we all desire,
in order to bring the work we have undertaken to a successful conclusion, as was so eloquently
said just now by M. Jouhaux, is that adherence should be neither partial nor conditional,
and that there should be the least possible number of reservations.

May I, therefore, suggest that it might perhaps be possible to reverse the proposal, and,
instead of providing in Article 26 for partial or conditional adherence, it might be possible, at
the end of Article 32, -to introduce a simple formula on the following lines : " No reservations
can be made by a signatory or adhering government, unless they have been previously accepted
by the other High Contracting Parties ". In this manner the principle contained in Article 26
would be adopted, that is to say, no reservation could be made unless it obtained the consent
of all the Contracting Parties. Moreover, the inclusion of some such formula would have the
advantage of doing away with the inconvenience I mentioned just now, which may be considered
somewhat serious from the point of view of public opinion.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I only want -to make one observation with regard
to the amendment which we have submitted - that is to say, we have included the word
" ratifying " as giving an opportunity for a Government to exercise its powers under this
Article as regards ratification and not only signature and adhesion. I think that the word
" ratifying " may have been omitted per incuriam, because it is obvious -that an opportunity
should be given to the Government on that occasion of adhering.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I am very glad to be able to support the French
delegation's proposal without any reservation. A few days ago, during our discussions, I had
occasion to allude to Article 26, and I said that the principle of partial or conditional adherence
constituted what had hitherto been termed " reservations ". I think that we should be going
the right way to work if we took M. Clauzel's suggestion as the basis of our discussion.

I would even go further, and say -that I consider that we should not yet settle the question,
because our work is not yet sufficiently far advanced. We should wait until we have formed
a precise idea of the Convention we are seeking to draw up, before we declare that there are
certain points for which it would not be desirable to accept reservations. We must not open
the door too wide, but we must also not close it altogether. It would perhaps be wiser to leave
the question in abeyance until we discuss Article 32. When we come to consider that Article,
the work of the General Committee and of the other Committees will be much more advanced.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation I gather from what M. de Palacios has just said that he
is asking us to leave the question in abeyance until we come to discuss Article 32 of the draft
Convention. May I ask M. Parra-Perez -to address the Committee ? After he has done so,
we will take a decision on the question raised by M. de Palacios.

M. PARRA-PEREZ (Venezuela). - Translation: May I ask the French delegate, M. Clauzel,
what he proposes should be done with the second paragraph of Article 26, should the Conference
adopt his suggestion, which I personally think quite reasonable ?

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation : The French delegation thinks that the second para-
graph of Article 26 might also be deleted. Nevertheless, if, in accordance with the very judicious
proposal just made by M. de Palacios, certain delegations, when we come to discuss Article 32,
think it useful to introduce a clause embodying -the proposals made in the second paragraph of
Article 26, *that would perhaps be the right time to do so.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: May I ask the Committee's opinion on M. de Palacios'
proposal, that we should postpone taking a decision on this article, until we come to discuss
Article 32 ?

The proposal was adopted.
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ELEVENTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925 at 10 a.nm.

President : Dr. . G-ustavo GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference.

31. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Articles 27 to 32.

Article 27.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : We will begin our discussion with Article 27 which
provides, on the one hand, for the abrogation of former general international conventions, but
which, on the other hand, does not affect the rights and obligations resulting from the stipu-
lations either of the Covenant of the League of Nations or of the Peace Treaties.

We must also examine an amendment proposed by the United States delegation for the
suppression of the clause in paragraph 2 which reads as follows:

"And the provisions of Agreements registered with the League of Nations and
published by the League up to the date of the coming into force of the present Con-
vention, 

and the addition of -the following to form a third paragraph 

" Further, the present Convention shall not be construed as superseding treaties
or agreements now effective between any of the High Contracting Parties which have
as their object further measures of control for, or the prohibition of, the trade in arms."

Article 27 and the United States amendment, are essentially of a legal nature, and I propose
that they should be referred to the Legal Committee for examination.

(Adopted.)
Article 28.

The PRESIDENT. -- Translation : The United States delegation has proposed that Article 28
should be omitted.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - I move that Article 28 be
struck out. It is of course possible that treaties should be published by the League of Nations
as a mere matter of statistics, but the delegation from the United States would seriously
object to the inclusion of this Article in the Convention proper.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The discussion is open on the Unites States amendment.
As nobody wishes to speak I will put this proposal to the vote.

It was decided to omit Article 28.

Article 29.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: No amendment has been proposed with reference to
this article.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I rise, not to propose an amendment, but to
make a simple declaration.

Article 29, which we shall consider on a second reading, proposes that each Power should
address its ratification to the French Government. In my opinion, every convention which
has been drawn up under the auspices of the League of Nations should be deposited at the
Secretariat, which should receive he instruments of ratification. In consideration, however,
of the special circumstances under which this Conference has met, I do not raise any objection
to the suggestion that the Powers should address their ratification to a Government and in that
case the Government most clearly indicated is the French Government.

I have only made this declaration in order to safeguard the general principle.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : If the Committee agrees, we will refer the Article to the
Legal Committee, to whom the duty will be entrusted of filling in the blank space left for the
final date of signing the Convention.

(Adopted.)

Article 30.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We now come to the examination of Article 30 respecting
accessions. The United States delegation asks for the omission of the phrase: " . .. whether
Members of the League or not . . .
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The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - The aim of this amendment
is similar to that relating to Article 28 on which action has just been taken. It seems to me
that the words quoted by 'the President should be omitted. In any case, they are super-
fluous if the present drafting of the Article is retained. If we say " the High Contracting Parties
will use *their best endeavours to secure the accession to *the present Convention of the other
States " the 'text is complete. It includes all countries whether belonging to the League or
not.

I wonder whether the word " thle " before the " other" ouglht not also to be omitted.
It seems to mle that it should.

The PRESIDENT -- Tra n oes anslation: e e wish t-o speak? There appears to be no
necessity for referring this Article to a technical committee. We can proceed immediately
to vote on the amendments proposed by the United States delegation.

Article 30 with the amendments of the United States delegation was unanimously adopted.

Article 31.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We must now examine Article 31 relative to disputes.
The United States delegation proposes the addition to this Article of the words " or to the
Hague Tribunal " ; it also proposes that the Article shall be referred to the Legal Committee.

I should like 'to ask the United States delegation whether the proposed amendment refers
only to the second part of Article 31 or to both the first and the second parts.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - This addition would naturally
come at the end so that the last part of the Article would read as follows: " either to the Per-
manent Court of International Justice, a Court of arbitration, or to the Hague Tribunal ".
I think, however, that the expression " or to the Hague Tribunal " is hardly fortunate. It
should perhaps be " or to a tribunal created in accordance with the provisions of the Hague
Conference ", or something like it.

There is one other point in regard to this Article which I wish to raise. The proposed adhe-
sion of the United States to the Permanent Court of International Justice contemplates that
no dispute would be submitted 'to the Court unless it was so decided by previous agreement.
Perhaps this article ought to be referred to the Legal Committee. I would say, however,
that the question raised as to the inclusion of the words regarding the Hague Tribunal might
perhaps be decided without any reference to a technical committee.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation : Mr. President, I agree with the opinion of the United
States delegate. The wording of Article 31 is not very happy and it is always necessary to
employ exact terms in a Convention.

The organisation contemplated in the amendment of 'the United States delegation is doubt-
less the Permanent Court of Arbitration at the Hague which was set up by the first Peace
Conference in 1899. It is certainly not a correct description. Voltaire said of the Holy Roman
Empire that it was neither, holy, nor Roman, nor an empire. It might be said in the same
way of the Permanent Court of Arbitration at The Hague that it is not a court, nor permanent,
nor at The Hague, since nothing exists -there but a list of judges who may form the courts.
Still, -that is 'the title by which this institution is referred to in international conventions. As
however, this is merely a question of drafting, it is a matter which can easily be settled by
The Legal Committee.

I should like to raise another question which concerns not 'the United States delegation
but the authors of the draft Convention before us. I should like to ask whether the latter
contemplated obligatory reference to the Permanent Court of Justice at the demand of any
one of the parties to the dispute, in which case there would be no necessity for a special arbi-
tration agreement beforehand.

This question would seem of great importance. Personally, I am of opinion that if a
question of interpretation as to the application of the Convention arises, one of the parties
to the suit ought to have the right to cite the other party before a tribunal without having
to prepare an arbitration agreement. In other words, the Convention would be assimilated
'to the provisions of the optional clause of Article 36 of the Statute of the Permanent Court
of International Justice. This question might also be discussed by the Legal Committee.
For the moment I shall confine myself to calling the attention both of the General Committee
and of the Legal Committee to this point.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Is there any member of the Temporary Mixed Commission
present who is in a position to answer Dr. Lange's question ?

No one wishes to speak.
The American delegation having asked for this Article to be referred to the Legal Committee

we might vote on the subject at once.

The reference of Article 31 to the Legal Committee was adopted.

Article 32.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Article 32 relative to the entry into force of the Convention
raises a whole series of questions : the first is that of the equality of producing and non-pro-
ducing States.
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The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has suggested that tihe original text slould be replaced
by the following:

"The present Convention shall come into force on the same date and under
the same conditions as the Convention on the private manufacture of arms, muni-
tions and implements of war. "

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Translation ·
The question of the control of ithe international trade in arms is closely connected with that of
the control of manufacture. This is generally admitted by this Conference, so that I think
it superfluous to dwell on the point. Last September during the fifth Assembly these two
questions of the control of the international trade in arms and the control of manufacture
were reserved for special Committees entrusted with their examination. The Serb-Croat-
Slovene delegation even at that time was of opinion that the two questions should be studied
and dealt with at a single conference and not separately. As the fifth Assembly of the
League of Nations was, very properly, much occupied with lthe important question of the
Protocol and the Conference for the Reduction of Armaments, it had no time to consider at
length a question which was then only of secondary importance. Moreover, *the Serbian
delegation was always under the impression that the -two questions, - control of manufac-
ture and control of the trade - could only be discussed after the adoption of the Protocol
and after the Conference for tile Reduction of Armaments, the (late of which had already been
fixed, though it was afterwards postponed.

If follows therefore, by the force of circumstances, that we are now considering a secondary
question without having first solved the essential one which should ordinarily have been dis-
cussed first ; further, we are only considering half that question, namely, the control of the
trade, leaving on one side, at least for the moment, a most important matter, namely, the
control of private manufacture. In the opinion of this Committee itself the latter problem
is the more important ; it should have taken precedence of the question now under discussion.

As it is not in our power to discuss the control of manufacture and the control of trade
together, we can at least ensure that the Convention for the control of trade shall come into
force at the same moment as that relating to the private manufacture of arms.

The League of Nations has been studying the question of the control of private manufac-
ture for a long time now and very probably the Conference thereon will shortly be convoked;
in this manner there will be no great loss of time before the entry into -force of the Convention
we are discussing. The work of this future conference will be greatly facilitated by the impor-
tant declaration of Mr. Burton, the.delegate of the United States of America, respecting the
adoption of 'the principle of controlling private manufacture, which our Conference has received
with much satisfaction.

But there is another argument, which appears to me of capital importance, in favour
of our proposal: it is the unanimous opinion of the General Committee that the application
of the Convention for the control of the trade in arms alone would place non-producing countries
in a position of inferiority vis-a-vis producing countries. The Committee accordingly
agreed to a proposal by M. Dendramis, -the Greek delegate, providing that equality of treat-
ment for producing and non-producing countries should form the basic principle of the Con-
vention. It is indispensable, as you will admit, that the two conclusions should be reconciled,
namely, the equality between States, which is universally desired, and the inevitable inequality,
which would follow on the entry into force of a single convention for the control of the trade
in arms.

The best solution would be to postpone -the coming into force of the Convention we are
now discussing until the moment when the Convention for the control of private manufacture
of arms has been concluded. This is the idea which has inspired the amendment which our
delegation has the honour -to submit to you and which it hopes you will take into consideration.

I would add that 'this conditional coming into force is not without a precedent in the League;
in fact, the coming into force of the Protocol was made conditional on the Convention for the
reduction of armaments last September.

In conclusion, I should like to say that the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has no idea,
in submitting this amendment, of hindering or retarding the entry into force of the Convention
for the control of -the trade in arms ; its desire is to give effect to that principle of equality
of treatment as between all countries which has already been recognised by the Committee.

Moreover, it is very probable that the adoption by the Committee of our amendment
not only would not delay the coming into force of the present Convention, but, on the contrary,
might have a favourable influence on its speedy adoption by the Parliaments of the different
countries; in fact, it appears to me logical 'that these Parliaments, especially those of non-
producing countries, could come to a decision more easily if the two Conventions are submitted
to them together rather than if they have only 'to consider the single Convention for the
supervision of the trade in Arms.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). - Translation: The Roumaniall delegation had the
honour of explaining to the Committee its point of view in regard to the publicity contem-
plated in Article 3, Section 6, of the draft Convention. We pointed out in the first place that the
system of publicity proposed in that article places the non-producing States on a footing of
inferiority as regards producing States, for the publicity applied to the trade in arms, muni-
tions and implements of war only affects purchases made by States which lack the war material
strictly necessary for their safety, while the manufacture of war material, on the part of the
producing States remains outside the system of publicity. Such publicity embarrasses the
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non-producing States, for as a result of it, their means of defence become generally known,
whereas they themselves, and the world in general, will be entirely ignorant of the means of
offence possessed by their producing neighbours. The publicity contemplated in Article 3
is therefore incomplete and inequitable. It is moreover ineffective and not in conformity
with the prescriptions of Article 8 of the Covenaunt of the League of Nations which demands
the fullest publicity concerning the armaments of all countries, producing and non-producing.

Public opinion throughout the world and labour organisations should know that it is
not from pure lightness of heart that thle non-producing States are obliged to buy the arms,
munitions and implements of war which are strictly required for their defence, but that; these
purchases are incumbent upon them on account of the insecurity which still prevails in the
world. Public opinion is fully aware that Ithle most important considerations in favour of peace
are security and guarantees; this security will certainly not be assured by partial publicity
concerning the trade in arms, but by general publicity concerning not only the trade but also
the manufacture of implements of war, a publicity that has, as its natural consequence, the
reduction of armaments. For this reason, we have been happy to observe that in -the course
of the discussions in the General Committee on the subject of Article 3, the United States,
French, and Japanese delegations, among others have recognised the necessity of publicity
with respect -to the manufacture of arms, mulitions and implements of war, as demanded
by the non-producing States.

The Roumanian delegation, therefore, supports the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene
delegation and asks, in addition, for the insertion of the following stipulation in the Final Act
of the Convention 

" The Conference for the Control of the International Trade in Arms, Munitions
and Implements of War notes the urgent necessity of publicity as regards war manu-
factures, which it considers to be an indispensable part of the publicity relating to
the trade dealt with by the present Convelntion ".

MI. DENDRAMIS (Greece). - Translation : You will remember that when I brought
forward my proposal for establishing equality as between the producing and the non-pro-
ducing countries the President, interpreting the almost unanimous feelings of the delegations
present, formally declared that equality of treatmentl- was guaranteed by the Covenant of the
League of Nations. He added that; he did not consider the moment opportune for discussing
this proposal, which should be reconsidered during the discussion of the preamble of the
Convention.

I think that the time has now arrived, and that the Committee should formally endorse
this principle of equality by adopting the proposal of the Serb-Croat Slovene delegation. Since
the question was first touched upon new facts have arisen. We have heard -the declarations
of the United States delegation. We have heard those of the French delegation from the mouths
of M. Paul-Boncour, M. Clauzel and M. Jouhaux. We have also heard the declarations of the
Japanese delegation.

I consequently wish to give my warm support to the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene
delegation, but I should like to propose a slight modification in the text which will I think
make -the amendmenit clearer. It would read as follows:

" The present Convention shall come into force on the same date and under
the same conditions as a Convention between the producing countries establishing
a control of the private manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war similar
-to the control established by the present Convention in regard to the trade in arms,
munitions and implements of war."

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation : I have paid special attention to the question raised
by the amendment of the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation and I have listened with no less atten-
tion to the declarations made by the Roumanian and Greek delegations. I must, however,
confess that I feel much hesitation in adopting the view put forward by the three speakers.

We are evidently all in fundamental agreement as to the importance of maintaining and
respecting the principle of the equality of States ; but I am not sure whether in this particular
case, and I speak as you know in the name of a non-producing State, the non-producing
countries like ourselves should not give the others a lead.

There is, it is true, a very close connection between the two problems of the control of
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war and the control of private manufacture. But
I would remind you that the Temporary Mixed Commission, when considering the problem
of controlling private manufacture, declared that it could not usefully enter upon the discussion
before the results of the present Conference had materialised. If we postpone the coming into
force of the present Convention until we have come -to definite conclusions - or even completed
a Convention for the control of the private manufacture of arms - are we not in danger of
compromising the success of the whole matter by failing to take into consideratioln the sugges-
tion of the Temporary Mixed Commission that a Convention for the control of the trade in
arms should first be elaborated ?

As I said just- now, I believe that the non-producing countries should give the others a
lead. I was thinking of Article 8 of the Covenant, which was quoted by the Roumanian delegate
and in accordance with which the Members of the League of Nations - I think I may say
this without offending anyone, since the overwhelming majority of the delegates at this Confe-
rence represent Members of the League - are to interchange full and frank information.

Much has been made of inequality. I am not a soldier and my Roumnanian colleague is,
but I should like to ask if a non-producing State is placed at a great disadvantage vis-a-vis a
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producing State if its imports of arms are made public. I supposed that the general staffs were
always clever and active enough to be fully informed as -to the state of armaments and the
military preparations of their neighbours.

It is not therefore this kind of publicity which is in question ; it is publicity of quite another
order and belonging to quite another province.

It is the publicity which is to satisfy public opinion throughout the world and to contribute
to the cause of peace. The public opinion of all countries ought to have an exact knowledge
of the extent of military preparations and of the crushing burdens which these preparations
represent. That is my idea of publicity. It is not a question of giving facilities to general staffs,
I do not think they have any need of them, though I should like to be set right on this point.

In conclusion, gentlemen, I think that it would be a bitter disappointment for the mem-
bers of this Conference and for public opinion in general if we were -to separate after signing
a Convention containing in Article 32 words to the following effect : We have completed our
work but the results attained will not permit of the Convention coming into force until the
Greek Kalends, or, at any rate, until some perfectly indefinite date.

Not that I have lost hope of a Convention for the control of the private manufacture of
arms. On the contrary, I fully agree with the words of the Roumanian delegate, who was anxious
that a clause should be inserted in the Final Act stating that a Convention for the control
of private manufacture should be begun and completed as quickly as possible. For the better
realisation of this work it might be useful to take into consideration the declarations of the
United States delegation and of the other countries represented at the Conference. In this con-
nection it seems to me that the non-producing countries should set an example to the producing
countries in the matter of publicity. The" great principle of Article 8 of the Covenant would
in this manner be realised.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). Translation: I am happy *to have an opportunity,
in answering Dr. Lange's questions, to give certain supplementary explanations.

In the first place, Dr. Lange asked whether I thought that; publicity could entail injustice
or injury of any kind to non-producing States from the point of view of security. I do not
hesitate to assert that, in my opinion, publicity might cause serious prejudice.

As you all know, in time of war, the endeavour is to act by surprise ; it is an essential
element of success. I know of no war in which this element has not played some part. Now it
is certain that publicity places non-producing States in an inferior position. I do not mean
to say that soldiers love war more than other people, or that they attempt to lay traps for
other States. On the contrary, the more one knows of war and its horrors the more one tries
to avoid it; military men are the first to do so.

With regard to the question of public opinion raised by Dr. Lange I should like to say
this: the armaments of non-producing countries are not bought by the general staffs. It is
for the Government concerned to judge of the utility of the purchases and the necessary credits
must be approved by public opinion. Now, if a partial publicity is proposed, public opinion
may be misled. It would learn by statistics that only one category of States buys arms and
munitions and would thus gather a false idea of the real defensive situation of States. What
we wish to give the public is exact information. Public opinion must itself realise the necessity
of buying arms or not. As a matter of fact it would be difficult for public opinion to admit that
a State should buy armaments for any other reasons than those of its defence and security.

As regards the question of security, I would reply to Dr. Lange that it does not present
itself in the same form for everybody. All States are not in the same situation. Obviously, if
I were in the place of the Norwegian delegate I should share his point of view, for, as a matter
of fact Norway is threatened by no one. But all States cannot say as much. For my part, I
am, unfortunately, unable to make the same statement as regards my country. In judging of
the security of different States attention must be paid to their geographical position; I ask
you, gentlemen, to pay special attention to this question of position.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: The publicity and control of the trade
in arms contemplated by the proposed Convention is only applicable to non-producing States.
Unfortunately this trade is the only means by which these States can arm. As for the producing
States, control over them and even over their trade between the mother country and the
dominions is outside the competence of this Convention, as we are not here considering the
manufacture but only the trade in arms. I do not see why this trade between a State and its
dependencies is not placed under this Convention, for the Turkish delegation holds that, as things
stand, the publicity is one-sided. Such a state of affairs is not compatible with the defence
and security of the non-producing countries. The cause of peace is not served by a one-sided
publicity ;the masses and public opinion will be badly informed and misled. In order to serve
the cause of peace, the question of manufacture in general and that of the limitation of arma-
ments must first be solved. I am of opinion that this most delicate question can only be solved
concurrently with that of manufacture in general, for to attempt the solution of the question
of the control of the trade first of all would be an inequitable form of procedure. I am happy to
note that the United States, Japanese and French delegations have pointed out this injustice.

In conclusion, I wish to state that the Turkish delegation warmly supports the opinions
of the Serbian, Roumanian and Greek delegations.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation : The Serbian amendment was
clearly inspired by the anxiety which has already found expression from the beginning of this
Committee's debates. When I took part in the work of drawing up the present Convention,
both in the Temporary Mixed Commission and in the Permanent Advisory Commission, I drew
the attention of my colleagues to the position of inequality in which the non-producing countries
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would be placed by the Convention. I asked that in drawing up the Convention an attempt
should be made to avoid a form of control which would be exercised more or less arbitrarily
by the producing and exporting countries over the non-producing countries.

Since then my opinion has in no way changed, but it is my duty to state that, so far as
the application of this Convention is concerned, there is, properly speaking, no inequality,
since the regulations contemplated by the Convention will be applicable to the producing States
as well as to the non-producing States. In fact, among the former it is possible that some
will be found who will themselves be obliged to import certain kinds of arms. In such a case
they will be subject to the same regulations as the non-producing countries. From this point
of view therefore there is no inequality in the Convention. The inequality pointed out is the
result of certain measures and certain regulations that we are attempting to lay down with
a view to ensuring the control of armaments in general.

In this sense I hold that the principle of equality should be fully respected in the Convention.
The system to be established by us ought to be the same for the producing as for the non-pro-
ducing States. What we seek is the safeguarding of both internal and external peace and we shall
attempt this in two ways: (1) by ensuring that purchases and stocks of armaments shall not
exceed a certain scale, and (2) by avoiding abuses and especially secret operations. To attain
this double end we take our stand on publicity as regards armaments acquired by the produc-
ing and non-producing States. We wish to draw up statistics permitting us at any moment
to judge of the military situation of the different States and to ascertain whether the parti-
cular situation in one of them does not constitute a danger for the others. The Convention
therefore is only one part of the system which we wish to establish, because by it the military
situation of certain States only is made clear. Supposing that this principle is adopted, we
shall, as soon as the Convention has been approved, always be in a position to know the arma-
ments of the non-producing States which are obliged to import. This publicity however, is
only partial, as the preceding speakers have pointed out.

If we desire to enable the whole world to be fully informed as to armaments, it is obvious
that we cannot be content with incomplete results; we must find means of knowing also
the military situation, that is to say, the production and existence of armaments of producing
countries, although this Convention does not lay such countries under the obligation of a
publicity similar to that applied to the importing States.

If, in accordance with the Serbian amendment, we make the coming into force of our
Convention dependent upon that of the Convention respecting the private manufacture of
arms, munitions and implements of war, we shall attain our object, though still in an incom-
plete manner, for State manufacture would still continue to be exempt from publicity, seeing
that the Convention on the manufacture of arms would only apply to private manufacture.
Still, the results thus attained would be of appreciable value, for generally speaking, private
industry represents in the producing States the greater part of the manufactures on which,
a State can count for its armaments. If we rest content with a partial result, that is to say,
with publicity in the case of importing countries only, I think we miss our aim, which is to
'have a knowledge of the armaments not merely of these importing countries but of all countries.
In addition, instead of contributing to the establishment of cordial relations between the
Powers and instead of removing causes of conflict, we should create a real control on the part
of the powerful arms-producing countries over the other States which depend upon them for
their supplies.

The other day, on glancing at a humorous journal, I was much struck by a caricature.
Outside a fence enclosing a number of tiny figures were seen giants armed to the teeth. The
people inside the fence represented the importing Powers who do not manufacture their own
munitions; the figures outside represented the great producing Powers. It is the same idea
as that of the sheep and the shepherd, the sheep inside well under the control of their keepers.
This caricature represents the present state of public opinion ; it shows the facts of the situa-
tion.

Now this is neither what we desire nor what we are doing; but we must take care that
our work is not misrepresented by public opinion. The essential condition for attaining a
real result is that the measures approved by us should meet with universal approval and be
unanimously adopted. All compulsion must be eliminated on either side; we must -try to
reconcile the interests of all, whether importers or exporters.

More difficulties are perhaps presented by the Convention on private manufacture than
by that on the control of the trade in arms and munitions, for the latter control exists already
quite effectively for certain countries where the licence system has been established ; we are,
in fact, only sanctioning the control and rendering it general by establishing it on a solid basis.
But it is not at all the same thing as regards private manufacture, and it is necessary for us to
begin from the beginning. Attempts have already been made but have totally failed ; it has
not even been possible to examine the proposal drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Cornmis-
sion. Latterly the Co-ordination Commission, established by the Council of the League, and
the Permanent Advisory Commission have taken up the subject, but have only found it
possible to adopt certain rather vague principles, without arriving at a definite solution.

We should avoid making difficulties for the producing countries or completely paralysing
their industries, for in so doing we should also create difficulties for the importing countries.
We must strive to light on a compromise so that, while admitting the principle laid down by
the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation in its amendment- with which I am in complete agreement
and which I shall support if it is impossible to find another formula - it may be possible to
crown our work with a Convention on the manufacture of arms without adopting too rigid measures.
From this point of view the text of the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment would not appear to
be entirely satisfactory. Instead of making the entry into force of our Convention dependent
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on that of the Convention on the private manufacture of arms, munitions and implements
of war, would it not be possible, paying due attention to the principle laid down in the Serb-
Croat-Slovene amendment and to the obesrvations of the Norwegian delegate, to provide
for a time limit and to say : The Convention shall come into force but shall be suspended if,
within a period of one or two years, for instance, the Convention on the private manufacture
of arms, munitions and implements of war has not also come into force ? By our decision that
the Convention shall come into force, we shall exercise a happy influence on public opinion;
we shall show our good intentions and our desire to create difficulties for neither side.

If it is not found possible to adopt this formula, I shall support the amendment of the
Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, but I would add, in conclusion, that, in the event of this proposal
being approved, Brazil will carry out the ensuing obligations loyally; she would wish, however,
while doing so, to be furnished with the guarantees necessary to her in her position as an import-
ing country.

M. CLAUZEL (France). -- Translation I have asked to speak in order to give the very
cordial support'of the French delegation to the legitimate and well-founded concern which
inspired the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation's amendment and the opinions so well expressed
by General Kalafatovitch, General Dumitrescu, M. Dendramis and Mehmed Tevfik Bey.

Neither the French delegation nor the French Government have ever had any doubt that
it would have been preferable to see the question of the control of the private manufacture
of arms, munitions and implements of war settled before the difficult problem of the control
of the international trade was taken up. This is no secret. and the striking speeches on this
subject by M. Paul-Boncour, and yesterday by M. Jouhaux, are no doubt still fresh in your
memory.

The part played by M. Paul-Boncour i -the Co-ordination Commission is well known - I
had the honour to be by his side at that time - and it is recognised that if our plans have not
been realised, it has not been through any fault on our part, and we were the first to regret it.
It is also known that we have, as always, yielded to the just objections of the other delegations
and to the legitimate wishes of the representatives of certain countries whom we most ardently
desired to see collaborate with us in the common task. This is why the French delegation
gave way and has collaborated from the beginning in the task which it hopes to see brought
to a successful conclusion ; but it wishes the result to be as valuable and as complete as possible,
a result which, as M. Jouhaux said, and as Dr. Lange reminded us, will not disappoint public
opinion, nor the representatives of the press who, with the most admirable patience, have
followed our discussions for the past three weeks in order to supply the public daily with
information, a result finally, which shall not provide matter for the caricaturists to whom
Admiral de Souza e Silva alluded.

-This is why I feel a certain difficulty in giving my complete adherence, not to the principle,
which has long since been accepted by us, but to the form given to it by the Serb-Croat-
Slovene, the Roumanian and the Greek delegations and possibly others who have not made
their voices heard.

I would mention specially the second part of Di. Lange's speech and his recommendation
that an expression of a wish on the part of us all should be adopted which might allay all anxie-
ties without, however, prejudicing the result of our work. It seems to me that this suggestion
is similar to that made by Admiral de Souza e Silva. There would clearly be a certain irony
if, after adopting at this morning's meeting Article 30, in accordance with which all the High
Contracting Parties undertake to use their best endeavours to secure the greatest possible number
of accessions to this Convention, a great many delegations were to make reservations with
regard to their accessions. This would be a contradiction not easily understood.

It should not be impossible to find a compromise formula which, while recognising the
legitimate principle put forward by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation, would take the form
of an amendment embodying the suggestions of Dr. Lange and Admiral de Souza e Silva,
a formula which might be put into shape by the Legal Committee and which would not give
the impression that this Convention, upon which we are now engaged, is incapable of securing
the greatest possible number of adhesions.

True, we should make it clear that we are not postponing the entry into force of this Con-
vention to the Greek Kalends as Dr. Lange said (M. Dendramis could perhaps tell us the date of
these Kalends), so as to permit of the Co-ordination Commission meeting as soon as possible,
and that we trust that this year will not pass without seeing the preparation and entry into
force of a convention for the control of private manufacture, the indispensable complement
of the work upon which we are now engaged.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : With your permission I will begin what I
have to say by taking a case from everyday life. During the war I was living in a great Euro-
pean city, which presented a very curious picture. Large grocers' shops which before the
war allowed their customers to buy as much as they liked began to tell them that they would
have to do with less. At once the customers became uneasy and asked the grocers whether
they had plenty in stock. The shops were then obliged to take the customers into their con-
fidence, and little by little notices of this kind made their appearance : " Out of flour ",
" Out of potatoes ", etc. The public had had to be informed.

The position is very much the same as regards armaments. Though the question is
no longer that of food stuffs which preserve life, but of arms which take it away, it is just as
reasonable for us to ask arms manufacturers what their stocks are.

I am therefore entirely of opinion that the trade in arms should be controlled and that
private m nufacture should also be controlled, and no less drastically. Still, I do not think
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we should make too much of the idea of equality and inequality. If a shop advertises its
goods, is it obliged -to advertise them with absolute exactitude ? Equality after all is relative,
and I very much doubt if we shall ever obtain it by this means. It is never anything but
theoretical. I believe the best thing is to have confidence, especially in the great producing
States. We must not forget the declarations of the United States delegate, who has assured
us that their Government is ready to sign a Convention for the control of manufacture, nor
must we forget the declarations of the Japanese and Italian delegates.

I am of opinion that we must avoid creating an atmosphere of mistrust, and that is why,
while supporting the principle of the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment, I consider that the wording
of that amendment could be improved in accordance with the suggestion of -the Brazilian
delegate. If we accepted the Serb-Croat-Slovene ameldment as it stands we might be creating
a dangerous precedent. At the moment our business is only with the trade in arms and not
with the control of private manufacture.

The Brazilian delegate's amendment might satisfy our wishes, especially as Article 34 lays
down that the Convention will be subject -to revision every five years at the end of each of
which periods a Conference will be convoked. This limit of five years might be reduced to
one or two if in the meantime the Powers have not concluded a Convention for the control
of manufacture.

I think that we shall all be in agreement not to make the entry into force of the Convention
on the trade in arms dependent on a Convention on the malufacture of arms.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). Translation : The speeches of our Serb-Croat-Slovene
and Roumanian colleagues have shown once again the logical and essential connection between
the distribution of arms and their manufacture or the distribution within the producing country
and thereby the connection- between the publicity regarding such distribution and the publi-
city regarding manufacture with a view to arriving at equality of -treatment for all States. This
is a view which has been recommended by the United States delegation and which, it seems
to me, has met with the agreement of all delegations.

For this reason the Czechoslovak delegation, while agreeing with the Serb-Croat-Slovene
delegate, warmly supports, as being in accordance with the dictates of sound reasoning, the
proposal of the French delegate which provides for the adoption of a formula to meet all the
opinions expressed at this Conference and in the meetings of the Co-ordination Commission.

The Earl of ONsLOW (British Empire) :Mr. President and Gentlemen, I need not say with
what attention I have listened to the interesting arguments which have been put forward
by those who have addressed the Committee this morning. The impression which has been
left on my mind by this debate is the following : I ask myself whether this particular amend-
ment is really necessary in order to secure the purpose which those who advocate it have in
view, for each State which signs this Convention has the right -to ratify it as and when its
Government feels that it can do so with perfect safety, having regard to its own interests.

We are all familiar with the circumstances under which this Conference was convoked.
They were admirably summarised by our eminent President in his concluding speech on the
debate which took place here on May 13th last. We are assembled here to decide upon
the question of the control over -the international trade in arms and ammunition, and, on May
13th, after the speech of our eminent President, to which I have just referred, we decided
unanimously and, I think I may say, enthusiastically to adopt the principle of publicity
as to exportation. My Government is in full accord with France, Japan and the United
States and with the delegates of other countries who have spoken and elaborated their views
on this matter. The question of publicity is, of course, the basis of this Convention which we
are now endeavouring to draft.

As I said just now, our eminent President on several occasions, and certain delegates
also, have made it clear that our deliberations during this session are confined to our terms
of reference, and that limitation is one which I think we all of us accept. The cognate ques-
tion of the manufacture of arms however, has been touched upon by many speakers. For
instance, Mr. Burton has told us what the present practice with regard *to this matter is in the
United States of America, and so perhaps it may be of interest if I mention Ithe practice which
is adopted in my own country.

What is proposed at the present moment ? A census of production relating to the year
1924 is being taken which will give particulars in great detail, indeed, I believe in even greater
detail than -those which are published in the United States of America. This procedure is
no new one in Great Britain, because similar censuses of production have been published in
other years, though -the publication has been intermittent. I dare say that similar measures
are taken in other countries, anld doubtless the whole of *this question will be discussed and
considered later afte-r the results of this conference have materialised. Such a procedure
will be in accordance with the decision of the Co-ordination Committee.

I feel, therefore, that our efforts here and now should be directed to securinlg the
principle of the publicity of exportation which we have unanimously accepted as the basis of
our Convention. Consequently, as regards the matter which is dealt with in this amend-
ment, I would venture to ask the Committee whether it is really necessary actually to
mention the question in the Convention, and whether the point would not be met by the
power, which the Government of each country undoubtedly possesses, of choosing the moment
at which it will ratify the Convention when it is signed.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: Allow me to say a few words on the subject
of Article 32 in general. This Article has beenframed in consideration of the special situation
of certain States and also of the reservations which somie delegations may think it their duty
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to make. For my part, I am of opinion that we are not yet in a position to appreciate the
force of these reservations any more than the special situation of certain States which think
that the coming into force of the Convention upon which we are now engaged should be depen-
dent on that of a Convention on the private manufacture of arms and munitions.

In my opinion it is necessary to know the decisions of the different committees to which
various questions have been referred for examination, especially with regard to the Belgian
amendment concerning Article 7a. This amendment deals with the line of conduct to be
adopted towards States which are not signatories of the Convention. Naturally, the more drastic
the system adopted, the more it will be necessary to pay attention to the special situation
of certain countries, so as not to prevent the latter from signing the Convention and not to
place them face to face with a disagreeable alternative. Therefore, it is my opinion that we
should hold over Article 32 for further discussion, especially as - and I said this at the beginning
of the Conference - I do not consider it to be really necessary.

I do not know how far we can wisely go at present in fixing the conditions for ratification
of the Convention. Our Governments have the last word in the matter. If we express no
opinion our Governments will retain full liberty of action to ratify the Convention at what
may seem to them the right moment, having regard to the circumstances of the time, or the
adoption of some other draft Convention dealing with another subject, or the attitude of cer-
tain other Powers. If, however, we agree on certain principles now we shall restrict our Govern-
ments' liberty of action.

My opinion, which is somewhat extreme and which will, perhaps, not be shared by all my
colleagues, is as follows: this morning's discussion seems to indicate that there is a tendency
to establish a connection between the Convention upon which we are engaged and a
future Convention on the private manufacture of arms. This then is now the ground for
discussion.

I make no secret, however, of my own view, that the Serbian proposal is too drastic. I
may say the same of the Greek delegation's proposal. As to the Brazilian amendment, it
might perhaps be acceptable in the form suggested by the Chinese delegate, that is to say,
taking into consideration Admiral de Souza e Silva's observation during the discussion
of the article respecting time limits for the revision of the Convention.

Article 34 of the draft Convention contemplates the revision of the Convention at -the
expiration of a period of five years. The United States delegation submitted an amendment
proposing the reduction of this period to three years. If the Conference is inclined to move
in that direction we may perhaps arrive at an arrangement. But I think that it would be
preferable to limit ourselves to inserting a declaration in the Final Act, not precisely in the
terms proposed by General Dumitrescu, but as nearly as possible in the following words:

"The Conference declares that this Convention will only attain its full efficacy
when a Convention on the private manufacture of arms has come into force. 

I believe that the desired result might be reached by adopting a text like that which I
have just proposed. In any case, I believe that, for the moment, we ought to take no decision
but reserve the article for -the second reading or at most refer -the whole of it, together with
the other proposals submitted, to one of the technical committees already constituted or
to the Co-ordination Committee as proposed by the French delegate.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation : Mr. President, I ask your pardon for speaking
again but I should like to clear up a misunderstanding.

I have not overlooked the specially exposed position of certain States. I should like,
however, to say that this is not the point of the problem; the point was the general consideration
of equality between the States and it is from this point of view that I intended to submit my
observations.

A spirit of agreement appears to be in process of formation in the Committee. I am
very happy that this should be so and I wish to associate myself with the remarks of the French
delegate. With the help of these observations and the very well thought-out remarks of
M. de Palacios, I think that we should be able to come to an agreement satisfactory to
everybody.

In conclusion, I should like to draw the attention of the author of the amendment and
the speakers supporting him to the very grave danger which might result from it and which
might endanger the entire system of controlling the secret trade which is perhaps one of the
essential features of the Convention.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation During the general discussion I took occasion
to say that, in my opinion, it would be desirable if the question of the publicity of armaments
could be given a comprehensive solution, that is to say, if publicity as regards manufacture
of arms and publicity as regards the international trade in arms could be regulated on the
same principle. The aim of this Conference is limited to seeking measures calculated to assure
the publicity of the trade only. After last week's discussions in the technical committees,
however, agreement seems to have been reached as to the utility, and even the necessity, of
such regulation. I think therefore that *the work we have undertaken would be.incomplete
if we were now to insert in the Convention a proviso postponing to an indefinite:date the com-
ing into force of provisions in regard to which we are all in agreement.

I understand and fully appreciate the point of view of the non-producing States, but it
seems to me that, in adopting and applying a Convention on the trade in arms, an immense
moral obligation is imposed on the producing States to conclude as soon as possible a Convention
on the control of the private manufacture of arms. This obligation would be strengthened
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if the present Conference inserted in the Convention under discussion a recommendation for
the early convocation of a General Conference for the control of the manufacture of arms.

I should like, therefore, to support, if not all the arguments, at least the conclusions sub-
mitted by my Norwegian colleague and supported by the French delegate. I wish to make
it clear that, in saying this, I speak as the representative of a country which, to a certain extent,
produces arms, but which is, however, an importing country in respect of certain of the most
important categories of implements of war.

I havre no objection -to the Spanish delegation's proposal to postpone the study of this
question until the end of the Conference, but I think that it would perhaps be wise to refer
it at once to the Co-ordination Committee in order to save time.

General DUMITRESCU (Rouinania). - Translation I should like -to explain the scope
of my amendment so as to avoid any interpretation being placed on it which is not in accordance
with my ntenty intentions. My amendment is supplementary to the proposal of the Serb-Croat-
Slovene delegation and is in no sense intended to supersede it. If to certain delegations it
would appear to bear that interpretation, I should prefer to withdraw it. I leave it to the
Committee to decide ifit should be discussed after the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment has
been adopted or rejected.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - I mnist excuse nyself for
having spoken so frequently at this meeting, but the question before us is of such importance
that I desire to express the views of the delegation from the United States before further action
is taken upon these proposed amendments. As introductory, in my view, this Article 32, before
a final decision is taken, should be referred o the Military, Naval and Air Committee with
a view to including the principal producing States in the list. I wish also to call attention to
the fact that in the draft as it now is before us no Latin-American country is included. I
think that -thiss is an omission which should be corrected.

I have the keenest sympathy with the feeling which has led to the introduction by the
Serb-Croat-Slovene and the Roumanian delegations, supported by others, of the amendment
relating t o the date of the operation of the Convention. On the other hand, the point of view
of the United States is already on record in some remarks made here yesterday week, and I
welcome the proposal introduced by the Roumanian delegate in regard to publicity in the
manufacture of arms. The only question that I ask is whether it goes far enough. I could
not, however, favour postponement of the operation of this Convention until another is adopted.
Postponement of good intentions until some other gathering may meet, or some other Con-
vention be concluded, has been the graveyard of some of the best aspirations of the human
race.

We ae ere e for a purpose. The Temporary Mixed Commission considered thle question
of joining up with our agenda a proposal regarding the private manufacture of arms. The
Assembly approved the conclusion of that Mixed Commission that it was preferable to keep
the two matters separate. It was with that understanding 'that the delegates came from
the United States - that we were to do something here of which -the central fact should
be publicity. And now I must run counter to an opinion which is prevalent among lovers
of peace in regard to the prohibition of the private manufacture of arms.

Many of those in Europe and America with whom I hae co-opera-ted for years past in
movements for peace think that the solution of their problems rests in the prohibition of plivate
manufacture. They argue, that so long as private manufacture continues, there will be a
powerful industrial interest, the prosperity of which will be promoted by war, and this they
consider to be a barrier in the way of peace. They consider also that these private manufac-
turers have also been extremely skilful in the circulation of propaganda unfavourable to peace.
Thus, they say, the manufacture of arms, munitions and implements of war should be restricted
-to Governments.

Let me point out to you 'the fallacy of this argument. The private manufacture of arms
and munitions is flexible and adapted both to peace and to war. It may consist ot the manu-
facture of explosives and material for industrial purposes, of sporting arms which have nothing
to do with war, to which can be added in time of conflict the manufacture of military arms.
Take my own country as an example; the manufacture of munitions and military arms was
negligible before the late Great War, but, during that period, private industry increased to
enormous proportions ; it has now fallen back to what it was before.

Government manufacture and control, on the other hand, are inflexible and look to a
state of war. It involves the maintenance of a very considerable force, always engaged in
the manufacture of implements of destruction. If that force is disbanded the nation is helpless,
and there is always a strong interest in favour of maintaining in any form of Government
activity a large force, expanding its operations to the maximum. Thus, I say that, at least
in a country like the United States, the idea that -the private manufacture of arms should be
prohibited, and that such prohibition would promote peace, is a chimera. More than that,
why should a Conference be called for the prohibition of private mnanufacture and leave the
Governmental or public manufacture alone ? Shall the respective Governments of the world,
whether warlike or peaceful in their intentions, build huge structures to make arms, and at
the same time prohibit the private manufacture ? What of the private manufacturers, many
of whom have the most pacific intentions ? What have they done that there should be this
discrimination against them ? What hope have the lovers of peace in prohibiting private manu-
facture if Governmental manufacture may still go on to an enormous and unlimited extend?

Thus, Gentlemen, I desire to register my opposition to these proposed amendments. I
trust we can yet come to some conclusion which will harmonise the conflicting interests of pros
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ducing and non-producing countries. Is it not true that when we meet here we are too much
influenced, oftentimes obsessed even, with the threat of war ? That feeling, in any gathering
of this kind, is like a dark shadow which rests upon everyone present. It is like a grinning
skeleton present at assemblies which otherwise might be a royal feast abounding in plans for
helpful co-operation.

Let us not exaggerate our fears. Can we not prevent ourselves drifting to shipwreck
and to ruin by relying upon those twin anchors, Hope and Faith - Hope which looks to the
futuie to judge all our actions, Hope which trusts that in the coming years there will be better
conditions, brighter days than now, Faith which trusts that moral and intellectual forces, ever
present to guide and to succour, will yet exercise their potent influence in -this time when we
look back to a world that has been full of din and suffering - and bring out of our Conferences
and all the great movements of the time a better and nobler era of peace and of goodwill ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The. question raised by the United States delegate at
the beginning of his speech will be discussed at the same time as the second part of Article 32
as it is contained in the agenda.

'When we took up Article 32, I had intended to put the Serb-Croat-Slovene amendment
to the vote, but we have now several amendments and several proposals before-us. It seems
to me that fundamental agreement would be reached if the authors of the various amendments
and proposals agreed to the suggestion to insert the principle of the close connection between
the two questions of trade and manufacture.

I propose to refer this question -to the Co-ordination Committee for the drafting of a
final text.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Translation
I support the President's proposal.

The United States, Greek, Roumanian and Turkish delegates also supported the
President's proposal, which was adopted.

TWELFTH MEETING

held at Geneva on Friday, May 22nd, 1925, at 10 a.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

32. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention: Article 32 (continued) and New
Article 25 proposed by the British Delegation.

Article 32.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We will continue our examination of the general pro-
visions of the draft Convention. Article 32 raises several questions in regard to partial or con-
ditional adherence. We have before us a proposal by the French delegation which has the
effect of deleting part of Article 26. If the Conference accepts the French amendment, Article
26 will read as follows:

"No reservation may be made by any signatory or adhering Government unless
it has been previously accepted by all the High Contracting Parties."

This wording applies both to Article 26 and to Article 32. The discussion on the French
delegation's proposal is now open.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: The object of our proposal is to simplify the
original Article and to express more clearly the basic idea both of the draft in the form proposed
at the beginning of our discussion and of the British amendment. The new wording clearly
states that no Contracting Party which has signed the Convention can reserve any of the
essential clauses as, otherwise, all the other signatories would be placed in a position of inferiority,
The French delegation is anxious to satisfy the desire which is felt by every delegation and
which has indeed already been mentioned by several speakers; it is that the delegations and
signatories of the Convention shall all be on a footing of absolute equality. In order, however,
to take into account certain objections which have been raised, I feel bound to say that I do
not mean my amended text to apply to certain very special reservations on the part of a number
of delegations which do not apply to individual articles or provisions, but are due to the consti-
tution or the eographical situation of the countries in question.
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I have in mind, particularly, a proposal which you have received from the Roumanian
delegation, and another which you are about to receive from the Polish delegation, in regard
to a question which has already been raised more than once, namely, the position of those
countries which sign the Convention and which are co-terminous with Russia, a country which
is not represented here and will not be a signatory of the Convention. I hope it will be possible
to meet the wishes of these countries by means of a formula which could be placed in the Final
Act. Otherwise, if they are obliged to maintain their reservations, I must ask that the formula
which I submit to you to-day shall not apply to these reservations.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I think I am rightly interpreting the French delegation's
intention by stating that this amendment will become the third paragraph -of Article 32 and
involves the omission of Article 26.

M. CLAUZEL (France). Translation: That is so.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire).- I do not want in any way to oppose the above
suggestion, but I think that we should be careful to see that the amendment does not affect
(I do not see that it does so) the sense of Article 26 as amended by -the United States
delegate. For this reason, I suggest that the amendment proposed by the French delegation be
referred to the Legal Committee. I think it ought to be carefully compared with the original
proposal to see that the meaning is the same,' or, if not, the difference should be pointed out
to us. It is a little difficult now to see whether the amendment contains the exact meaning
intended. I am in favour of this simplified text - I think it is desirable, indeed - but it
would be advisable to take the precaution I have suggested.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If the General Committee agrees with Lord Onslow's
suggestion, we will refer to the Legal Committee both the French delegation's proposal and
the amendments which are, to a certain extent, subsidiary to it.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: The Japanese delegation welcomes the French
delegation's amendment, which greatly simplifies the question. We have no objection to
M. Clauzel's proposal, and we fully endorse it. I should like, however, to make a few observa-
tions.

We have two points to consider, namely: (1) how the Convention is to be put into force,
and (2) on what terms a State can adhere to the Convention after it has come into force. In
his proposal, however, M. Clauzel stipulates that any reservation made by a signatory Govern-
men't must first be accepted by the " High Contracting Parties ". But how can we speak of
" High Contracting Parties " at the time of signing ? Moreover, what body is to obtain the
necessary information from the Governments ? I think that some points in the proposed text
are confused and obscure, and we must therefore state the case more precisely. We must examine
more closely the two points I have mentioned, and for this reason we must also re-examine Article
26 of the draft Convention. I 'therefore second the proposals of M. Clauzel and Lord Onslow,
and I ask that the question as a whole be referred to the Legal Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : In addition to the French delegation's amendment we
have a British amendment and an American amendment on the same question. I understand
that the Committee desires to refer them all to the Legal Committee. We shall be glad, however,
to hear the views of any member who wishes to speak on these amendments.

The United States amendment is to omit the end of the first paragraph of Article 26,
namely, the words " and that it does not thereby affect the effectiveness of the supervision
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war."

The British amendment is to add, in the first sentence of Article 26, the word " ratifying ".
The text would thus read: " any Government may, on signing, ratifying or adhering to the
present Convention. . . "

If there is no objection, we will refer the British and United States amendments to the
Legal Committee, together with the French amendment.

The proposal to refer the above amendments to the Legal Committee was adopted.

Neiw Article 25, proposed by the British Delegation.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : We now come to the second item of our Agenda: Ques-
tions raised by the additional article - called Article 25 - as proposed by the British delega-
tion. This Article reads as follows:

"Any State signing or acceding to the present Convention may declare at the
moment either of its signature, ratification or accession that its acceptance of Chap-
ter II of the present Convention and of the provisions of Article 8, relating to
export and transit to the Special Zones, does not include any or all of its colonies,
overseas possessions, protectorates or overseas territories under its sovereignty or
authority or for which it is responsible by reason of the acceptance of a Mandate
on behalf of the League of Nations in respect thereof (not being a colony, overseas
possession, protectorate or territory situated within a Special Zone) and may sub-
sequently adhere in conformity with the provisions of Article (31) on behalf of any
such Colony, overseas possession, protectorate or territory excluded by such
declaration.

"Denunciation may also be made separately in respect of any such colony,
overseas possession, protectorate or territory, and the provisions of Article (34) shall
apply to any such denunciation."
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The British delegation proposes therefore that States should be authorised when signing
the present Convention to exclude from its application any or all of the territories under their
sovereignty or authority. This principle is new, and is of great importance, and the General
Committee should give it full consideration.

In its second paragraph the British proposal contains a second principle, which we shall
also have to discuss, though we cannot do so until we have considered -the first question.

I will ask you -therefore to give your decision first of all on the principle contained in the
first paragraph of the British amendment.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I hope that the Committee will agree with me,
after I have briefly explained -this Article, that it is not really so formidable as it looks. It is
really a stock article. It has been included in the Opium Convention as Article 39 and it has
also been included, or an article in almost the same -terms, in the " Statute on the International
Regime of Maritime Ports" (Article 9), signed on December 9th, 1923.

We have put forward this article so as to render it possible to exclude from the provisions
of the Convention, other than those relating -to control in the special zones, any Colony which
does not desire to be bound by those provisions. This necessity arises from the constitutional
position of Newfoundland and Southern Rhodesia. These are not separate Members of the
League of Nations as other dominions are, but they are fully self-governing in the same way
as other parts of the British Empire which are full Members of the League of Nations. Moreover,
in addition to these two countries, there are other colonies within the British Empire - I
need not go into the matter at length and describe their various constitutions which are
not -totally self-governing like Newfoundland and Southern Rhodesia, but which possess legis-
latures over which His Majesty's Government has no control. In order therefore that the
Convention may be practical it is necessary, and it has been found necessary in other instru-
ments of the same kind, to insert this clause. I hope therefore that the Conference will be able
to accept this proposal.

In view of this explanation I think you will see that the two questions, which our Presi-
dent has rightly put before the Conference, really follow one upon another, because the second
part of the article is only a corollary of the first. I shall be quite willing to give any further
explanation which may be deemed necessary, but I think that the matter has been thrashed
out before and thoroughly examined at other Conferences. Those delegates therefore who
were present at those earlier Conferences must be familiar with the various reasons which
were put forward then.

The Hon. Thecdore E. BURTON (United States of America). - Mr. President, I
think the main reason why this proposed amendment appears so formidable is because of
the length of -the sentence and because it is somewhat involved. As I understand it, this pro-
posed amendment does not apply to self-governing dominions like Canada, Australia or New
Zealand but to other colonies of the British Empire which have a certain degree of autonomy,
and for which the British Government cannot speak until those colonies have passed legis-
lation, and have expressed their desire for adherence to the Convention. The British Govern-
ment then expresses -that adherence for them. On that understanding, I (o not see any objec-
tion to this Article.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire).- I will just answerlthe questions'which Mr. Burton
has put to me. This Article does not touch portions of the British Empire like Australia, New
Zealand, Canada and so forth which are full Members of the League of Nations. Southern
Rhodesia and Newfoundland are self-governing in the same way that Canada, New Zealand
and Australia are, but they are not Members of the League of Nations, and this Article is sug-
gested as a safeguard for them. There are other colonies in the British Empire which have
varying degrees of self-government and -the British Government has no control over the legis-
lature of those colonies and cannot consent to ratification for them. Those ratifications, how-
ever, when made by those various Governments, would be made through the British Government.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation : Are we to take a decision on this subject to-day ?
I would rather reserve my opinion until the second reading.

In my view there are certain questions which it would be best to leave until the draft
Convention is practically complete. As Lord Onslow says, the question before us is not new,
and I have already on previous occasions had the pleasure of agreeing with the British
delegation's view.

I accept this clause as a whole, but, before we take a final decision, I should like to know
what we intend to do in regard to special zones.

This freedom of import and export in respect of colonies might perhaps be somewhat
dangerous in the case of the special zones, and we cannot, I think, take a decision in this matter
until we know what system is to be applied to the special zones, assuming that we decide to
keep them.

I speak the more freely, because Spain has colonies in the special zones, and our position
is similar to that of the British Empire.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I should like first of all to assure Lord Onslow
that the French delegation is quite favourably disposed -towards his proposal. At the same
time, I agree with the sound observations which M. de Palacios has made, both as delegate
of Spain and as Chairman of the Geographical Committee.

In point of fact, the question which Lord Onslow raises particularly affects the system
of the zones which were formerly called " prohibited zones ", but are now more euphemistically
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termed " special zones ". I am sure the countries placed in these zones will appreciate this
politeness ; all the same they will still be subject to a special regime.

It seems to me therefore to be necessary that this regime should be fixed by special com-
mittees before the question is settled by the General Committee. I feel bound to say that
the slow progress made by the Geographical Committee cannot be laid at the door of its Chairman,
and, as a member of it, I offer him my thanks. Now, however, the instructions which the
Governments concerned were asked to send will soon be arriving, and the work of the
Geographical Committee may be concluded more rapidly; it will then be easier to settle the
question of principle raised by Lord Onslow's proposal.

I therefore give my full support to M. de Palacio's proposal, which is not to postpone
the question, but to reserve it until the second reading.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I only desire to intervene for one moment to
say that I am in entire agreement with both M. de Palacios and M. Clauzel. I think it would
certainly be much better to postpone the final decision on this matter until we have all the
facts before us. We are not at all anxious to hurry a decision, and it may possibly be that
other amendments to the Convention may necessitate a change of the wording in this Article.
I think that the Conference is agreed as to the necessity of this principle and I therefore leave
the matter in its hands with every confidence.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: If the Committee agrees, we can refer the question
at once -to the Legal Committee. As the matter is partly legal in character, the opinion of
this Committee would be most useful, and, when we have received it, we shall be able to take
a decision.

We will therefore refer to the Legal Committee the whole of the amendment, which applies
to (1) reservations regarding ratification, and (2) the right of separate denunciation.

This proposal was adopted.

33. Discussion of the Articles of the Draft Convention (continued): Questions raised by the
Absence of Russia from the Conference : Further Discussion of Article 32.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We have now to take a decision on the various questions
raised by the fact that Russia is not present at our Conference.

As you are aware, the British delegation has submitted an amendment to omit the name
" Russia " from the list in Article 32 of the draft Convention, as drawn up by the Temporary
Mixed Commission.

I will first of all open the discussion on the British amendment, on which the General
Committee can, I think, take a decision.

M. COMNENE (Roumania). - Translation We need not go back over the ground covered
by the previous discussion. The definite point which we think emerges from itis that the Con-
ference took the view that certain countries were involuntarily placed, by their geographical
situation, in a special position, for which they were not responsible, but which was fraught
with serious dangers, and could not therefore be ignored.

We are all anxious that this Conference should prove a success, and that our proceedings
should lead to concrete results, especially as we are receiving new and invaluable help from
countries which are not in the habit of taking part in the work of the League of Nations.
Accordingly, for the sake of achieving something definite, we are ready to accept any formula
or to accede to any suggestions, provided that in the end we take into account the exceptional
situation to which I have referred.

You have before you the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission,
and we are now discussing Article 32 in its original form. This text was not adopted hastily.
Our colleagues who were on the Temporary Mixed Commission will remember the discussions
which took place when this text was adopted. At the moment we have no actual record before
us, but, if we refer to page 100 of the Brown Book (C.C.I.A./I), we may see -that this question
was fully discussed. Major Hills, the Rapporteur, M. Fabry, Viscount Cecil, M. Jouhaux,
Colonel Lowe, M. Jancovici, Count Hirosawa, M. Dupriez, the Chairman M. Lebrun, and
indeed almost all the members of the Commission took part in this discussion, and unanimously
adopted Article 32. And why ? Because they realised the importance, nay, the gravity,
of the situation, and because they held that this Convention, if it is to succeed and not merely
to be a source of disappointment, must provide for the presence of Russia, which - let us
frankly and sincerely admit - is absolutely essential.

Article 32 of the draft Convention fully satisfies all - and I desire to emphasize the word -
who are concerned in the matter. We think the text finally adopted should be that of Article 32,
but, I repeat, we must not allow this consideration to prevent us from making further progress,
and, if we must make concessions, we are prepared to do so.

The Polish delegate has laid before you a text which is certainly less disquieting than
Article 32 of the Draft, because 'the reservations which it involves are more specific and less
general. I am willing to accept the Polish text if it meets with your approval. Nevertheless,
after having taken part in the discussions of this Committee, and after certain private conver-
sations, I realize that all of us do not regard the problem in the same light and that some of
the Powers represented here have good reasons for believing the question to be less acute and
serious for them. Why, -then, I ask, should we generalise ? Why should we include under
one formula Governments which have no special need of protection and which have not
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displayed the same concern here as ourselves ? For this reason I submit to you the following
brief amendment:

"Paragraph 6 of Article 3 shall not apply to Persia, Poland or Roumania, until
Russia has adhered to the present Convention ".

In the first place, Iwould point out that the inclusion of Persia's name in the amend-
ment is a drafting error. Our amendment only applies to the Polish and Roumanian Govern-
ments, which clearly and definitely formulate the request now before you.

It has been our age-long tradition to face our most serious problems squarely and to attack
them openly, with visor raised, and, conscious as we are of our responsibilities, we are doing
so now. We might have submitted a text more diplomatic, less precise, more subtle, more
obscure but, nevertheless, satisfactory. We did not choose to do so. We do not wish to cloud
the issue. We present to you a text which is short, clear and precise. We say openly: " This
is what we fear. We lay it frankly before you. It is for you to judge of all that it means ".
I am sure you all realise what it does mean, that you recognise our special situation and that
you will adopt -the text which we submit to you and which, let me add, is reduced to its mini-
mum terms. We can only accept the Convention as a whole and assume all its concomitant
obligations on condition that the publicity clauses of paragraph 6 of Article 3 do not apply
to Roumania and Poland until the day comes - and may it come soon ! - when the great
producing country which we all have in mind a country which, be it remembered, will steadily
develop its production - adheres to our Convention, with all -the loyalty and frankness with
which we ourselves do so to-day.

Someone said the other day that it was a great pity that in a Conference such as this we
should constantly be raising the spectre of war. This is perfectly true, but we can hardly
be expected to forget our past history. There are some countries represented here which cannot
forget that their territory has been the high road of invasions and a battle-ground for centuries.
We would willingly forget these things, but we cannot. We cannot, because even now we hear
the clash of arms on our frontiers. Nay, we have not the right to forget.

From the outset of -the Conference none more than ourselves have felt greater faith in
the ultimate realisation of universal peace through -the instrumentality of the League of
Nations. This will not be accomplished to-morrow, nor in the near future, but it will be accom-
plished some day; and in the meantime, so long as our faith is not shared by all countries,
we are bound -to take every precaution necessitated by our situation.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEHE (Persia).-- Translation: The thorny question of publicity in
connection with purchases of arms and munitions for non-producing countries has been
occupying our minds from the very outset of -this Conference.

I will not take up your valuable time, but will be brief. As you know, the essential aim
of the League of Nations, of its Temporary Mixed Commission and of the present Conference
is to find means of reducing the possibilities of war and preventing the slaughter of human
beings.

Every clause, every article in every international convention must serve some purpose and
have some logical reason. Accordingly, I ask what is the essential aim of paragraph 6 of
Article 3, which imposes publicity in the case of purchasers but not in that of producers of
arms and munitions. If the intention of the authors of this paragraph is to reduce -the possi-
bilities of war by means of publicity, I think you will all agree that this end would be sooner
attained if there were the same measure of publicity for all States, producing and non-producing
alike; in other words, that private arms factories and Government arsenals should be obliged
to publish their output, just as purchasers publish their purchases, and so reveal *to the world
the state of their armaments.

In order to help the Conference forward, I desire to second the noble words uttered by the
United States delegate at our last meeting. I hope that we shall be able to find a formula
which will be in -the interests of producing and non-producing countries alike. I mould add,
however, that we should make every effort to reach a definite result and should therefore avoid
any problems which might hinder the progress of our work.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: The British delegation proposes to omit the name
of Russia from the list of States whose ratification is required for the entry into force of the
present Convention. We ail realise how greatly the effectiveness of our Convention will be
lessened by the absence of Russia, but we must accept the facts of the situation. Moreover,
if we insist on the necessity of Russia's participating, we are allowing a single country to thwart
the efforts of forty-four others.

The Japanese delegation, then, does not object to the omission of Russia from the list of
Powers in Article 32, on condition, however, that the Convention is applied as widely as
possible.

This does not imply that we should ignore the position of the countries contiguous to
Russia. On the contrary, in view of the solidarity and mutual understanding of all the Members
of the League, we must examine their case with the closest attention and the sincerest
sympathy.

General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland). -Translation: From the outset of our work I have seized
every opportunity of emphasising the importance of the problem we have to solve now. I have
every confidence in the experience of the delegates and their perfect sense of reality. I am
sure they will examine these grave questions conscientiously and sincerely.

The work of this Conference was carefully prepared by men of exceptional ability, some of
whom are among us now. For this reason we cannot possibly reject the text submitted to
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us as the draft prepared by the Temporary Mixed Commission. Every Article in this draft
is the outcome of long and arduous study. They were serious and weighty reasons which led
the authors of the draft to include Russia among the countries whose signature and ratifi-
cation are necessary for the entry into force of the present Convention. I will venture to follow
the example of my friend and colleague, M. Comnene, who referred to the statement made
on this point by Major Hills, the Rapporteur of the Temporary Mixed Commission. According
to the Minutes of the Commission, Major Hills thought that ratification by the great producing
Powers was necessary, and Russia, which comes into this category, must be included. You
will see, then, that it is not possible mechanically to delete Russia's name from the list in Article
32, and I do not think I am wrong in saying that the Conference cannot simply drop this im-
portant question.

The situation is most serious, and none of us who have the success of our work at heart
can shirk the duty of helping to find a just and practical solution for this urgent problem.

We suggest a solution which we think just and practical, but we do notinsist upon the actual
form of the settlement, and we are ready to accept any suggested modification which would
leave the principle intact. We do not refuse to compromise, and, subject to the condition I
have stated, we are ready to examine any other formula.

The time has come, I think, to state the problem more precisely. During the Conference,
and particularly in the last few days, we have heard a great deal regarding the unequal position
of producing and non-producing countries. I will not dwell on this point, which has been
admirably put to you my Serb-Croat-Slovene colleague, General Kalafatovitch. Do we realise,
however, how much more serious the position of a non-producing State becomes if it is con-
tiguous to a producing country which declines to adhere to the Convention providing for
publicity in respect of national armaments ? In such a case it is not merely a question of
inequality; national security itself is at stake.

There are two aspects of the problem, and the danger can come from two quarters. In
the first place, there is the technical standpoint, which has been presented to us by General
Dumitrescu, the Roumanian delegate, who said that the result of this publicity will be that
the means of defence of non-producing States will be known to all, whereas these States them-
selves will know practically nothing of the means of attack possessed by their producing
neighbours.

There is, however, another aspect of the question which I feel bound to point out to you.
The Convention we are preparing clearly aims at strengthening the influence of public opinion
on excessive increases of armaments, which are regarded as dangerous to the peace of the world.
I venture to cite the conclusive arguments which have been used by an eminent Swiss publi-
cist, and have appeared in one of the leading organs of the Press. " One country, " he says,
" arms to the teeth and no one is any the wiser. Another buys 10,000 rifles; the newspapers
of five Cont nents publish the news, and a formidable Press campaign can without difficulty
be launched against ' this wretch, this scoundrel ' who is the cause of all the trouble. "

I hasten to add that the author of this article was not specifically referring to the case
of the contiguous countries. With what greater weight, then, does not this criticism apply
to a great producing country which refuses to sign the Convention, which can carry on wide-
spread propaganda and the strength of which is known to all of us. Suppose, for example,
that a contiguous non-producing country, wishing to standardise the equipment of its army,
changes the type of rifle used perhaps by only one of its divisions. This is a perfectly legitimate
improvement of the national means of defence, but one which would involve considerable
purchases abroad. You can readily imagine what a campaign, aided by all the latest methods,
would be launched by that neighbour, which, while refusing to accept the Convention, would
nevertheless seize this opportunity of exploiting it for the purpose of turning the weight of
democratic opinion against what it would call an Imperialist country.

The representatives of the countries which are likely to find themselves in this position
must reflect long before committing themselves to a definite attitude.

No suggestion, no proposal, which may enable us to find a settlement, should be passed
by. I beg you to help me in the search for a solution. We must find some means of satisfying
the needs of those States which consider that they are in a special position owing to the fact
that Russia is not taking part in our Conference.

To begin with, we must consider the possibility of including Russia as one of the States
whose signature and ratification are necessary for the coming into force of the Convention.
No one, however, will fail to see that this solution, though perfectly logical, would rule out
any possibility of establishing our Convention and would render our work entirely nugatory.
I cannot see how this course can be advocated.

You will tell me that there is another possible solution, namely, to revert to the Convention
of St. Germain by prohibiting entirely imports and exports of arms to or from countries
which are not parties to the Convention.

This solution may perhaps appear the most just and logical of all, but it is open to the
serious objection that it revives the discussion of the question which has caused such difficulties
ever since the Convention of St. Germain was concluded. My country does not wish to
create difficulties for those countries which cannot accept this part of the Convention of St.
Germain, and despite the fact that this solution would fully satisfy us, we cannot give it further
consideration.

Yet another solution has been suggested, and it is at first sight a very attractive one, namely
to class that great producing country,which is contiguous to another, as a prohibited zone,
in which all trade in arms is forbidden. Unfortunately this solution bristles with political
difficulties, and although Poland demands a just and equitable settlement which would take
account of her special interests, she does not desire to make any proposal which could be
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interpreted as displaying hostility to countries with which she wishes her relations to
be normal.

Accordingly, when we come to examine the possible solutions, we are brought back to
the proposal I suggested to you in the form of an amendment to be embodied in Chapter VI
of the Convention. This proposal is in accordance with the Covenant of the League, and will
in no way hinder the operation of the machinery provided by the Convention. I venture to
emphasise the special importance of safeguarding this principle, which I consider to be the
only just and equitable one, but I am prepared to accept any proposal that would embody
this principle in another form.

We are not discussing this problem for the first time. Various delegates have stated
their views at previous meetings, and I will endeavour to reply to their criticisms to my amend-
ment.

The Spanish delegate, M. Palacios, made several interesting suggestions in regard to
Article 26, which provides for partial or conditional adherence. I would point out, however,
that this article also requires the consent of the High Contracting Parties, and these cannot
take a decision in either sense without first knowing what the conditions are. The sole object
of my proposal is to define these conditions on the basis of Article 26, to which M. de Palacios
referred. I think it is only right that we should state in advance how we intend to apply this
article, as, otherwise, the Contracting Parties might find some of its effects somewhat
unexpected. I think it is only right to say beforehand what conditions my country considers
essential for its adherence to the Convention.

According to the draft amendment to Article 7a submitted by the Belgian delegation, the
importation and transport of arms, munitions and implements of war classed under Category I
is prohibited if they come from countries which have not adhered to the Convention. This
proposal clearly lies outside the field of our discussion. It is merely a necessary adjunct to the
clauses of the Convention which are intended to prevent the illicit trade in arms. This proposal
is quite necessary, of course, but cannot be regarded as in any way satisfying the needs of
the countries contiguous to Russia.

That, Gentlemen, is my analysis of this complex problem. I am sorry it is somewhat
lengthy. I might have adopted a less straightforward way; I might have chosen a more
doubtful method and not have laid all my cards upon the table. I might eventually have
signed our Convention with the private intention of refusing to ratify it afterwards. But
I do not choose that method; I come before you conscious of my great responsibilities to
my own country, and in this connection I would recall the clear and reasoned words of
M. Herriot, the French Prime Minister, at the fifth Assembly: "We do not wish our work to be
regarded by posterity as the barren proceedings of some vast and sterile academy. Arbitration
must not be made a snare for trustful nations. 

These words may be applied to any manifestation of international solidarity. I am sure
you will never lose sight of this idea, on which our work should be based. It is mainly for this
reason that I am so confident in the final success of our Conference, and my confidence has
been strengthened by the loyal and sincere words of M. Matsuda.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: The Turkish delegation considers that
the question raised by the Polish and Roumanian amendments is closely bound up with the
decision which the General Committee has to take regarding the form of the export document
and the general scope of publicity. The Turkish delegation cannot define its attitude in regard
to Article 32 until this decision has been taken.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: As I said at the beginning of this meeting, the
problem of reservations is one of the most complex with which we have to deal, and though,
as I pointed out, we must be guided mainly by the great principle of the equality of all partici-
pating States as regards rights and obligations, and though the French delegation's proposal
is based on this principle, the legitimate concern so eloquently voiced by the Roumanian and
Polish delegates must, in some way or other, be taken into account. We are especially bound
to do so because no settlement has yet been found for the great problem of security, which
is an essential factor in the general problem on which the organisation of a stable and permanent
peace depends ; indeed, the control of the trade in and the manufacture of arms is merely one
aspect of this main problem.

Among the various contingencies that have been mentioned there is one to which we
must give special attention-which, indeed, we cannot ignore - namely, the possibility that
some countries may find themselves unable to adhere to the Convention. This possibility has
been as openly and sincerely admitted as possible by the distinguished diplomatist and the illus-
trious general who spoke on behalf of the Roumanian and Polish delegations respectively.
Despite their anxieties on this score, however, they refuse to resort to the facile expedient of
not signing at all, or at any rate of reserving the right not to ratify the engagements publicly
undertaken. They have refused to stoop to this disloyal and timid expedient because it would
be unworthy of them - nay, it would be unworthy of us.

All members of the Conference are working at the same task. In order to attain our end,
we must make allowance for the special geographical situation of certain States - for which
they are not responsible - and their political situation - for which also they are not responsible.
I think it is the duty of us all to concentrate our efforts upon finding a settlement that takes
their interests directly into account and promotes the success of the work which
we have jointly undertaken and which we are in duty bound to bring to a successful issue.

As M. Matsuda very rightly said, we must try to find a solution. The formulas proposed
do not constitute the last word on the subject. Perhaps, indeed, they are a little too precise and
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are not conceived in the broad spirit which should characterise our Convention. We may
find a more general formula, which would not affect the special form of any of the reservations
we desire to avoid, but which might be embodied in the Final Act, so as to refer not merely
to certain specific countries but to all countries contiguous to Russia. In this formula, the period
within which adherence must be given might be made as short as possible, though long enough
to allow Russia to give the adhesion for which she has so often been asked.

Russia must not misunderstand our discussions. The role of bugbear which she is playing
in the world ill accords with the generous principles to which her Government lays claim,
but it is through these principles that we wish to leave the door open for her to enter, though
the period allowed must not be too long.

I therefore propose that we should embody in the Final Act a formula which would make
provision for the special position of States contiguous to Russia. It might read as follows:

"The application of Article 3, Section 6, shall, as regards imports, be provision-
ally suspended for a period of two years from the date of the coming into force of the
present Convention in respect of those High Contracting Parties contiguous to Russia
which consider that they are placed in a special situation through the non-participation
of Russia.

" If Russia does not give her adhesion within two years, these States shall be
entitled to ask the present Conference to meet again with a view to exempting them
from the duty of applying Article 3, Section 6.

The actual period should be fixed, not by us, but by the Legal Committee or one of the
other technical Committees.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: It is getting late, and there are still three speakers on my
list. I would therefore ask them to be brief, so as to enable us to finish the discussion this
morning.

General ENCKELL (Finland). - Translation: I fully support the British amendment
to exclude Russia from the list of States whose ratification is necessary for the coming into
force of the Convention. I also agree with the remarks of -the Japanese and French delegates.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: I reserve the right to revert to matters of detail
at a later meeting, but there was one point raised by M. Clauzel which I cannot allow to pass
without mention. The settlement which he has proposed is to apply to all States which are
contiguous to Russia. My country is one of those which has the longest common frontiers
with Russia, and I do not know whether my Government would wish to take advantage
of the proposal made by M. Clauzel to suspend for two years the publicity resulting from
Section 6 of Article 3. I will content myself therefore to-day with making a reserve on this point.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation: It seems to be clear from the discussions which
have taken place that every country represented here is most anxious, in the interests of soli-
darity, to make allowance for the special situation of certain countries.

The State we have in mind has as its neighbours on the one hand, exporting countries
which are to undertake not to publish statistics of their exports to countries which have a special
geographical situation and, on the other, importing countries which are to be allowed to withhold
their import statistics from publication in view of their own special situation. The problem
is a most serious one, and I trust that in solving it we shall -take a broad and conciliatory view
and shall duly consider the interests of the ercountries concerned.

The Conference seems to desire to refer the French and Japanese proposals to the Legal
Committee, and it is for this reason that I venture to speak. I think that if we adopt this proposal
we should give certain general instructions to the Legal Committee. In the first place, we
should give an opinion on the British proposal; the Polish and Roumanian delegations will
no doubt agree to this. I also gather that the Committee unanimously wishes to omit Russia
from the list of countries whose ratifications are necessary under Article 32 for the coming
into force of the Convention. I therefore think that the General Committee should take a decision
on the British amendment now, and should refer the various proposals to the Legal Committee
in order that it may take our discussions as a guide and make due allowance for the very reason-
able objections of countries such as Roumania and Poland and -the other objections which the
Committee unanimously allows.

General LAIDONER (Esthonia). - Translation: I have the honour to state on behalf
of the Esthonian delegation that I agree to the British amendment. I also support the French
proposal.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Most of the speakers suggest that we should
at once proceed to settle the question raised by the British amendment, regarding the omission
of Russia from the list in Article 32, and that we should refer the various proposals and amend-
ments to the Legal Committee. We seem to be agreed upon this procedure and I will therefore
ask all the remaining speakers to confine themselves as far as possible within these limits.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - What I had intended to
say may perhaps be in part superfluous, but I desire to support the British proposal to strike
out the name of Russia from the list of nations whose adherence is required. Let it be distinctly
understood 'that such a proposal shows no lack of deference to the Russian regime, no disposition,
friendly or unfriendly, to that country; but the representatives of Russia have declined to
appear here at this time. Russia has shown no interest in the work which we desire to do, and
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if we should make it a condition of the validity of any Convention which we might frame that
Russia adhere, it would probably reduce all our work to the level of a futile debating society.

As regards the point raised by the delegates from Roumania and Poland, which has been
supported by other delegates, it is the old, old story, as old as the time when States were first
organised - the fear of one country of a powerful neighbour of whose pacific intentions it cannot
be sure. We must provide for that situation. It will continue to exist until the time of that
golden age, far, far away, I fear, when there shall be banished from our vocabulary such words
as " producing States" and " non-producing States ", such expressions as weak nations and
strong nations, and when there shall be established over the earth the rule of universal law.

I do not believe, however, that there is a single country represented here which does not
fully realise, whether its location be near or remote, whether it be in America or in Europe,
the peculiar dangers which have been set forth this morning. I should not favour mentioning
any specific country in the enumeration which has been made. Finland had been admitted,
Turkey, Latvia, Esthonia I believe; they would naturally be included in any enumeration.

I can see certain difficulties in regard to the publication of the figures under Section 6
of Article 3. There are nations which publish those statistics as a part of their periodical reports,
and it might require a change in that statistical system. The matter should therefore be referred
to the Legal or other Committee. But before that is done, I wish very distinctly to state that
the aim of these resolutions is one which this Conference cannot disregard.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I will reply in one word to the question raised
by the Chinese delegate. My proposal does not apply to all countries which border upon Russia,
but only to those which consider that they are placed in a special situation owing to Russia's
non-participation. The Chinese Government is therefore free to take any decision it pleases.

General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland). - Translation: In accordance with my statements at
previous meetings I have the honour to say that I am in general agreement with M. Clauzel's
proposal. I shall, I trust, have time to examine it in detail while it is being considered by the
Committees to which you refer it.

M. COMNENE (Roumania). - Translation: I agree with the proposal made by my
distinguished Polish colleague, General Sosnkowski. I think it most desirable that the
problem as a whole should be referred to the Legal Committee.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I find myself in a difficult position as regards the
proposals which have been made. I agree with the British delegation that the whole question
of Russia should be carefully examined by a committee. Nevertheless, the problems raised
by this question lie outside the domain of law. They are surely concerned rather with politics
and practical matters. I find myself in some perplexity. On the one hand, M. Clauzel's proposal
considerably reduces the number of European countries to which the publicity clauses will
apply. I fully realise that certain States are in a special position, but I am inclined to think
that we should be accentuating existing inequalities if we increase the number of States which
will be exempt from the publicity clauses. On the other hand, supposing that Russia does adhere
to the Convention, will the situation with regard to that country be any different from what
it is now ? According to our Convention, Russia, as a producing State, would not be obliged
to publish statistics regarding her output. What then would be the likely effect of the reser-

ation that M. Clauzel proposes to place in the Final Act ? It would mean that some of the
ates signatory to the Convention would be tempted to obtain imports from a non-adhering

State and to make no mention of them. If we undertake to publish our imports, would exports
from Russia be treated differently from those coming from other countries ?

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation : Does the question we are discuss-
ing really come within the competence of the Legal Committee ? I think not. It is surely a
political rather than a legal question. I would beg the Committee to consider this point and
decide whether the matter should be sent to the Legal Committee or whether it would not be
better to appoint a special Sub-Committee.

M. de PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: The Brazilian delegate is right ; it would, never-
theless, be sound policy to refer this question to the Legal Committee.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I do not wish to detain the Committee, because
I know it wishes to come to a decision. I had the privilege of addressing you on the subject
of this amendment on a former occasion, and will say no more about it especially as the general
view seems to be in accordance with our proposal.

As to the other suggestion before us, I share the opinion of several of the delegates, that
the various proposals we have heard and which have formed the subject of our interesting
debate this morning, should be referred to the Legal Committee.

M. VON ECKARDT (Germany). - Translation: I second the Brazilian proposal, The question
is a political one, and should not, in my view, be referred to the Legal Committee, but to a
new Sub-Committee specially appointed for the purpose.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation : In view of the complexity of the questions we
are discussing I propose that they should be referred to a special Sub-Committee, which should
not receive any general instructions from our Committee.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : I second this proposal, and I ask that all
States which are neighbours of Russia should be represented on the special Sub-Committee.
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The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The discussion may now be closed, particularly as the
hour is late.

I will ask you to take a decision on the British amendment to delete the name of Russia
from the list in Article 32.

The British amendment was put to the vote and adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : You have now to decide whether the French proposal
and, if necessary, the other amendments submitted to us should be referred to the Legal Com-
mittee or to a special Sub-Committee.

I agree with Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. von Eckardt that the question is not
fundamentally of a legal character. I think it should be examined by a special Sub-Committee,
which would be appointed as soon as possible by the Bureau.

The proposal to form a special Sub-Committee was adopted.

THIRTEENTH MEETING

held at Geneva on Saturday, May 23rd, 1925, at 10 a.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

34. Tribute paid by the Conference to the Memory of Three victims of an accident during a
Mission in Syria on behalf of the League of Nations.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : In opening this meeting, I have to convey to you a sad
piece of information which concerns the League of Nations, 'and which cannot, I think, leave
our Conference unmoved.

The Secretary-General of the League of Nations has had news of a disaster which occurred
in the neighbourhood of Beirout, in which three persons sent by the League of Nations to study
malaria were killed in a motor accident. The persons in question were Dr. Samuel Darling,
of the Rockefeller Foundation, Dr. Norman Lothian, a member of the British Army Medical
Corps, who was attached to the Health Section of the League of Nations, and Mademoiselle
Anne Besson, who had been a member of the Secretariat of the League of Nations since 1919.

I think you will all agree that in this unhappy event we should associate our sympathy
with that of the League of Nations and should join in a tribute to the memory of those who
have died in carrying out a scientific and humanitarian mission.

(All the members of the Conference stood in silence for several moments.)

35. Protest by the Roumanian and Polish Delegations regarding certain reports of their attitude
towards a Power not represented on the Conference.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : M. Comnene, delegate of Roumania, will address the
Conference.

M. COMNENE (Roumania). Translation: As it has been stated in certain foreign news-
papers that the Polish and Roumanian delegations have adopted an unfriendly, indeed a
hostile, attitude towards a certain Power which is not represented at this Conference, I wish
to protest on behalf of both those delegations against this statement, which is absolutely
untrue. They have simply examined with detachment, the consequences to Poland and
Roumania of the refusal of a certain Power to give its support to a work of peace and con-
ciliation. They assert once more that both the Polish and Roumanian Governments are anxious
to maintain the best of relations with all countries, and, particularly, with their neighbours.
It is for this very reason that the delegates of Poland and Roumania so deeply regretted that
they had not the opportunity of collaborating with all their neigbours in this Conference.

The Polish and Roumanian delegations feel that they should make this statement in order
to put an end to any further fabrications, the tendentious aims of which must be apparent
to all.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : M. Comnene's statement will be included in the record
of the meeting.
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36. Composition of the special Sub-Committee appointed to examine the situation of the States
coterminous with Russia.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The Bureau proposes that the special Sub-Committee
which the General Committee decided at its last meeting to appoint in order to study the situa-
tion of the States coterminous with Russia should be constituted as follows:

The Hon. T. E. BURTON (United States of America);
Lord ONSLOW (British Empire);
M. CLAUZEL (France);
M. CHIMIENTI (Italy);
M. MATSUDA (Japan);
General ENCKELL (Finland);
General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland);
M. COMNENE (Roumania);
Mehmed TEVFIK Bey (Turkey);
M. DENDRAMIS (Greece).

If there are no observations, the special Sub-Committee will be composed as indicated.

(Agreed.)

37. Reference of Chapters IV and V of the draft Convention to the Military, Naval and Air
Technical Committee: Proposal by the Bureau of the Conference.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : You will remember that at our meeting on May 3rd
we decided to refer Chapters III, IV and V of the draft Convention to the Geographical Com-
mittee. Chapter III is concerned with the principle of prohibited zones and the fixing thereof,
and Chapters IV and V refer to the manner in which supervision may be exercised over these
zones. We have not yet been able to examine Chapter III owing to the fact that certain
delegations are awaiting instructions from their Governments. In order, however, to avoid
unduly holding up our work, the Bureau suggest that Chapters IV and V, relating to super-
vision on land and at sea, be referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee
for consideration.

It was decided to re/er Chapters IV and V to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com-
mittee.

38. Discussion of the Articles of the draft Convention (continued): Articles 32, 33 and 34
and the Preamble.

Article 32.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: In connection with Article 32 we have to take a decision
on a proposal submitted by the delegation of the United States of America which feels that
other important producing Powers should be included in the number of countries which must
ratify the Convention before it can come into force. In the opinion of that delegation, the
article should be referred to a technical committee appointed to decide what Powers should
be added to the list already given in Article 32.

The question therefore is one of modifying - to what extent is not yet clear-the list
given in Article 32, of the Powers whose ratification will be necessary for the Convention to
come into force. Would the United States delegation care to define its proposals ?

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - It will, I think, be generally
regarded as most important that the adherence of the leading producing nations should be
secured in order that this Convention may be effective; there can be no doubt that the
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee is the best judge of the leading producing countries.
I trust that this procedure will not delay our deliberations, but that the Committee will be
able to come to a very prompt decision as to the countries which should be included.

I also pointed out some days ago, that no Latin American country was included in this
list, and expressed the opinion that it was appropriate that one of those countries be included,
whether a producing country or not. I therefore present the motion that this article be
referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: The Brazilian delegation cordially
supports the motion submitted by the delegate of the United States of America. I had occasion,
when a member of the Temporary Mixed Commission, to make the same observation as that
now offered by Mr. Burton, viz., that no Latin-American country was included in the list given
in Article 32. The twenty States of Latin America are certainly most intimately concerned
in the question of the control of the trade in arms and munitions, for they are importers on
a large scale. I quite understand that a certain priority should be given to the producing
countries, but this classification must not be made too arbitrarily; it must be based on solid
facts. The twenty States of Latin America are offering their active co-operation in the
work which we are now undertaking. It is only reasonable that one of them should be included
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in the list of countries whose ratification is essential for the coming into force of the Convention.
It will thus be made clear to the world that the putting into force of our Convention depends
partly upon the Latin-American nations.

I did not repeat the suggestion which I made to the Temporary Mixed Commission, because
I was sure that the delegation of the United States would make the proposals. We have
not forgotten that the United States were unable to approve the Treaty of St. Germain on
account of the clause forbidding them to supply the Latin-American countries with such arma-
ments as the latter might require for their safety. I felt it was right to leave the initiative
in this matter to the United States delegation, in order that it alone might have the honour
of having obtained the inclusion of a Latin-American Power in the list given in Article 32.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : The proposal of the delegation of the United States of
America, supported by the Brazilian delegation, is that the following question should be referred
to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee: Sould the list of Powers whose ratification
is necessary for the Convention to come into force be modified ?

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I have much pleasure in supporting the views ex-
pressed by the representative of the United States of America concerning the necessity of
giving careful consideration to the list of States whose ratification is necessary for the coming
into force of the Convention. I share his opinion that it is desirable to consider the addition
of other producing countries. I also support his suggestion to refer this question to the Mili-
tary, Naval and Air Technical Committee for examination.

In this connection, however, I would venture to submit the following suggestion. I have
very often had occasion to state that our Convention must - if its application is to be equitable
and to have any value - include almost all manufacturing, buying, exporting or importing
countries. In Article 32 certain Powers are mentioned whose ratification is necessary for
the coming into force of our Convention, but they are only twelve in number. Now there
are forty-four States represented at this Conference, all anxious to strengthen and preserve
that greatest blessing of all the nations - peace. We are all working harmoniously together
towards a just and equitable settlement which shall be acceptable to all. Why restrict the
number of States under Article 32 to twelve and thus destroy the universal character of our
work ? The figure 12 represents far less than one-third of the States represented here.
Since we believe that our Convention could be accepted by almost all the States here represented,
I am sure that there would be no difficulty in increasing the number of States whose ratification
is required. If the Committee approves these views, I would urge it to refer this question
to the competent Committee for exmination.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: M. Matsuda's proposal does not in any way conflict with
the procedure we have already suggested, viz., the reference of the question to the Military,
Naval and Air Technical Committee. If you agree therefore the proposal of the United States
delegation shall be communicated to the Committee, which will take into account, as far as
it thinks necessary, the suggestions made by the Japanese delegate.

I will now put to the vote the question of referring the United States proposal to the
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee.

The proposal was adopted.
Articles 33 and 34.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : Article 33 deals with the question of the denunciation
of the Convention. In connection with this article we have before us an amendment from
the United States delegation, to the effect that the period of ten years specified in the draft
of the Temporary Mixed Commission should be reduced to a period of three years. The question
before us therefore is whether we should, as the United States delegation proposes, authorise
denunciation by any of the Parties on the expiration of a period of three years.

Do you think, Gentlemen, that you are in possession of sufficient data to enable you to
vote at the present juncture on the proposal of the United States delegation ?

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - I would like very
briefly 'to point out that the time in which we live is one in which events follow each other
with startling rapidity. Changes occur in a very few years. New engines of destruction may be
invented; there may be an enlargement of transportation by air which would change all our
plans. Again, I hope it is not a delusive anticipation that there may be some agreement reached
among the nations, more far-reaching than a mere provision with regard to trade in arms -
an arrangement which will go far to assure peace among nations.

For these reasons it seemed to us that the period mentioned in the draft Convention was
too long and that ten years should be changed -to three years. If the Conference were disposed
to make the period somewhat longer, say four or five years, we should not object. We also
propose that the period after which denunciation shall take effect should be changed to one
year after notification.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : You will have observed -that in Articles 33 and 34 of
the Convention other periods are fixed. In Article 33 we have a period of -ten years for denun-
ciation, which will take effect after 'two years. Article 34 mentions a period of five years for
the revision of the Convention. A certain proportion should be maintained between these two
periods. We might perhaps leave this question 'to the decision of the Legal Committee, which
would take Mr. Burton's observations into account.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China).- Translation: I wish to support 'the proposal of the United
States delegation. On the one hand, if the period for denunciation is too long (ten years for



- 264 

instance) I am not sure that my Government will be able to ratify the Convention. On the
other hand, certain complications are making their appearance in this Conference in connection
with Russia, and if the number of States wishing to secure the suspension of publicity for two
years is too great, our Convention will thereby lose much of its value. If we reduced the period
for denunciation to two years, or three years at the most, my Government might see its way
to ratify the Convention.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If members have no further observations to make, I
propose that the question of the periods mentioned in Articles 33 and 34 be referred to the
Legal Committee.

The proposal was put to the vote and adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: One of the earlier amendments put forward by the
British delegation refers to Article 33. In the second part of its new Article 25, the British
delegation proposed to reserve to the contracting Parties the right to denounce the Convention
separately on behalf of their colonies, oversea possessions, protectorates or mandated terri-
tories. This is essentially a legal question, and, to be logical, since we have already decided
to refer to the Legal Committee the first part of the Article 25 proposed by the British Dele-
gation we should also refer the second part to this Committee.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I only rise to say that I entirely agree with the
proposal which our eminent President has made for referring this part of Article 25 to the
Legal Committee as well as the first part.

The proposal to refer the second part of Article 25 of the British draft to the Legal Comnmittee
was put to the vote and adopted.

Preamble.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : We have now completed our first reading of the Con-
vention. So far we have deferred consideration of the Preamble.

The Preamble, which you have before you, recalls certain historical truths in the following
words:

"...Whereas the Convention of Saint-Germain signed by the High Contracting
Parties therein mentioned has not entered into full force and effect;

Whereas it is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international
trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the
fullest possible publicity in regard to such trade;

Whereas the existing treaties and conventions, and particularly the Brussels
Act of July. 2nd, 1890, regulating the traffic in arms and munitions in certain regions,
no longer meet present conditions;

Whereas a special supervision of the maritime zone adjacent to certain countries
is necessary to ensure th.e efficacy of the measures adopted by the various Govern-
ments both as regards the import of arms, ammunition and implements of war into
these countries and their export from -their own territory..."

Does the General Committee consider it desirable to proceed at this juncture, to discuss
the text of the Preamble ?

The Hon. THEODORE E. BURTON (United States of America). - It seems to me
that the same reason for the postponement of the consideration of the Preamble which was
regarded as conclusive at the beginning, is conclusive now. I think we should wait until we
have before us the completed text of the Convention after a second reading and until we have
considered the reports of the Committees.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I entirely agree with the views expressed by
the United States delegate. For instance, the fourth paragraph of the draft refers to a question
which has not yet been examined. I therefore make a formal proposal that its consideration
should be adjourned.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece). - Translation: I also think that we should adjourn the discus-
sion of the Preamble. You will remember, Gentlemen, that I made a proposal to the effect
that equality of treatment as between producing and non-producing countries should be a
fundamental principle of the Convention. The Conference decided that this proposal should
be examined when we came to discuss the Preamble. As we do not yet know what will be the
basis of the Convention, I would ask that my proposal should be considered later.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: I had iltended to propose a
slight amendment in the second paragraph of the Preamble, in which it is stated that:

"It is necessary to exercise a general supervision over the international trade
in arms, munitions and implements of war, with the object of securing the fullest
possible publicity in regard to such trade... "

The amendment which I wished to propose would have been to the effect that supervision
of the trade in arms is not sufficient; that supervision has to be established not only over the
trade in, but also over the manufacture of, arms. I reserve the right to propose this amend-
ment later.
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The PRESIDENT. -- Translation : I think I echo the general sentiment of this Committee
in proposing that the discussion if the Preamble be deferred until our work has reached a more
suitable stage. If the members of the Committee agree, therefore, we will resume consideration
of the Preamble after the second reading of the draft Convention.

The discussion of the Preamble was adjourned.

39. Examination of the Standardisation of Nomenclature and Statistical Systems for the Trade
in Arms, Munitions and Implements of War: Reference to the Customs Com-
mittee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The problem of the standardisation of nomenclature
and statistical systems for the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war is intimately
bound up with the work entrusted to the Customs Committee. I therefore propose that it
be referred to this Committee for examination.

Dr. LANGE (Norway); - Translation: I entirely agree with the President's proposal
which I have pleasure in supporting on behalf of the Customs Committee. I would venture
to observe, however, that that Committee has already considered this question - has indeed
appointed a Sub-Committee of Experts to examine the points arising therefrom.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : If no members of the General Committee have any
objection, we will refer this question to the Customs Committee.

(Agreed).

40. Question of the Appointment of a Rapporteur.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: Now that our General Committee has completed
its examination of the draft Convention submitted to it, it may feel that the time has come
for it to appoint the General Rapporteur, since the latter will have to take part in the work
of the Co-ordination Committee. Perhaps, in conformity with the procedure to be followed,
it is for the Bureau to make a proposal and submit it to the General Committee ? I leave it
to you to decide whether this procedure is acceptable.

M. PARRA-PEREZ (Venezuela). - Translation: I second M. Clauzel's proposal.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : If the view put forward by M. Clauzel is accepted by
the General Committee, I will ask the members of the Bureau -to meet after this meeting.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). Translation : I venture to propose that the Bureau itself should
select the General Rapporteur, without reference to the General Committee. If this were done,
the Rapporteur might be appointed this afternoon; otherwise, we should have -to wait for
the next meeting of the General Committee.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation : I was just going -to ask whether the Bureau was
to appoint the General Rapporteur or merely make a proposal, because, in the latter case,
as the Rapporteur ought to be appointed before the Co-ordination Committee begins its work,
the Bureau would have to meet immediately, and then report at once to the General Committee.
Otherwise, this Committee would have to meet again for the sole purpose of approving the
Bureau's proposal, as -the second reading of the draft Convention cannot begin until the Co-
ordination Committee has completed its work.

The solution proposed by the delegate of Uruguay is very simple, and I think it is 'the
best, but, as I am a member of the Bureau, I cannot make any proposal which would enlarge
its competence.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I think that the General Committee will agree to trust
its Bureau to appoint the General Rapporteur. This appointment will, of course, be notified to
the General Committee at the beginning of the next meeting.

If M. Buero's proposal is approved by the General Committee, we will accept it.

Agreed.
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FOURTEENTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Tuesday, June 2nd, 1925, at 4 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

41. Situation of the States eoterminous with Russia. Report of the Special Sub-Committee
appointed to study this Question.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Committee has before it the following report from
the Special Committee appointed on May 23rd to consider the situation of States coterminous
with Russia:

"The Committee considered that the following formula, to be inserted in the Final Act,
might be recommended as a solution to the question which was entrusted to it. It was of opinion,
however, that this solution could only be recommended, provided that the number of bordering
States desirous of taking advantage of this reservation were not too high :

" ' .......... are authorised, at the moment of signing the present Conven-
tion, to record a reservation ensuring them the suspension of the effects of Article 3,
paragraph 6,2 so far as it concerns the exports made to them and the imports made
by them until the date of the adhesion of Russia to the present Convention.

"' Provided, further, that this reservation shall not be interpreted as prevent-
ing the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations existing
in any High Contracting Party at the moment of the signature of this Convention.'

" At present the following States have informed the Committee that they desire to take
advantage of this formula: Esthonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland, Roumania. In these cir-
cumstances, and provided that this number is not increased either before or after the Con-
vention is signed, the Committee recommends that the General Committee should adopt the
formula and insert it in the Final Act.

" As regards a proposal by the Italian delegate to insert the words 'by the High Contract-
ing Parties' after the words 'and the imports made by them' in the last two lines but one of the
first paragraph of the formula, the Committee thought that the General Committee might refer
the question to the Drafting Committee.

"The Turkish delegate, while pointing out that the frontiers of Turkey - even her Euro-
pean frontiers - are very long, nevertheless desired to submit on this point reservations which
did not bear upon the adherence or non-adherence of Russia to the Convention but on the
wider problem raised by the system of publicity contemplated in the Convention."

As the final draft of the formula is to be prepared by the Drafting Committee as soon
as the Article relative to publicity shall have been determined, our sole duty is to decide on
the principle of the declaration to be inserted in the Final Act. The discussion is open
concerning this formula.

M. ZAUNIUS (Lithuania). Translation: As the Lithuanian delegation unfortunately
was not represented on the Special Sub-Committee, I am under the necessity of stating now
its point of view on this question.

The Lithuanian delegation had been among those which informed the Chairman of the
Sub-Committee that they considered it necessary that Lithuania should be included in the
list of States authorised to make at the moment of signing the present Convention reservations
of such a nature as would assure the suspension in their favour of the application of Article 3,
Section 6, respecting exports and imports.

The Lithuanian delegation had, however, expressed its opinion that the words " until a
further revision of this Convention " should be substituted in the formula for " until the date
of the adhesion of Russia ".

Lithuania puts forward two reasons in support of her demand to be allowed to benefit
by the privilege of secrecy, of which the first is as follows: Although separated from Russia
by a strip of territory - part of which belongs to Poland under the Treaty concluded with
Russia at Riga and part of which is illegally occupied by Polish troops in defiance of the Conven-
tion of Suwalki, which was registered with the League of Nations - this strip of territory,
including that part which is still the subject of contention, is not of sufficient width to afford
the smallest degree of security in case of danger. Consequently, the anxiety felt by the neigh-
bouring Baltic States has always been shared by Lithuania also. It would therefore seem natural
that Lithuania should claim the privilege so justly accorded by the Sub-Committee to her
neighbours, the Baltic States.

1 Insert here the names of the nations concerned.
2 The actual wording to be settled by the Drafting Committee after the publicity articles of the Convention have

been finally drafted.
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Nevertheless, as several speakers have already pointed out in our General Committee
during the discussion of the problem which now occupies our attention, the danger which
Russia, as an arms-producing rather than an importing State, might create for her neighbours
would in no sense be diminished by her adhesion to our Convention. As a matter of fact, this
Convention, to the success of which we are all endeavouring to contribute, contemplates at
the present moment publicity, which is one of the fundamental bases of security, in the case
of the trade in arms only; it does not seem to be intended that this publicity should in any
way be extended to the production of arms as, for example, has been suggested in the amend-
ment submitted by the Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation.

This being so, the Lithuanian delegation foresees that public opinion throughout the world
will raise serious objections to a clause which is liable to being misunderstood.

In view of this anxiety regarding the formula proposed by the Sub-Committee, the Lithua-
nian delegation desires to repeat here a proposal that it had made unofficially to the Sub-Com-
mittee of which it was not a member, namely, to adopt the amendment which I have just pro-
posed. Once this amendment has been accepted,the Lithuanian delegation will ask to be included
among the States benefiting by the exception provided for in Article 3, Section 6.

The Lithuanian delegation would plead still another reason in addition to those based
on its geographical position. As I have just pointed out, Lithuania is practically in the same
position as the States coterminous with Russia, and that is why she also lays claim to the
privileges allowed to these States in the Convention.

The other reason is a result not of Lithuania's position as a State practically coterminous
with Russia, but of its position as a neighbour of the States coterminous with Russia. The
position and interests of those States called " neighbours of States coterminous with Russia "
was also fully discussed in debate and it is not necessary to mention them further. The secrecy
prevailing as to Russian armaments which was put forward as a reason for the amendment
should, however, be recalled. It cannot be denied that secrecy as to the state of the armaments
of a country is of equal importance whether that State is a producer and does not import arma-
ments or whether the armaments are supplied by imports which, for example, on account
of the non-adhesion to our Convention of the State in question would not come within the
sphere of this Convention, or, finally, in cases where the armaments represent imports which,
under the terms of the formula we are now discussing, benefit from the privilege of secrecy
accorded to a State by reason of its admittedly special position.

Still, the degree of danger caused by this secrecy to the neighbours of the country in ques-
tion - so long as the treaty of mutual assistance is not in force - has, in the Lithuanian dele-
gation's opinion, nothing to do with the reason for according this secrecy; if, however, the
formula as proposed by the Sub-Committee were accepted, my country would be surrounded
by States the armaments of which would be secret, a fact which results from different reasons
I admit, such as legitimate exemption from publication, production in the country itself, or
non-adhesion. The Lithuanian delegation therefore, in view of Lithuania's twofold position as a
neighbour of Russia and a neighbour of States coterminous with Russia, must insist that
this Convention should not be permitted to make Lithuania's position worse than that of its
neighbours.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation : Gentlemen: I have asked to speak bec ause
I wished to make an addition to that part of the report now before you which deals with my
declaration concerning the States coterminous with Russia.

It is there stated that " while pointing out that the frontiers of Turkey - even her European
frontiers - are very long, " I had " nevertheless desired to submit on this point reservations
which did not bear upon the adherence or non-adherence of Russia to the Convention, but on
the wider problem raised by the system of publicity contemplated in the Convention." The
addition that I should now like to make is embodied in the letter addressed by me to the Chair-
man of the Sub-Committee entrusted with the study of this question, a letter which, I believe,
was of later date than the report of the Sub-Committee.

In my letter, I said that the Turkish delegation did not consider that the fact that it was a
neighbour of Russia was any reason for asking to be included among the States which, on
similar ground, desire to make reservations on the subject of the application to such States
of the conditions of Article 3, Section 6, of the draft Convention. I added that the delegation
could in no wise modify its view, which it had already expressed on several occasions, respecting
the inopportuneness of these conditions.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen: You may remember
that when we discussed the question of Russia here for the first time I implored the General
Committee in this very place to have confidence and to put on one side all feeling of mistrust,
whether justifiable or not, towards the great State which is still outside our circle, since this
attitude of mistrust is not the best method of inspiring confidence in a State that we would
wish to see by our side, and since we all desire that the interests of humanity in general should
take precedence over the selfish interests of individual countries.

This appeal met with no response; a Sub-Committee was set up which has produced
the report now before us. You may remember, gentlemen, that M. Clauzel proposed to apply
the conditions relating to Russia to all the coterminous States and not to two or three States
only. I, for my part, have maintained an attitude of reserve in the matter. I am not yet aware
whether my Government will wish to profit by the privilege which the French delegate would
wish to offer it, but I reserve all rights of action on behalf of my Government, and I now renew
this declaration and would ask you to be so good as to add at the end of the report a clause
which I consider essential.
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The Sub-Committee says in its report: " In these circumstances, and provided that this
number is not increased either before or after -the Convention is signed . . " It is therefore
a limitative list which has been drawn up by the Sub-Committee. Five States coterminous
with Russia have been mentioned, but others have been forgotten.

It is true that the Sub-Committee sounded us on the subject, but I think that it is not the
privilege of the Sub-Committee to impose such conditions on a State which is adjacent to Russia
but which would like to reserve its right of action for the future.

It is for 'the General Committee to come to a decision in the matter.
In order, therefore, to safeguard the principle of political, legal and even military equality

of the States which are Russia's neighbours, I propose not to exclude in advance certain of
them by a limitative list, but to add the following words to the formula: " This reservation
may also be made, at the time of signing or ratifying the present Convention, by the other
States neighbouring on Russia."

The reservation in question is the one concerning the suspension of the application of
Section 6 of Article 3 until Russia has adhered to the Convention.

It must not be forgotten that there are other States coterminous with Russia and we
must never lose sight of the principle of legal equality of States which is at the root of the
Covenant.

The present demand seems to be a very modest, one. We are in no way opposed to the
legitimate proposals of Poland, Roumania and the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes;
on the contrary, we welcome them. This is not a question of academic theories; the. fact
resulting from the proposals of the three Western neighbours of Russia must be accepted.
But in the circumstances we would also wish to reserve our rights, and we ask only to be per-
mitted to reserve our action until the moment of signature or ratification.

General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland). - Translation: Without wishing to give an opinion on
the substance of the Lithuanian statement, I should like to make 'the following remarks:

Lithuania has no common frontier with Russia, and it is impossible to admit any of the
statements made by its delegation as to the influence of a military occupation on the demar-
cation of the Polish-Lithuanian frontier. The Polish delegation would point out 'that Poland
is filled with the best intentions towards her neighbour and that she loses no opportunity of
improving their mutual relations. It would further declare that it is impossible to discuss here
the question of the Polish-Lithuanian frontier, inasmuch as that question has been definitely
settled and it is only necessary to refer to the report presented by M. Hymans, which was
approved by -the Council of the League of Nations on April 21st, 1923: a political frontier
having been thus settled, in accordance with the procedure laid down in the Treaty of Versailles
and accepted by the Lithuanian Government, the question henceforth belongs to history.
It is only by way of documentary evidence that the Polish delegation thinks fit to recall
the international acts finally settling any misunderstanding which might exist.

Lithuania is in no way threatened by Russia's neighbours. Poland, as a Member of 'the
League of Nations, is fully aware of her rights and her duties under the Covenant, particularly
of her duties towards a country, also a Member of the League, with which she is connected
by traditions of brotherly union and a common political life throughout the centuries.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia). - Translation : It seems to me that it will be preferable
for the delegations to decide on the question under discussion at the moment of the signature
of the Convention or its ratification. My reason for suggesting this is that the Persian delegation
has to telegraph to Teheran to obtain the instructions of its Government and this operation
entails considerable delay. I did, in fact, telegraph four days ago but have, so far, received no
reply.

Still, I may say at once that I consider the proposal of Poland and Roumania to be entirely
reasonable and I do not understand why the General Committee should make the favourable
solution of the problem dependent on its acceptance by the other neighbour States of Russia.
Since the Committee has unanimously recognised the reasonableness of the Polish and Roumanian
proposals, I think that it ought at once to meet their wishes, while allowing the delegations
which are not yet in a position to give their final adhesion to reserve their action until the
signature of the Convention.

M. COMNINE (Roumania). - Translation : Mr. President, gentlemen : Political problems
of such importance and weight can never be solved either by jests or by vague formulas, nor
even by speeches which ignore the serious nature and true import of these problems. They
must be considered calmly, coldly and in all due seriousness.

This is not the first time that you have been called upon to consider these problems. In
the early days of our meetings they were touched upon, and the delegations have had sufficient
time to think them over as well as to read up the question and apply to their Governments
for all necessary instructions. The various delegations should now be in a position to assist
in finding a solution of the problems placed before them, a solution bringing us nearer 'to the
aim we have in view - disarmament or, in other words, peace.

Permit me to remind you, gentlemen, that only two countries have had the honesty to
place the problem before you in all its aspects and to ask you to take into consideration the
special position in which they are placed; they have had the satisfaction of knowing that
practically all the delegations have fully understood the special position of Poland and Rou-
mania. This state of affairs, which your General Committee has recognised, induced the latter
to set up a Special Sub-Committee of a mixed nature, both legal and political. I would remind
you again that it had been proposed to refer the question at one moment to the Legal Committee,
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at another to the Special Sub-Committee. It is the latter proposal which was adopted. The
Special Sub-Committee has therefore examined the question and has heard the views of the
interested parties who are members of the Sub-Committee, in accordance with the usual
procedure. It seems to me that something like reproaches have been levelled at it on this
account but it is not for me to defend the Sub-Committee; I merely draw attention to the facts.

The Special Sub-Committee consulted all the delegations present and, in particular, the
neighbours of Russia, that country which, by her absence, has given rise to the present debate.
Certain delegations replied that for various reasons the same rules should be applied to them
as were demanded by Poland and Roumania; other delegations said that they did not think
they should avail themselves of this special system; others, again, did not reply at all. On
the basis of the opinions obtained, the Sub-Committee, after long discussion, drew up the report
which you have before you.

It seems to me that the Sub-Committee has expressed the general opinion of all the dele-
gations in pointing out that certain countries, owing to the abstention of a certain Government,
were in a special position, and these countries alone should, from now onwards, enjoy exceptional
treatment. Could the Sub-Committee do better ? Or more ? Could it discuss possibilities
which had never been presented to it in the course of its deliberations ? Could it examine the
possibility that such-and-such a Government which at first had not considered that it should
claim exceptional treatment would subsequently demand it ? Obviously not. The Sub-Com-
mittee examined the proposals submitted to it; it recognised the special position of those
countries only which had demanded exceptional treatment and this was granted to them.

But now, gentlemen, a new circumstance has arisen. Certain delegations, which up till
now had not shown the same anxieties as we, are to-day taking an unexpected line. They
said " We think for various reasons that it would serve no useful purpose to create a system
of special treatment for anybody ", but we now see the same delegations, after having laid
down the principle of the uselessness of a system of special treatment, claiming the benefits
of that very system.

Gentlemen, forg ve me if I am surprised at the logic of this procedure. Either a system
is useful and I should like to profit by it, or it is useless and, in that case, it is of no interest
to me, and I ask for nothing.

Other delegations have asked for the right not to adhere immediately to the Convention
with reservations, but to be permitted to make reservations whenever, in the future, their
countries should desire to adhere to the Convention.

But, gentlemen, it seems to me that everyone has this right. The new Article 27, amal-
gamated with Article 32 of the draft Convention, says, if I am not mistaken, that every State
at the moment of adhesion has the right to make whatever reservations it may think fit. Let
us, therefore, first of all discuss the case of the Governments which wish to adhere immediately
to the Convention. As regards the Governments which would like to adhere to the Convention
in the future under certain reservations, permit me to ask if this is the moment to discuss these
reservations or if it is preferable to apply the principle of the new Article 27.

These are the few remarks suggested to me by the proposals made at this meeting. I do
not wish to say any more, for I know that the Committee's Rapporteur will speak with greater
authority than I; but I should like to point out here and now that the Roumanian delegation,
in taking part in this Conference, has never had any intention of embarrassing the Conference,
but, on the contrary, has always wished to lend its loyal collaboration to -the preparation of
a Convention capable of being applied.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - Mr. President and gentle-
men : I yield to none in appreciation of the troubled position of countries adjacent to Russia.
I had hoped that some concession from the terms of the Convention might be made which
would be sufficient for their protection without striking at the very root of this Convention,
and without withholding publicity in the adjacent countries, but in view of some things that
have been said I cannot remain silent. The very life of this proposed Convention is at stake.

The Sub-Committee met twice last week and considered that there were certain countries
in an exceptional position of danger. Those countries were Finland, Lithuania,Esthonia,
Poland and Roumania. The first three were formerly part of the Russian Empire; a large
part of Poland was part of the Russian Empire, and there is now incorporated in Roumania
territory which also belonged to the Russian Empire. Thus, these five countries, if any'exemp-
tion were to be granted, seemed to be entitled to exemption from the requirements of the
Convention.

But what do we see ? I can hardly perhaps call it a scramble, but at least a movement
of one nation after another to take part in this exemption - not only those adjacent to
Russia but those adjacent to those that are adjacent. If this principle is accepted for those
States that are once removed from Russia it will not be possible to stop until we reach the
ocean.

I trust that the fears of those countries may be abated a little. Are they in such danger
as they believe ? Do they think that the other countries of Europe would stand idly by if
they were attacked by a more powerful neighbour ? They are all, I believe, Members of the
League of Nations. Is the provision in the League of Nations for protection a mere scrap
of paper, a mere empty statement ? Are they not thus assured of protection ?

I have spoken thus frankly and freely because I fear that, if the disposition manifested
by certain countries should lead to their claiming this exemption, the Convention which we
may frame will not be effective.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - As I had the honour of being the Chairman of the
Sub-Committee and also the author of the report which has been presented to you this
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afternoon, I may just say two or three words before I venture to address you on the merits of
the actual subject which is before us. In -the first place, the delegate for Lithuania consulted me
beforehand. I did bring the matter before the Sub-Committee, but as it was not quite in official
form, my Lithuanian colleague will perhaps agree with me that we took the correct attitude
in leaving the question over till the present occasion. I hope he does agree with me and
does not think I was negligent in any way.

With regard to the Turkish delegate's remarks, I can assure him that he was correct in
what he said. Had his letter been received before the report was drafted, I should have
taken notice of his observations.

Turning to the question which is before us, I should like to say, in the first instance, that
I entirely support the view which was so eloquently put before you by the delegate for the
United States, Mr. Burton r. Bur has explained what I would like to put before you,
namely, the whole broad effect which the suggestions that have been made would have upon
this Convention. My Government, and I say it in the most serious manner possible, is ex-
tremely anxious that the result of our work here during the last month should be a successful
and workable Convention. I am sure that this desire is shared by all those who represent
their Governments here to-day.

I should like to ask, What will be the effect upon this Convention if the opportunity is
taken by a very large number of States to secure the exceptional treatment which this clause
foreshadows ? In such an event, the object which we have in view will be largely nullified.
I feel that what Mr. Burton has said in that connection is absolutely true and quite obvious
on the face of it. Of course, we all agree - the Sub-Committee, I think, was also entirely una-
nimous - that special cases do require careful consideration, but we must be quite sure that
they are special cases, and that the who claim the benefit which it is proposed to offer should
be really those for whom special treatment is necessary.

I repeat that, if this special treatment is given to a large number of States, I venture to
think that the object of this Convention will have been largely defeated. I therefore appeal
-to the delegates here to consider very carefully the results which may ensue if more than a
limited number of States should, in special circumstances, take advantage, or suggest taking
advantage, of this particular clause.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : The Chinese delegation, on coming to Geneva,
was firmly resolved to collaborate in the work of this Conference so that a Convention should
be drawn up acceptable to all, including China.

The Convention upon which we are now engaged must therefore be of such a nature,
otherwise the Chinese Government would find difficulty in signing it. I am thus in agreement
with M. Comnene in stating that, in view of te the gravity of the question, we cannot give a
reply in two days ; we must leave all liberty of action to our Governments. I, for my part,
make this reservation on behalf of my Government.

On the other hand, it has been pointed out to me that the new text of Article 32 will
enable China to make reservations ; this text not having yet been adopted, I reserve to myself
the right to revert to the question later.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The discussion is simplified by the Chinese delegate's
declaration. We have now to deal only with the conclusions of the Sub-Committee entrusted
with the study of this problem and with an amendment moved by the Lithuanian delegate,
whom I now call upon to speak.

M. ZAUNIUS (Lithuania). - Translation: If, in my previous speech, I touched upon a
very serious question - very serious, that is to say, for my country - in order to justify my
proposal, I did no more than just refer to it. I expected that the Polish delegate would also
confine himself to a mere reference to the subject.

So far as I have heard, no reproach has been levelled at the Chairman of the Sub-Committee
or at the Sub-Committee itself ; moreover, I carefully explained in my speech that I only com-
municated my request to the Sub-Committee in a semi-official manner.

As for the substance of my proposal, I hope that the United States delegate will allow
me to borrow arguments from his speech in support of my point of view. Mr. Burton, who
explained with the utmost clearness the geographical position of the States to which the Sub-
Committee proposed to accord special treatment, mentioned that one of the determining
reasons was the fact of having formerly belonged to the Russian Empire. Now this is the case
in regard to the country which I have the honour to represent.

It was then pointed out that it is the duty of the League to study the question of safe-
guarding the neighbour States of Russia. In my capacity as representative of a Member of
the League of Nations, I was happy to hear this statement, with which I am in entire agreement.

It has been pointed out that Lithuania is not Russia's neighbour. I never wished to
imply that she was ; what I did want to point out was that the strip of territory in question
is so narrow - less than 50 kilometres - that the question of security must arise.

If I may be allowed to speak very frankly, I should like to ask whether you think that,
given certain circumstances, my country would be safe ? I do not think that it would be
possible to reply in the affirmative to that question.

I would again mention the arguments raised by my Roumanian colleague when he said
that a certain delegation would be acting very illogically if it demanded the privilege of benefit-
ing by a measure which it had itself called useless. We must not ignore the question of
reciprocity, which is of the utmost importance in this matter.

In conclusion, permit me to repeat the last phrase of my speech: " I ask you not to place
my country in a worse position than that of its neighbours ".
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Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia). - Translation: Mr. President, gentlemen: I have
no proposal to make but I should like to explain my present position. When the Polish and
Roumanian delegations submitted their proposals, I was entirely in agreement with them.
As it was said during the discussion that several delegations were accorded privileged treat-
ment and that other neighbours had wished to profit by the same privilege, I should like merely
to explain to you that this is not my case. I was not a member of the Sub-Committee ; I raised
no objection. I received an official letter from the Sub-Committee asking me if Persia wished
to have this privilege extended to it and requesting me to reply as soon as possible.

I ask you, sir, what was my duty ? I could not reply to this official question on my own
responsibility; it was certainly my duty to refer it to my Government. I telegraphed to
Teheran in the sense of the Sub-Committee's question : Did Persia desire to have the privilege
demanded by Roumania and Poland extended to her ? I awaited the reply. I did not wish
to embarrass my colleagues in any way.

I should like to explain to you that I acted in full conformity with diplomatic pro-
cedure. When an ambassador is asked for the opinion of his Government, he cannot take
the responsibility of replying. It is his duty to ask his Government's opinion. This is what
I did. I shall await my Government's decision and shall communicate it to you when received.
I have therefore acted with perfect correctness.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : If nobody has anything more to say, I declare the dis-
cussion closed.

I should like to draw your attention to the order in which the different questions will be
dealt with by the General Committee.

I must remind you, in the first place, that the text we shall eventually adopt will, before
being incorporated in the Final Act, be revised by the Drafting Committee. Questions of
drafting must therefore be reserved.

I think that we should first of all reach a decision regarding the first paragraph of the
Committee's recommendations: Should the right to make reservations which entail, as far
as they are concerned, exemption from a certain degree of publicity be reserved to certain
Powers, namely, those mentioned by name in the Sub-Committee's report ?

That is the first question to be decided.
I shall then request the delegates to choose between the Lithuanian amendment, which

proposes' the reservation of the right in question to those Powers until a fresh revision of the
present Convention, and the Sub-Committee's proposal to the effect that this right should be
recognised until the date of Russia's adhesion to the present Convention.

Lastly, we shall have to decide on the second paragraph of the Sub-Committee's recom-
mendation.

I shall now put to the vote the first part of the first paragraph of the recommendations,
namely, the privilege to be accorded to a certain number of States mentioned in the report
of making reservations, the effect of which, for these States, would be to suspend publicity.

The first part of the recommendation was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I now put to the vote the Lithuanian amendment in
the following words: " until a fresh revision of the present Convention ".

The effect of this will be to accord this privilege to certain States coterminous with Russia
until a fresh revision of this Convention. Should this amendment not be adopted, I shall put
to the vote the Sub-Committee's text proposing that this privilege shall be accorded until the
date of Russia's adhesion to the present Convention.

The Lithuiaian amendment was put to the vote and rejected.

The Sub-Committee's text was put to the vote and adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We must now vote on the second paragraph, which is
drafted as follows:

" Provided, further, that this reservation shall not be interpreted as preventing
the publication of statistics in accordance with the laws and regulations existing in
any High Contracting Party at the moment of the signature of this Convention.',

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): The delegation from the United
States seeks to make a reservation on the last line of this provision, " at the moment of the
signature of this Convention". I think that, by reason of this Convention, it will be necessary
to change the laws in regard to statistics of exports and imports of arms and this might prove
embarrassing. My impression is that it is safe to refer the matter to the Drafting Committee,
which can determine whether the phrase should be left or whether a recommendation to that
effect should be made. It seems best, however, to make a reservation upon it now.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Could not the United States delegate perhaps propose
the simple omission of the phrase, in which case we could vote upon it immediately ?

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America) : In view of the fact that it
is esteemed simpler, I move the suppression of the words I have mentioned.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I put to the vote the omission of the words " at the
moment of the signature of this Convention ".

The proposal to omit the words " at the moment of the signature of this Convention " was
adopted.
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The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The second paragraph of the formula to be inserted
in the Final Act submitted by the Sub-Committee is adopted.

The entire formula will, of course, be revised by the Drafting Committee, which will also
be called upon to examine a suggestion made by the Italian delegation.

42. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention: iReport of tie Drafting Committee:
Chapter II, Article B.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : You have before you the excellent report prepared by
M. Dupriez and M. Cobian (Annex 15 (II) page 780) and you will be able to follow the discussion
Article by Article with the help of Appendix I to this report. The present numbering of the
Articles is of no importance, the final numbering having been reserved for a later stage.

Article B.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Article B is thus worded:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export
of arms or ammunition or of implements or war covered by Category I except in
accordance with the following conditions:

"(1) The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate
to it;

" (2) An order in writing, which shall be signed or endorsed by a representative of
the importing Government duly authorised so to act, shall be presented to the com-
petent authorities of the exporting country. This order shall state that the arms
or ammunition or implements of war to be exported are required for delivery to and
for the use of the importing Government or public authority as provided in para-
graph 1."

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: I should like to point out a slight discrepancy
between the English and French texts of paragraph (2). This discrepancy might be reserved
for discussion at the second reading. The French text reads: " prevue d l'alinea I et pour
son propre usage ", whereas the English text reads :" the use of the importing Government 
The word " own " does not therefore appear in the English text.

General ENCKELL (Finland). - Translation: I had submitted an amendment on the
second part of paragraph 3 of the former Article 3 of the draft Convention. The original text
was as follows:

" Which authority must state that the consignment is required for delivery
to that Government for its own use."

The amendment submitted by me was as follows:

"Which authority must state that the consignment is intended for use by the
acquiring Government and not for delivery to a third party, except under the condi-
tions provided for in this Article. 

In submitting this amendment to the General Committee, I explained that its object was
to ensure the full recognition in that article, without any possibility of misunderstanding, of
the following principles : (1) that every purchasing Government is free, in virtue of its sove-
reign character, to dispose of the arms, munitions and implements of war of which it has become
possessed; (2) that the only restriction to which its right of freely disposing of purchased
arms is subject, is that it may not re-sell them without conforming to the conditions laid down
in this Convention.

I explained, when justifying my amendment before the Legal Committee, that the words
of the original text " for its own use " were, in my opinion, wanting in clearness and too narrow
in meaning.

I drew the Committee's attention to the fact that an importing Government might put
the acquired arms to three different uses : (1) the arms might be issued to organisations directly
subordinate to the Government as, for example, the army, the police, frontier guards, etc;
(2) arms might be issued to organisations under the direct control of the importing Government
but of a more or less private character, such as rifle clubs, sports associations, civil guards, etc.;
(3) the arms might be resold to a third State.

These three methods are perfectly legitimate, the first two by reason of the sovereign
character of the importing State and the third in so far as it is in conformity with the Convention
for the supervision of the trade in arms.

I have made it clear that the words " own use " did not cover all possible methods of
using the arms bought. The first method of use is indisputably covered by the term "own
use". As to the second, which contemplates the issue of the arms to organisations of a more
or less private nature, these words give rise to an interpretation both affirmative and negative.
The third method of use, namely, sale of the arms by the importing Government to a third
State, is not covered by the term in question.
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I have therefore asked that the word " own ", which might be interpreted in a restrictive
sense, should be omitted from the text and that special mention should be made of the right
to resell the bought arms on condition that the stipulations of the Convention should be
observed.

The amendment I proposed was intended to extend the rights of the importing Govern-
ment in respect of the use of purchased arms and in any case would leave no doubt as to the
rights of that Government.

But now, to my surprise, I hear the Rapporteurs say that my amendment was rejected
by the Legal Committee as tending to restrict the rights of the importing Government ; rights
which the Convention is not called upon to control. On the other hand, in a subsequent
article, the Rapporteurs say exactly what I had the honour to say to the Legal Committee.
I am the more convinced that there has been some misunderstanding in that in the final English
text the word " own " has now been omitted, which entirely satisfies my objections.

I do not press my proposal that special mention should be made in the article we are
discussing of the delivery of arms bought by a Government to a third State, provided that
State shall observe the stipulations of the Convention. But I fear that the result of the omission
of such a provision might be that a country, which has sold arms and munitions to another
country not subject to any obligation as to the use of such arms and munitions, might find
these same arms in places where it is very much to its interest that they should not be.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: I should like to draw the Committee's
attention to a simple question of detail.

Our Committee decided that the licence should be issued to the exporter for export and
not to the importer for import. To make this point quite clear, I think that it is necessary
to add after the words " an order in writing the words " from the exporter" in order to
avoid any confusion which might arise.

In the first paragraph of Article B it is said:

" The export shall be for a direct supply to the Government of the importing
State or, with the consent of such Government, to a public authority subordinate
to it."

It might be said that, when the arms are destined for the use of a public authority, it is
the duty of that authority to make the request.

I would therefore propose to add a third paragraph to Article B in order to make it quite
clear that the two first paragraphs in no way affect the liberty of a Government to dispose
of the arms which it shall have acquired at a certain moment and of which at a later time it
may have no further need. In this connection, a question of sovereignty and even of politics
arises. A Government might wish to sell part of its material to another Power and we cannot
presume to discuss this right here.

The Drafting Committee might add a third paragraph stating that a Government will
be free to dispose of part of its armaments so long as it observes the regulations laid down
in the Convention.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium), Rapporteur. - Translation: In the first place, if you will allow
me, I should like to say a few words of explanation to Admiral de Souza e Silva.

I do not think there is any necessity to modify the text which has been submitted to you.
Who may make the request ? Who ought to make it ? Is it the Government which

wishes to buy the armaments ? Is it the nanufacturer who is to obtain the order ?
According to the text, it might be either the one or the other. In fact, if the Government

which wishes to buy arms desires personally to make its request to the Government of the
producing country it can do so.

If it prefers to trade direct with the manufacturer and say to the latter "make the request"
it can do that also ; this is included in the words " an order in writing which shall be signed
or endorsed by a representative of the importing Government duly authorised so to act. . . "
If the request is signed by a representative of the Government of the importing country, the
request will have been made directly in the name of the Government of the importing country ;
if the demand is endorsed by a representative of the same Government, it will clearly mean
that it is a matter of a request addressed by a person other than this Government, a person who
obviously can only be the manufacturer himself. It is precisely in order to emphasise this
alternative left to the Governments that we have introduced the words " signed and endorsed ".
I was perhaps wrong not to emphasise this point in my report.

As for the second question, that of knowing whether a Government which has bought
arms and has had them in its possession for a longer or shorter time can, in the event of having
no further use for the arms, resell them to another Government and re-export them to another
country, the wording of the text makes the answer clear. In the first line we read : " The
High Contracting Parties undertake not to export or permit the export of arms. . "

Here it is a question, as you see, of exportation directly effected by the Government,
exportation of arms which belong to a Government either because they have been manufactured
by it or acquired by purchase. I think that we can, on the one hand, without any risk of doubts
or misunderstandings in the future regarding the scope of the Convention, recognise that the
written request may be made by the Government itself or by the manufacturer, if the Govern-
ment ordering the arms prefers it. On the other hand, there is no doubt that a Government
may, if it considers the arms acquired at an earlier date to be no longer needed, resell them
and re-export them, provided that it is clearly understood that it must in such cases conform
to all the conditions laid down in the present Convention.

18
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With regard to General Enckell's remarks, I should like to observe that general reports
cannot enter into all the details; these reports have, moreover, necessarily been drawn up
in haste, so that I thought it my duty to lay special stress on the objection which struck the
Legal Committee most forcibly, namely, that the amendment submitted by the Finnish delegate
possibly had the disadvantage of unnecessarily increasing the length of the text, for there
is no need to provide for such exercise of a Government's rights. It goes without saying that
a Government once in possession of arms has the right to distribute those arms to its armed
forces as well as to its subordinate officials, as may seem good to it. Once the arms have entered
a country, the purchasing Government is free to dispose of them.

It is also evident - and here I repeat the remark I made just now to the Brazilian delegate
- that there is no doubt, as I have shown you by the texts, that a Government which has bought
arms at one time has the right to resell them later to another Government, provided this is
done in conformity with the conditions of the present Convention.

We have also looked into another objection. It seemed to the Legal Committee that part
of the Finnish delegate's amendment might call in question the right of a Government which
had imported arms to dispose of them later ; such an interpretation seemed to be implicit in
the text. That is why the Legal Committee almost unanimously rejected this text. The Legal
Committee in making its proposal was substantially in agreement with the Finnish delegate,
but between that Committee and General Enckell there was, I will not say a disagreement,
but a certain degree of hesitation as to the manner of expressing the principle on which we
were in agreement. In our view, the text adopted has the merit of being as clear as possible,
even clearer than that which was proposed to us. Whenever we can shorten our texts without
obscuring their meaning, I think it is preferable to do so.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation: I should like to express my appreciation of the
conscientious and valuable task accomplished by the two eminent Rapporteurs. I hope, however,
they will allow me to make a few observations respecting the question raised by our colleague
General Enckell, delegate of Finland. When this question was submitted to the Legal Com-
mittee, the trend of opinion was very clearly shown to be in favour of an absolutely liberal
system concerning Government purchases.

I put forward the following point of view in regard to this matter - when a Government
has purchased arms it is the same position as a producing country. The first part of the Finnish
amendment aimed at a more liberal solution than that provided for in the draft Convention,
but everybody agreed at that moment in thinking that the Finnish amendment was not liberal
enough. This was the reason why, when put to the vote, General Enckell's formula was rejected.
As a logical consequence of this attitude - for I was one of the first advocates of a very wide
formula - I proposed to the Legal Committee simply to omit the second part of the third
paragraph of Article 3 of the draft Convention.

Thereupon there arose a question of procedure: it appeared to us that we were only entitled
to deal with the Finnish amendment and that we had no right to come to a decision about
the second part of the third paragraph of Article 3 of the draft Convention, which reads as
follows: " which authority must state that the consignment is required for delivery to that
Government for its own use ". We came to the conclusion *that the following was the only
possible solution : to authorise a member of the Legal Committee to get into touch with the
Customs Committee for the purpose of explaining the question to it and asking it to consider
it at the same time as the third paragraph of Article 3. I had the honour to be appointed,
but when I presented myself before the Customs Committee I learnt that the latter had already
adopted Article 3 as it stood.

We did not think it possible to revert to this article, for if we did so we should never finish
our first draft. It was more or less understood, however, that, in making our report, reference
should be made to this small matter, which is possibly somewhat too complicated to be included
in a general report, but which, when all is said and done, justifies the apprehensions and objec-
tions of General Enckell.

As to the substance of the question, it seems to me, and I think this is also the opinion
generally expressed by the members of the Legal Committee - that the best solution would
be the total omission of this second clause of Section 3 of Article 3.

As the purchasing Government is the owner of the goods it may, in my view, resell them
on condition that such resale is in conformity with the stipulations of the Convention.

There is one case which I brought to the notice of the Legal Committee: supposing, for
instance, that my country should buy a cargo of war material and that while it is still en route
a neighbouring country, being for some reason or another in want of war material, should
come to us and say: We know that you have ordered certain armaments of which you are
not in urgent need ; would you be kind enough to sell them tous ? It seems to me that the Govern-
ment which has bought the goods may resell them. The only question which remains to be
decided, I think, is that the report should be rather more explicit on the point as to whether
the armaments sold en route should be considered as exported by the purchasing country although
they have never reached that country. Without this provision, war material could be bought
in this manner without an export licence.

I remember that this question had engaged the attention of the Legal Committee, and
in order to elucidate the position it seems to me that it would be a good thing to insert a simple
note in the report stating that cases such as I have suggested should be considered as cases
of exportation for which the export licence is obligatory.

This is the information which I wished to give, and which fully supports the first part
of General Enckell's amendment.
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As to the second part, I believe we are all in agreement in thinking that it is impossible
to limit the freedom of a Government in regard to the sale of armaments to a Government
which has not adhered to the Convention. The purchasing Government is in this case in the same
position as a producing Government. If we do not ask the producing countries to bind them-
selves not to sell to countries which have not signed the Convention, it is not possible to deprive
a purchasing country, which subsequently becomes an exporting country, of this same right.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). -Translation: The Turkish delegation had submitted
an amendment to Article 3 dealing with the three principal points :. the question of the recogni-
tion of the importing Government, that of the contents of the documents accompanying the.
consignment, and, finally, that of publicity.

I shall have an opportunity later of returning to the two latter points. As to the first,
the Turkish delegation thinks that only a Government recognised as such by the majority,
say two-thirds, of the signatories to the Convention should be considered as a Government
entitled to import. 

The original text of the draft Convention might, we thought, give rise to interpretations
dictated by self-interest, but we consider that the text which is submitted to us to-day is much
too vague to be capable of useful application. .

Faced by these two solutions, which we are obliged to consider unsatisfactory, we cannot
do otherwise than maintain our proposed amendment as formulated.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I wish to raise a small point in regard to the
second line of Article B, where the words " implements of war " are used. A Mixed Committee
is now sitting which is dealing with nomenclature, and I believe that the actual term is not
yet settled. I only wanted to put it on record that the matter is not actually decided as to
this particular term.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation: I should like the Rapporteur to explain to us.
the true meaning of the lastphrase.of paragraph (2) of Article B : " for its own use ".Do these,
words refer to the public authority contemplated or to the importing Government ? There is a
certain obscurity in the phrase.

I'think that these words apply to the Government and not to the public authority, for
one cannot suppose that the public authority making the request will only use the imported
arms itself. Granted, therefore, that the phrase refers to the Government, I propose its simple
omission. It is indeed inconceivable that a Government requesting another Government to
authorise its importation of arms should be obliged to employ those arms exclusively for its
own use. Is it not possible that a State might buy arms in order to lend them to another State ?
If the purchasing State observes the obligations laid down in the Convention, there is no reason
for us to oblige it to use the imported arms itself.

In view, therefore, of what has taken place in the Legal Committee, I would press for the-
omission of the words " for its own use ".

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium), Rapporteur. -- Translation: Allow me to reply to the remarks
which we have just heard. Lord Onslow remarked that we had employed the phrase "materiels
de guerre ", which appears to have been condemned by the Military Committee. In the Drafting
Committee we have re-adopted-this phrase because it seemed to us to have a more comprehen-
sive meaning than the phrase " engins de guerre -". I believe that the former phrase has also
been reintroduced into the English text as being more exact.

With regard to the question raised by the .Turkish delegate, we spent much time in the
Temporary Mixed. Commission in 'discussing proposals analogous to those made by him, though
less radical, but -they were almost unanimously rejected at the end of the discussions of the
Temporary Mixed Commission, which adopted the followingwording : " to Governments recog-
nised by the exporting country", and"they finally omitted. even the words " Governments
recognised " for reasons which I have no need to recall since they are given in the report. This
wording enabled us to attain unanimity, after we had vainly looked for formulas capable of
satisfying all the delegations.

I do not think it advisable to agree to the proposal just made by the Colombian delegate.
The scope of the phrase in question has been exaggerated by more than one speaker. What,
in fact, is the question ? Is it that the High Contracting Parties should undertake not to employ
the imported arms except for their own use ? It is simply a question of the form of request
and the information to be contained in that request. It is the person who makes the request
who should also make the declaration (it may be the manufacturer duly authorised by his
Government). The words " for its own use " represent, in fact, the minimum for ensuring that
the first part of the Article shall be respected; it must not be possible to get round the funda-
mental condition of our Convention. It will be shown, then, that the goods must be delivered
to the importing Government, not in order that it may, immediately they are in its possession,
divert them into other channels or use them for purposes which it does not care to admit, but
that they may be employed for its own use.

The Colombian delegate made another remark on the same phrase : " . . are required
for delivery to and for the use of the importing Government or public authority as provided
in paragraph (1) ".

In paragraph 1, mention is made of the supply of arms, not only to the Governments them-
selves but to subordinate public authorities, especially in the case of a Government of a State
belonging to a Confederation. We have therefore been obliged to consider the double case
of supplies to the Federal Government and supplies to a Government of a State belonging
to the Confederation. The declaration must contain the undertaking given either in the name
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of the FederalGovernment or in the name of the Government of the Federal State. There must
be no ambiguity. The phrase, at first sight, does not appear to be correctly worded ; one
might think that it would have been preferable to say " for their own use " instead of " for its
own use ", but on reflection the last wording will be seen to be the better, as it shows that
it is for the use of the person making the request alone that exportation is made.

I hope that these explanations will satisfy the speakers who have preceded me.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: M. Dupriez has given us an explanation of the
meaning of the words " engins " and " materiels de guerre ". This question of category has
not yet been discussed here, and I think that it would be better to reserve it until we discuss
Article 1.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation: I agree with the proposal just made by M. Matsuda.
Since the beginning of our discussion, I have noticed how difficult it is to discuss Article
2, as there are references in it to Article 1 with which we have not yet dealt. In these circum-
stances, I support M. Matsuda's proposal, bt I should like to state that I am not in agreement
with the explanations furnished by the Rapporteur. He confuses the question of destination
with that of use. A declaration made by authorised representatives, such as ambassadors or
ministers plenipotentiary, in the name of a Government, bind that Government so long, natu-
rally, as the latter acts in good faith. But as the question is a very serious one and the Com-
mittee is anxious to finish its work quickly, I should declare myself satisfied if note were taken
of my statement, of the reply made to me and of my subsequent answer.

I shall report to my Government on the extension of the obligation which we shall undertake,
that is to say, the engagement on the part of a Government to employ for its own use the arms
which it may purchase. If, for example, my Government, having bought arms, wishes to make
over to a neighbouring Government, Ecuador, Brazil or Venezuela, for instance, part of those
arms, it will not be able to do so, but will have to keep them, for if it transfers them to someone
else, it will be affirmed that these arms were not destined for its own use. This is how I understand
the matter.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: Possibly there is a misunderstanding. My remarks
only referred to the terms " engins " and " matdriels de guerre " and not to the article in
general.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium), Rapporteur. - Translation: In the matter of nomenclature, the

Drafting Committee was obliged provisionally to adopt a phrase. But it is understood that
it will adopt the term officially recognised by the General Committee at a later stage. As the
General Committee has not finished its work, we do not yet know what it will decide. The
Joint Committee entrusted with the study of Article 1 will decide on the final phrase and the
Drafting Committee will adopt it.

In reply to M. Urrutia, I do not think that he quite understood what we said. If a Govern-
ment has bought arms it thereby becomes the owner of the arms; having imported them, it
is their sole proprietor, and if it wishes for any reason to transfer them to another Government
it is at liberty to do so, so long as it observes the stipulations of the present Convention. It
will always be able to resell the arms to a Government on receipt of a written request in accor-
dance with the conditions laid down in Article 1 and on accepting the principle of publicity
laid down in the following article.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation: In these circumstances, I have pleasure in declar-
ing myself in agreement.

The PRESIDENT. -- Translation : It is then clearly understood that we reserve the question

of the formula " materiels de guerre " until the Committee entrusted with the drafting of
Article 1 has finished its work.

Subject to that reservation, I put Article B as a whole and in the form proposed by the
Rapporteurs to the vote.

Article B was adopted.
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FIFTEENTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Wednesday, June 3rd, 1925, at 4 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

43. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Report of the Drafting
Committee: Chapter II, Articles D, G and E.

Article D.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : We will resume our examination of the provisions of
Chapter II, and will now consider Article D, which is concerned with export for delivery to
private persons. The text proposed by the general Rapporteur is as follows:

" Nevertheless, export for delivery to private persons may be permitted in the
following cases: 

" 1. Items covered by Category I exported direct to a manufacturer of
war material for use by him for industrial purposes, provided the import has
been duly authorised by the Government of the importing country;

"2. Rifles, muskets, carbines and their ammunition exported direct to
rifle clubs or similar associations duly authorised by their own Government to
use them;

" 3. Samples of items covered by Category I for demonstration purposes
exported direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, who
shall be duly authorised by the Government of the importing country. Unless
delivered according to the provisions of the present Convention, these samples
must be re-exported also according to such stipulations.
"In all the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Govern-

ment of the importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act,
shall be presented to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all
the information necessary to show that the order is properly made."

The discussion on this Article is open.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Translation:
The delegation of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes has the honour to propose
that paragraph 2 of Article D shall be omitted, for the following reasons: This paragraph,
which is not in the original draft, might be interpreted differently in different countries, and
give rise to protests, anxiety and distrust. As it does not seem to be indispensable to the
Convention, it would be preferable simply to omit it.

As regards rifle clubs, Governments will have no difficulty in providing them with the arms
which they require. The omission of this paragraph would, therefore, do no harm to these
clubs.

We therefore request the delegations who proposed the insertion of this paragraph to be
good enough to agree to its omission, unless they wish it to be maintained for some special
reason; we should thus do away with a provision which might give rise, in certain countries,
to difficulties that would prove an obstacle to the acceptance of the Convention.

M. VEVERKA (Czechoslovakia). - Translation : The Czechoslovak delegation fully appre-
ciates the motives and, we might say, the desire for simplification which led the United States
delegation to make this proposal. If we compare, however, the advantages which might accrue
from such simplification with the abuses or possibilities of abuses which it might entail, the
Czechoslovak delegation is of opinion that the disadvantages would considerably outweigh
the advantages. It would, therefore, prefer to see this paragraph omitted.

M. COMNENE (Roumania). - Translation: The Roumanian delegation also supports
the proposal of the delegate of the Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation: It was at the request of the delegate of the United
States that the Customs Committee decided to propose to the General Committee that an
exception be made in the Convention in favour of sporting associations, rifle clubs, etc. Per-
sonally, I voted for the United States proposal on the following grounds: In certain countries -
in the Scandinavian countries, for instance -rifle clubs use army rifles. If we now decide that
only the Government of a country shall be entitled to import rifles - and solely for its own
use - it seems to me very doubtful whether rifle clubs in non-producing countries would be
able to procure the rifles they require.
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Moreover, members of rifle clubs often go to other countries to participate in competitions,
taking their own rifles with them for this purpose. If we do not allow the exception provided
for in the United States proposal, these.riflemen. will not in future be able to take their rifles
unless the latter have been imported by the Government itself, in which case the latter must
have certified that they were destined for its own use. Such an interpretation of the Convention
would, however, be too wide, for, in the case assumed, the rifles are certainly notintended for
the use of the Government, but for private clubs which have no connection with it.

It was in order to avoid these difficulties and the misunderstandings which might arise
that I agreed to the United States proposal. In my opinion, the adoption of this stipulation
would not be open to objection, and would be quite in keeping with the spirit of the Convention
since under no circumstances could-such arms be imported without the authorisation of the
Government of the importing country and that of the exporting country. I support the
United States proposal.

M. DENDRAMIS' (Greece). —- Translation': For the reason-s explained by' the Serb,' Croat
and Slovene delegation, I support the latter's proposal regarding the. omission of paragraph 2.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation : I also agree wih the request which has
been made, provided that my United States colleague, who made the proposal, sees no objection.
We should not be forbidding gymnastic societies and sporting clubs -to obtain arms ; we should
be merely ensuring that the Government would itself undertake to distribute them -to these
clubs. Seeing that the object which they have at heart is secured, I trust that our colleagues
will see no objection to' accepting the proposal which has just been made.

Colonel LOHNER (Switzerland). - Translation: The Swiss delegation, although it was not the
author of the proposal, strongly supported the insertion in the Convention of a provision of
-this kind. I am convinced that the omission of this clause will call forth protests from
the Swiss rifle clubs. Our Swiss riflemen living abroad form clubs with a view to carrying
on what they hold to be their national sport. They will therefore be affected by the suppression
of this provision, for its disappearance will make it difficult for them to obtain from Switzer-
land the sporting arms, and particularly the ammunition, which they require. Consequently,
the Swiss delegation will vote for the maintenance of this paragraph, although it does not
regard this point as an essential feature of the Convention.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation : I do not rise to speak as general Rapporteur, but
as Belgian delegate. I support the amendment submitted by the delegate of the Kingdom
of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes. I also venture to point out to the delegate of Switzerland
that the case which hehas instanced - namely, that of associations of Swiss citizens abroad
- does not fall within the scope of the text now under discussion. The situation would be
exactly-the same whether paragraph 2 were maintained or omitted ; that is to say, in no case
could military rifles be imported from Switzerland. Swiss associations established abroad
will, if the article is adopted, only be able to receive arms through the Government of the
territory in which they reside, and not directly from the Swiss Government. Moreover, the
paragraph under discussion only refers to military rifles and not to sporting weapons.- I do
not, therefore, think that we should maintain this provision for the sake of the interests of
SWiss associations abroad. The position of these associations will be in no wise affected whether
the provision is adopted or rejected.

: MAHMOUD FAHMY EL KEISSEY Pasha (Egypt). - The Egyptian delegation supports the
amendment, with the reservation that the' text proposed by the-Egyptian delegation before
the Legal Committee be adopted, otherwise the insertion of paragraph 2 in the Convention
will .increase the practical difficulties of the Egyptian Government.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). -- It is fit that the United
States delegation should express itself upon this paragraph in view of the fact that the author-
ship is ascribed to us. In bringing forward this article we had only in mind the protection
and promotion of legitimate trade. I may say that coupled with this idea is some degree of pride
in the skill of our manufacturers in the making of rifles for sporting purposes and of ammu-
nition. According to our information, these rifle clubs exist in numerous countries. They have
no military object. I am informed that here in Switzerland they include in their member-
ship professors in colleges, clergymen and others of the most pacific type. It is not our desire
in any way to embarrass this Convention, or to embarrass any country, but we thought, and
still think, that this provision, under proper control and regulation, can in no way threaten the
peace of any country. With'these considerations, we are willing to leave the question to 'the
vote of the Conference. 

I would add that it seems to me that provision should at least be made for the situation
described by the delegate from :Switzerland, Frequent' international contests in marks-
manship are held and if the competitors going-into a foreign country should be prevented from
carrying their rifles with them, they would certainly be subject to a very serious embarrass-
ment. 

The PRESIDENT. - Translation :'We will now vote-on this Article paragraph by paragraph.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - There is a small verbal
change which I should like to propose in paragraph 1, that is, to strike out- the words in line 2
" for use by him for industrial purposes ", and substitute therefor the words " for the requirements
of his industry ", so that it will read : " Items covered by Category I exported direct to a
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manufacturer of war material for the requirements of his industry, provided the import has
been duly authorised.."

There are two reasons for this. First, the word " industrial " as employed in the English
language is sharply distinguished from the words " for war ", and this might mean for purposes
of agriculture or of manufacture. The second reason is to make it conform to the French
text, in which the word " besoins " is used. As the text now reads it does not conform to the
French text. I take it that there can be no objection to this change, and that it is not necessary
to refer this suggestion to a committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We must first of all take a decision on the opening sentence
of Article D (Article 4), which has not been subjected to any criticism and is worded as follows:

"Nevertheless, export for delivery to private persons may be permitted in the
following cases "

I will put this first part of the Article to the vote.

The opening sentence of Article D was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Paragraph I of Article D is the subject of an amend-
ment which has been submitted byMr.Burton and is concerned solely with the English text.

If there are no objections toMr.Burton's proposal we shall vote on the wording which
he suggests as the translation of the French text which we have before us.

Paragraph 1, as amended by Mr. Burton, was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The Serb-Croat-Slovene delegation has submitted an
amendment to paragraph 2 of Article D to the effect that this paragraph should simply be
omitted.

In conformity with our Rules of Procedure we have to decide first of all whether the para-
graph as proposed by the Rapporteur shall be maintained. Do the members of the Committee
wish for a vote by roll call ?

M. KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) requested that the vote
should be taken by roll call.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We generally vote by a show of hands; but if any dele-
gation demands a vote by roll call we always accede to such a request.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - I am inclined to think that
in order to save time we could better vote by show of hands.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I venture to point out to Mr. Burton that a vote by
roll call has been demanded.

M. KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes). - Translation: I with-
draw my proposal.

Paragraph 2 of Article D was put to the vote and was adopted, in the form proposed by the
Rapporteur, by 19 votes to 8.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We now come to paragraph 3, which is worded as follows:

"Samples of items covered by Category I for demonstration purposes exported
direct to a trade representative of the exporting manufacturer, who shall be duly
authorised by the Government of the importing country. Unless delivered according
to the provisions of the present Convention, these samples must be re-exported also accord-
ing to such stipulations. 

This paragraph has not yet given rise to any comment.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: The Rapporteurs decided to propose that the
sentence in italics should be omitted, for the following reasons. We felt that this clause entered
too much into details, and that the fact of some sample of arms remaining in the country could
not really be the cause of serious trouble. It is a petty detail and cannot in any way affect
the peace of the world. In our view it is unnecessary to lay down provisions as to whether
samples shall remain in the country or not.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I propose that we should first of all express an opinion
on the first sentence of paragraph 3, which has not given rise to any comment.

The first sentence of paragraph 3 was put to the vote and adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We shall now vote on the second sentence of para-
graph 3. M. Dupriez has proposed to omit this sentence.

It was decided that the second sentence of the paragraph should be omitted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I put to the vote the last paragraph of Article D, which
is worded as follows:

" In all the above-mentioned cases, an order in writing, endorsed by the Govern-
ment of the importing country or by its representative duly authorised so to act,
shall be presented to the authorities of the exporting country. It shall contain all
the information necessary to show that the order is properly made. "

The last paragraph was put to the vote and adopted.
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Article G.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of Article G proposed by the Rapporteurs is
as follows:

"Permission to export under Articles B and D shall be signified by a licence.
An export declaration, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities of
the exporting State, may take the place of a licence.

"Such licence or declaration must contain:

"(a) A description sufficient for the identification of the arms or ammuni-
tion or of the implements of war to which it relates and giving their designation
according to the classification in Chapter I, their number and weight;

" (b) The name and address of the exporter;
" (c) The name and address of the importing consignee;
" (d) The name of the Government which has authorised the importation.

"Each separate consignment which crosses the frontier of the exporting country,
whether by land, water or air, shall be accompanied by a document containing the
particulars indicated above. This document may be either the licence or export
declaration (or a certified copy thereof), or a certificate issued by the Customs
authorities of the exporting country, stating that the consignment is exported under
licence or export declaration in accordance with the provisions of the present Con-
vention. 

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: I have already had an opportunity of
explaining the three points to which the Turkish delegation's amendment to Article 3 was
directed; and I have stated my delegation's views regarding the first of these points.

As regards the second point, concerning the contents of the document which has to accom-
pany every consignment, we expressed the following opinion when the matter was discussed
in the Customs Committee. If the licence or import declaration - whether it be the original
or a copy - is to accompany the consignment, it should only need to contain such information
as is absolutely indispensable to identify the consignment - and not the date required for the
identification of the arms composing the consignment. If, on the other hand, this licence or
declaration is to be retained in the country of origin, its contents are a matter of little importance
and it would be sufficient, in this case, for the consignment to be accompanied by a document
proving that exportation had been effected in virtue of a licence or declaration in due form;
in this case the document should contain the necessary indications for identifying the consign-
ment.

The text adopted by the Customs Committee does not dispel our legitimate fears in this
respect, and after duly weighing all the circumstances we maintain our proposal, which is
as follows : The contents of the licence or export declaration should be simplified; otherwise,
it should not be obligatory for this licence or declaration, or copy of the same, to accompany
the consignment.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation : I venture to ask M. Dupriez for an expla-
nation. I think that there is an error in the last line of paragraph (a).

The text reads:

"A description sufficient for the identification of the arms or ammunition or
of the implements of war to which it relates, and giving their designation according
to the classification in Chapter I, their number and weight. "

I think that the contents of the licence should indicate either the number or the weight.
Would it not be better in these circumstances to say " .... their number or weight " ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: In the texts which the General Rapporteurs have
received there were the words " their number and weight . There may have been some error
in copying, but in our texts these were the words used.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : General de Marinis has drawn our attention to the
fact that it would be desirable to replace the conjunction "and " by the conjunction " or "
at the end of (a) - " their number or weight ".

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation-: I do not think there is any need to take a vote
on this point. We have noted the mistake. General de Marinis was right: the text should
read " their number or weight ".

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Are there any other observations in connection with
this Article ?

We shall now proceed to take the vote, paragraph by paragraph, in order that all views
may receive expression.

The Article, voted upon paragraph by paragraph, was adopted.


