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it seems to me, to establish, and still less to confirm by sanctions. This principle is entirely
outside its competence.

Publicity, as we have already said, is a danger, or at least a disadvantage, for the non-
producing countries : the case is quite other for the mandatories, which are all important pro-
ducing countries. It seems then, gentlemen, that we are turning things upside down; those
for whom publicity constitutes a danger or at least a disadvantage are to be subjected to it,
and those for whom it is not so and for whom publicity is purely a moral obligation are to
escape it.

These are the tangible results which the vaunted system of publicity and the adoption
of the proposed article would effect.

We asked, and we now renew this request, that Article M should be omitted, or that at
least the words " except in mandated areas" should be added to the first paragraph of the
article after the words " wherever situated ", or even (here I approach a proposal made by
the Netherlands delegation) the words " when -they are on territory forming part of the State
to which they belong ".

Our proposal is supported on the most solid of foundations. It is not a question of con-
venience nor of material interests; it is the application pure and simple of the principle of equity
and equality of rights and duties. This principle, so frequently attacked, has never been
refuted, for it is irrefutable.

The situation is so clear that it cannot be regarded as a personal point of view. We have
no fear of contradiction when we say this.

Questions of interest have been invoked, and the needs and the future prospects of one
industry among a thousand others have been pleaded ; let me also plead the cause of the security
of the nations. If it is to the interest of such-and-such a people to manufacture arms, may
it not be the duty of such another to be on the watch that these arms are not employed against
itself or at its doors ?

Should we not, even at the price of mutual sacrifices, combine our efforts to accomplish
a work of universal utility ? If the non-producing countries accept the principle of publicity,
why should not the producing countries meet them half-way by admitting the principle of
reciprocity and not endeavour systematically to escape from it by the further introduction
in the text of the Convention, which already contains so many obligations for the non-producing
countries and relatively few for the producing countries, of loop-holes for their manufacture
and their armaments.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): Mr. President and gentlemen, I much regret
to be unable to support this proposal. Indeed, I think that by adopting it we should be adopting
a principle different from that which is now the recognised principle in this matter and which
was already the recognised principle before this Conference began its work.

I seem to remember that, when I moved the introduction of this Article or an Article similar
to it, of which this is the finished result after consideration by the Legal Committee, it was
said that it was entirely understood that armaments which Powers supplied to their own armies
did not come within the purview of this Convention. I think that it was said at the same time
that, although that fact was admitted and generally understood, yet, to make things quite
clear, we should do no harm by including this article in the Convention. My amendment
was not really regarded at that time as anything very extraordinary; it was only a statement
of the case as it is at present.

It is now suggested by the delegate of Turkey with regard to this general principle that
all States are allowed to supply their armed forces freely, that an exception to it should be
made as regards certain territories, those territories which are called mandated territories.
He adduces the argument that, because these territories have common frontiers with other
States, this exception should be made. I am afraid I am very obtuse, but I cannot see why
mandated territories should be placed in a different position from any other territories. Why
should the arms sent to the armed forces of a State which is responsible for the mandated terri-
tory be treated in a different way from the arms sent to any other part of its own dominions
like a colony or any other place where it has its armed forces ?

I am afraid that I do not understand this argument and I do not think it would be possible
for my delegation to accept an exception to the generally recognised principle that all the Powers
are at liberty to supply their armed forces, without interruption, in such a way as they may
think necessary.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation If no one wishes to speak, I shall put the first line and
paragraph (a) of Article M to the vote.

The first line and paragraph (a) of Article M were adopted.

I will now put to the vote the Turkish delegate's amendment, which consists of the addition
in paragraph (a), after the words " wherever situated ", of the words " except in mandated
territories ".

The Turkish delegate's amendment was rejected.

Paragraph (b).

The PRESIDENT.-- Translation: If no one wishes to speak on paragraph (b) of Article M,
I will put it to the vote.

On a vote being taken, paragraph (b) was adopted.
21
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Article N (Article 25).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of Article N drawn up by the Drafting Com-
mittee is as follows:

"In time of war, and without prejudice to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations
of Chapter II shall be suspended from operation until the restoration of peace so far
as concerns any consignment of arms or ammunition or implements of war to or on
behalf of a belligerent."

The discussion is open.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: I have only a word to say. I do not think
that any objection can be taken to this article, which is simply the expression of the generally
accepted rules of international law. All I want to do is to make a remark which itself suggests
a question, the reply to which, it is true, cannot be in doubt. In the case of all the nations
which have signed the Covenant, this article cannot run counter to the obligations laid down
in Article 16 of that Covenant. I do not think that there is any doubt on the matter, but
I fancy it is a good thing to call attention to it at the moment of voting.

M. COBIAN (Spain). - Translation : On behalf of the Rapporteurs, I should like to say
that we are in agreement with the principle just expressed by M. Paul-Boncour. We think
that we have dealt with this matter fully in the report. It is always necessary to remember
with respect to these articles that they have been drawn up in the terms before you, but must
always be interpreted while bearing in mind the declarations made in the report; these decla-
rations are important and necessary. I wish to draw the attention of the General Committee
to this fact.

As for the remark made by our colleague, I should like to say that it has been covered by
the text of Article P.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I have no intention of raising any objection
to the substance of this Article, but we read therein: " In time of war, and without prejudice
to the rules of neutrality, the stipulations of Chapter II shall be suspended . . ".

The Convention will probably contain a separate chapter on the special zones; I wonder
if it would not be wise to reserve the question of Chapter III for the present. I understand
that this is a problem which has not yet been considered. I do not want to obtain a decision
at once, but I should like in any case to reserve this question.

I speak as Chairman of the Geographical Committee and as Spanish delegate interested
in the special zones.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Would anyone like to speak on M. de Palacios' state-
ment and the reservation formulated by him ?

Your silence shows that you are in agreement. We will vote on this article with the above
reservation.

It is clearly understood that this article must be closely associated with the commentary
to be found in the report.

Subject to this reservation, Article M was adopted.

Article P (Article 27).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The text of Article P prepared by the Drafting Com-
mittee is as follows:

"All the provisions of general international Conventions anterior to the date
of the present Convention relating to the matters dealt with in the present Convention,
including the Convention for the Control of the Trade in Arms and Ammunition
and the Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye, September 10th, 1919, shall be
considered as abrogated in so far as they are binding between the Powers which are
Parties to the present Convention.

" The present Convention shall not be deemed to affect the rights and obligations
which may arise out of the provisions either of the Covenant of the League of Nations
or of the Treaties of Peace signed in 1919 and 1920 at Versailles, Neuilly, St. Germain
and Trianon, or of the Treaty limiting Naval Armaments signed at Washington on
February 6th, 1922, or of any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement
concerning prohibition of import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or imple-
ments of war; nor, without prejudice to the provisions of the present Convention
itself, shall it affect any other treaty, convention, agreement or engagement having
as its object control of import, export or transit of arms or ammunition or implements
of war. "

Article P was voted on and adopted.
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Article Q (Article 31).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The text of Article Q proposed by the Drafting Committee
is as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties agree that disputes arising between them re-
lating to the interpretation or application of this Convention shall, if they cannot
be settled by direct negotiation, be referred for decision to the Permanent Court
of International Justice. In case either or both of the States to such a dispute should
not be parties to the Protocol of December 16th, 1920, relating to the Permanent
Court of International Justice, the dispute shall be referred, at the choice of the Parties
and in accordance with the constitutional procedure of each State, either to the Per-
manent Court of International Justice or to a court of arbitration constituted in accord-
ance with the Hague Convention of October 18th, 1907, or to some other court of
arbitration. "

Article Q was voted on and adopted.

Article S (Article 30).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The following are the terms of this Article:
" The High Contracting Parties will use their best endeavours to secure the acces-

sion to the present Convention of other States. Such States may adhere at any time
after the coming into force of the Convention as provided in the first paragraph of
Article 32.

" Each accession will be notified to the French Government and by the latter
to all the signatory or adhering States.

"The instruments of accession shall remain deposited in the archives of the French
Government."

Article S was voted on and adopted.

Article T (Article 33).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The text of this Article is the following:

"The present Convention may be denounced by any Party thereto after the
expiration of four years from the date when it came into force in respect of that Party.
Denunciation shall be effected by notification in writing addressed to the French
Government, which shall forthwith transmit copies of such notification to the other
Parties, informing them of the date on which is was received.

" A denunciation shall take effect one year after the date on which the notifi-
fication thereof was received by the French Government, and shall operate only
in respect of the notifying State.

" In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the High Con-
tracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article 32, any other High
Contracting Party may also, within a period of one year from the date of such denun-
ciation, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration of the period
of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation shall take effect
at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. "

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: I should like to point out to the Committee that
it is impossible for it to decide now as to the third paragraph of this Article,!or even to discuss
it, since that paragraph is closely connected with Article R, which has not yet been drafted.
Article R, in the text submitted to you, is considered as being equivalent to Article 25 (a).
Thus, Article R in reality combines Article 25 (a) and Article 32. The reference to Article 32
is of the utmost importance.

It is therefore impossible to discuss the third paragraph, but in order to save time I would
propose that the Committee consider the first two paragraphs of this Article, which have no
connection with Article R.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation : I should like to support M. Dupriez' proposal.
The PRESIDENT. - Translation : What M. Dupriez has said is correct, and I think that

there would be no inconvenience in reserving the third paragraph for subsequent discussion.
I therefore put the first and second paragraphs of Article T to the vote.
The two first paragraphs of Article T were adopted; the third was reservedforfuture discussion.

Article U (Article 34).
The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of this Article is as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties agree that, at the conclusion of a period of three
years from the coming into force of the Convention under the terms of paragraph 1
of Article 32, the present Convention shall be subject to revision upon the request
of a third of the said High Contracting Parties. "
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The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I only wanted to say that though I am not going
to make any objection to the suggestion, it seems to me that three years is rather a short period.
If there is to be every three years a Conference of as interesting and exhausting a nature as the
present one, they will be a considerable burden -a financial burden, of course - on some States.
My delegation thinks, therefore, that a longer period would be preferable.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : Does Lord Onslow wish to submit any proposal in regard
to the time-limit- ?

Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : If the Conference can see its way to take a little longer
period, I, personally, should be very glad. As a basis of discussion, I should suggest four years.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Does anyone wish to support Lord Onslow's proposal ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: If I have understood Lord Onslow's words, it
seems to me that he somewhat exaggerates the inconvenience of the period of three years.
It is not a question of periods of three years which are renewable but of a single period of three
years from the coming into force of the Convention.

This period of three years was fixed after discussions in the Committee, and an agreement
was reached because it was thought that, whatever was done, however precise the terms of
the Convention or however circumstantial its provisions, there will still probably be practical
difficulties in regard to its application for which we shall not have provided. In that case,
would it not be wise to stipulate a limited period. You know also that a Conference can only
be convened at the request of a third of the signatory countries. This fact presents a guarantee
that a Conference will not be convened uselessly.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : Is Lord Onslow satisfied with M. Dupriez's explanations ?

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I am very grateful to the Rapporteur for the
explanation he has given, and I think there is great force in what he has said. Very possibly
there might be difficulties in working which would make it desirable to have another Conference
at an early date. I am glad that M. Dupriez pointed out that it is not proposed to hold a
Conference every three years, but one at the close of the first period of three years. I therefore
withdraw the objection I raised.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I put Article U (Article 34) to the vote.

Article U was adopted.

Article V (Article 29).

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : The text of Article V is as follows:

" The present Convention, of which the French and English texts shall both
be authentic, is subject to ratification. It shall bear to-day's date and shall be open for
signature until September 30th, 1926.

" Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which
shall at once notify the deposit of ratification to each of the other signatory Powers.

" The instrument of ratification shall then remain deposited in the archives
of the French Government."

Article V was put to the vote and adopted.

50. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Article I: Report of the Mixed
Committee appointed to draw up the Text of this Article.

The PRESIDENT. -Translation: We will now begin the discussion of Article 1. We must
do so immediately as certain other Articles are dependent on this one. We will proceed to
vote paragraph by paragraph.

The following is the text of the first paragraph.

Article 1.
" For the purposes of the present Convention, four categories of arms, ammu-

nition and implements are established: "

Adopted.

Category I.

" Arms, ammunition and implements of war exclusively designed and intended
for land, sea and aerial warfare. "

The PRESIDENT : Translation : I put this title to the vote.
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MI. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation : We were rather hasty in adopting the first para-
graph. If we decide that there shall be four categories, we commit ourselves for the remainder
of the article. I think it would be preferable to leave the question of the number of the cate-
gories undecided. It is possible that modifications may be made in the classifications contem-
plated and that one or other of the categories may disappear. I therefore ask if our vote is
final.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We have adopted the first part of Article 1, but it is
understood that if one or other of the categories contemplated is omitted, or if a new one is
created, the number provided for in the first paragraph will be modified.

I ask you to vote on the title of Category I, which I have just read.
Adopted.

" A. All arms, ammunition and implements of war which are or shall be com-
prised in the armament of the armed forces of any State and which have been exclu-
sively designed and are intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, other than those
covered by Category IV, namely:"

Adopted.
" 1. Rifles, muskets and carbines. 

Adopted.

" 2. (a) Automatic rifles, machine-guns and machine-pistols of all calibres;
(b) Mountings for machine-guns;
(c) Interrupter gears."

Adopted.

" 3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1
and 2 above. "

Adopted.

4. Gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial-gunsights and bomb-sights, and
fire-control apparatus."

Adopted.
"5. (a) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers of a calibre less than 15 cm.;

(b) Cannon, long or short, and howitzers of a calibre of 15 cm.;
(c) Mortars of all kinds;
(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting."

Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - There is a slight error in the English text, but it is
correct in the French text. In the English text of 5 (b) it says "cannon, long or short . .
of a calibre of 15 cm. ", but it ought to read " of a calibre of 15 cm. or above ".

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: Your remark is to the point. There is an error in
copying which will be corrected in the English text.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - For technical reasons, I would ask that mention
should be made in this paragraph under the letters (a) and (b) of the calibre in inches, 15 cm.
being equivalent to six inches.

Paragraph 5 was put to the vote and adopted with Lord Onslow's amendment.

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 5."

Adopted.

"7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and other
kinds of projectiles."

Adopted.

"8. (a) Grenades;
(b) Bombs;
(c) Land mines, submarine ines, fixed or floating, depth charges;
(d) Torpedoes."

Adopted.

"9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus. "

Adopted.

" 10. Bayonets. "
Adopted.

" 11. Tanks. "

Adopted.

" 12. Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by paragraph A and
not specified in the above enumeration. "
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The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). I think that this is the place where I should
raise one small point which relates to the necessities of the Customs Committee. If you turn
to paragraph B and the end of paragraph A you will see what I mean. Paragraph B says
that all arms and ammunition and implements of war to be exported for the use of the State
and those no longer part of the armaments of the State are to be returned in statistics. It
is impossible to distinguish between them. There should therefore be some note to the
effect that for statistical purposes the returns should be mixed. I do not quite know how this
should be done. Perhaps the Customs Committee or the Mixed Committee could be asked to
decide the matter.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: The Drafting Committee has thought right
to maintain the distinction between arms under A and those under B. The Customs admi-
nistration will perhaps encounter certain difficulties in allotting these arms to their proper
category; but I do not think that these difficulties are insurmountable, and in many cases,
if not in all, there would be no difficulty. It is, in fact, fairly easy to distinguish between
modern arms and arms of an obsolete pattern. There is a considerable political and military
advantage in maintaining the distinction between these two kinds of arms. It is, in fact, very
interesting to know that in such and such a country a certain quantity of new, modern, first-
class arms have been imported, or to know that only arms of an obsolete type which are not
adapted for modern equipment have been imported.

It will be easy to draw up statistics. A proper enumeration must certainly be made in
the statistics of arms under B just as for those under A, but this is merely a question of the
arrangement of statistical tables. Subdivisions might quite well be drawn up in statistical
tables, similar to those established for arms under A ; the arms might be designated, for instance,
as follows : (a) modern arms, (b) obsolete arms, (c) component parts.

I do not think that any grave difficulties will arise, and, in consideration of the great
political and military interest afforded by an exact knowledge of the kind of arms imported,
both new and old, we ought not to hesitate to maintain the distinction.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation : Allow me to ask the Rapporteur a question. In
the draft Convention drawn up by the Temporary Mixed Commission, armoured cars and
trains are included among arms and implements of war coming under Category I, as are also
tractors of an exclusively military character. These implements were omitted by the Military,
Naval and Air Committee, though opinions were divided in the Committee on the subject. In
the text before us we find a sub-paragraph 12 which covers " arms, ammunition and imple-
ments of war covered by paragraph A and not specified in the above enumeration ". I wonder
whether armoured cars and tractors designed exclusively for military purposes- which are
implements exclusively intended for warfare - come under sub-paragraph 12 as adopted by
the Drafting Committee.

M. VON ECKARDT (Germany). - Translation: I should like to know what arms are
included under sub-paragraph 12.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation : I should like to ask a similar question. In the
first place, the title of Category I is drafted as follows: " Arms, ammunition and imple-
ments of war exclusively designed and intended for land, sea and aerial warfare". Further
on we find, in Category IV, an entirely independent category, mention of vessels of war of all
kinds. These are certainly among the most characteristic and most dangerous implements of
naval warfare. I should like to ask why war vessels were placed in a special category. Do
we wish to pay them special honour because they are the most dangerous appliances ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) (Rapporteur). - Translation: The General Rapporteurs find
great difficulty in replying to the questions just asked. The -texts submitted to you were
drawn up by a Mixed Committee in whose work they took no part. They received the report
of this Committee at the same time as you did, together with the texts which were distributed
to you an hour ago. -They are, therefore, not in a position to reply to the questions asked by
several delegates. These questions can only be answered by the members of the Mixed Com-
mittee through the Rapporteur of that Committee.

As far as we are concerned, we have had nothing to do with its work; we have not even
reported on Article 1, as you may have noticed. The only report before the General Committee
is the report of this Mixed Committee.

It is, therefore, quite impossible for us to give any reply to the questions asked ; the Rap-
porteur of the Mixed Committee is the person to whom application should be made.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I am sorry to revert again to a subject which
is not very interesting but which has just been raised. I must, however, reply to the obser-
vations of the honourable delegate for Belgium on the point I raised just now, as I think he
was under a misapprehension in the matter. When referring to the different situations which I
mentioned he seemed to consider that the arms included in Category II were obsolete, but
that is not the case at all. They may be quite modern rifles which are perhaps being changed
by a country for the same rifle with a different sight, or a different calibre, or something of that
kind, and they may be perfectly serviceable and up-to-date, and they may be of a similar type
to those being used by another army.

The difference between the Categories A and B may be absolutely negligible, and I think
therefore that a detailed report on B is just as essential as on A. I therefore venture to move
- I hope it is not too late that paragraph B should be inserted after the words
"Category IV" in sub-paragraph A, that is 'to say, the words: " all arms and ammunition
and implements of war specified above which are no longer . . .
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The PRESIDENT.- Translation: I would ask Major de Carvalho, the Rapporteur of the
Mixed Committee. to be good enough to give us the required explanations.

Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). - Translation: The Mixed Committee was set up by the
Bureau of the Conference for the purpose of giving a final form to Article 1. At its first meeting
war vessels were not included in Article 1 because the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com-
mittee had already excluded them from the implements to be mentioned in that Article.

The reasons for the exclusion of war vessels from this Article will be found in the report
of the Technical Committee, which has already been distributed to you. I can, however,
summarise one of the principal arguments. So long as the Preamble of the Convention had not
been settled, everyone was at liberty, within certain limits, to interpret for himself the objects
of the Convention. In the Military, Naval and Air Committee it was thought that the object
of this Convention was to give the greatest publicity to the trade in arms, ammunition and imple-
ments of war. As war vessels cannot be sold without the whole world knowing of it, they are,
by the force of circumstances, already subject to the publicity which it is desired to establish.
The Technical Committee, therefore, excluded war vessels from Category I.

Other arguments were brought forward, but I think that the one I have mentioned really
led to the exclusion of war vessels from this category.

This was the position when the Mixed Committee met. There were, however, contrary
views and opinions which had already been put forward in the Military Committee, and, in
deference to those views, it was unanimously decided by the Mixed Committee to place war
vessels in a separate category while excluding the implements in excess of the normal armament
of these war vessels.

In accordance with the Article before you, vessels of war are included in a special category
in which the normal armaments of those ships are also included. The armaments in excess
of the normal complement of these ships fall under the general provisions of Article 1.

In reply to the question raised by the German delegate, I have to state that the Drafting
Committee has thought fit to make a change at the end of the first sub-paragraph of paragraph
A. Instead of the word " including ", it has put " namely ".

In order to complete this Article, the Drafting Committee added under sub-paragraph 12
"arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by paragraph A and not specified in
the above enumeration ".

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I wish to thank the Rapporteur of the Mixed
Committee most warmly for the information he has given. He has replied to my remarks,
but there are others to which he has not yet replied, especially the question raised by the Swedish
delegate. I hope that that point also will be cleared up.

I now come to the question of war vessels. I have studied the Minutes of the Technical
Committee and I was familiar with the argument based on the question of publicity.

I know that we are referred for information about the naval armaments of the different
States to interesting publications, such as The Times and Brassey's Naval Annual, which
give all these details. Still, I think it would be useful to have the information collected
in a single publication. I do not think it is our duty to make propaganda for publications,
even the most respectable of them, such as those I have mentioned, and I think that our
Article 1 will make an extremely illogical impression which will be difficult to justify before
the authorities of the different countries whose duty it will be to ratify it.

As, however, it is a question of a compromise and I am imbued with a most conciliatory
spirit, I do not wish to labour this argument.

All I wanted to do was to point out that this compromise - as so often happens - leads
to results extremely illogical and difficult to justify.

Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). Translation : I have already explained that the Mixed
Committee was created for the purpose of giving Article 1 a final form.

In reply to the question raised by the Swedish delegate, I wish to state that armoured
cars were excluded from Category I by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee.
No proposal to place them in Category I was submitted to the Mixed Committee.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : We have now to consider the text proposed under sub-
paragraph 12 as well as Lord Onslow's proposal.

Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). -- Translation: My proposal is to add paragraph B
beginning " all arms and ammunition " to the first sub-paragraph of paragraph A after the
woros " Category IV ".

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I shall now put to the vote sub-paragraph 12 as drafted
in the text submitted to you, that is to say: " Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered
by paragraph A and not specified in the above enumeration ".

L.ord Onslow's amendment will be put to the vote subsequently.
General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translationz: I should like to ask for an explanation.

On what are we voting ? Is it sub-paragraph 12 ? If this is the case, I should like to say
a few words before we vote.

The original text of sub-paragraph 12 said that the Convention should apply to arms,
ammunition and implements of war intended for warfare, including all those enumerated
below ".

The adoption of the word " including " was originally suggested because it was impossible
to enumerate all weapons of war, and with a view to being able to include in that enumeration
any arms which might be invented at a subsequent date. But it has been thought preferable
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to omit this term, which was not correct from the drafting point of view, and it is this decision
which has given rise to No. 12, with which we are at present concerned.

In my opinion, however, the drafting of this paragraph is very vague, very wide and open
to the danger of being interpreted in different ways. Do you believe that, if such is the case,
Governments could enter into engagements of which they were uncertain ? It seems to me
to be necessary to use more precise language, for this formula might give rise to friction between
Governments, as well as between Governments and manufacturers. I cannot think that it
was a happy idea to substitute the text of No. 12 now submitted to us for the word "includ-
ing ".

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium). - Translation: I would propose the omission pure and simple
o1 sub-paragraph 12.

This paragraph gave rise to differences of opinion in the Drafting Committee. I myself
opposed its insertion because I feared exactly what has happened . If, however, this paragraph
has been included in the text submitted to you it is simply in order to facilitate the drawing
up of statistics. That is the only reason for its insertion. But, as you see, it gives rise imme-
diately to a whole series of problems which appeared to have been settled by the original text.
Would it not be prudent then, in order to avoid disputes and difficulties in the future such
as those to which General de Marinis has alluded, to omit this paragraph, which was only
proposed as a variation of drafting, though it gave effect to the opinions of the Mixed Committee.
The Drafting Committee had evidently not the slightest desire to modify the principles estab-
lished by the Mixed Committee. As I said before, it is simply a question of drafting.

I would propose to go back to the text submitted by the Mixed Committee.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation : The difficulties which we have now encountered
are due, I believe, to the fact that in the text drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Com-
mittee the words " en y comprenant " were employed in the French text, while the word
" namely" was employed in the English text. I do not think that exactly the same
meaning is expressed by these two terms. The English word expresses, in my opinion, a
complete specific enumeration, while the French term " en y comprenant " is in no way precise
and simply cites examples.

This, I think, is the origin of our present difficulty.
I therefore think that it would be preferable to support M. Dupriez' proposal. I should

also like to make it clear that in the discussions of the Military, Naval and Air Committee
there was never any question of giving examples of arms, ammunition and implements of war
which might come under the conditions of the Convention, but rather to enumerate a complete
list.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: I, for my part, have grave objections to
the omission pure and simple proposed by the General Rapporteur. He characterises the
introduction to sub-paragraph 12 as a simple variation in drafting, but, on referring to General
de Marinis' statement just now, it seems to me, on the contrary - and this is a point which must
be cleared up - that this sub-paragraph conveys a very definite meaning, since General de
Marinis tells us that it refers to new inventions which could not be provided for in the enu-
meration. If such, then, is the purpose of this sub-paragraph 12, I see a very grave disadvantage
in its omission.

We are engaged in trying to exercise control and provide publicity in connection with
the trade in the arms which at present exist. But if to-morrow, as is possible, a scientific
invention should render these arms obsolete and they should thus become archaic like those
which are now used for exhibition purposes, if to-morrow a new weapon, some chemical com-
bination, some diabolical invention, should transform the methods now in use, we should have
gone our ways, after having drawn up a Convention on the trade in arms, without having pro-
vided for the possibility that this new weapon could be carried by land or sea with complete
freedom. This seems to me impossible.

I fully understand the anxiety which was felt by the Mixed Commission and expressed
just now by General de Marinis, and which prompted the addition of sub-paragraph 12 concerning
arms, ammunition and implements of war not included in the foregoing enumeration, after
they had prepared the very full list before us, a list which is, to the best of my belief, the fullest
possible in the present state of armaments. I understand, and, indeed, General de Marinis
has emphasised this point, that this vague enumeration naturally gives rise to certain difficulties;
I can put myself in the place of the Customs official whose duty it is to decide if the implements
before him agree with the definition adopted by us ; we set him what I recognise to be a difficult
task. But the omission pure and simple of this paragraph seems calculated to give rise to such
difficulties that I, for my part, must oppose such a step energetically.

I think that the duty of finding some definition of a more precise nature should be left
to a Committee ; or alternatively we might develop the idea of revision, which is indeed provided
for at the end of the Convention, and entrust to some organism or other the duty of completing
this enumeration with new inventions which may appear. In this connection I must add -
although in no spirit of recrimination, to which I am always opposed, as all it does is to hamper
work and hinder its completion - that I regret that the central office for control and co-ordination
was not accepted by the Conference. By means of this office we could have effected the
necessary revision and additions to the list. Could we not find some organisation - I am not
prepared off-hand to say what it should be, for this is a question which should be referred
to some committee or other - which would be sufficiently in touch with scientific progress -
if one can so term inventions of this sort - to be able to add to the list any new inventions
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which might see the light ? I must therefore strongly deprecate the omission pure and simple
of this paragraph.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : In view of the lateness of the hour, I propose to postpone
the continuation of this discussion to this afternoon's meeting, which will be held punctually
at 4 o'clock.

The Committee rose at 1.25 p.m.

NINETEENTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Saturday, June 6th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

President: M. Gustavo GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference.

51. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Article 1: Report of the Mixed
Committee appointed to draw up the Text of this Article (continued).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I think I had better summarise the position. We are
going to continue the discussion of item No. 12 of paragraph A of Category I, which we
discussed at our last meeting.

A proposal to delete this sub-paragraph has been made by M. Dupriez.
We are about to resume the discussion of the text, put it to the vote, and, if necessary,

vote on the proposal for deletion.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I venture to think that, on the whole, the text
as it has been presented to us in item 12 is the most satisfactory, because, by the insertion
of item No. 12, the compilation of the Customs statistics is facilitated. In making up
the returns of statistics, those who are entrusted with that duty will have a convenient
heading under which to include all those articles which are not to be found under any of the
others. That is really the only reason why it seems to me to be necessary to retain this clause.
If we were to revert to the original proposal- that is to say, to replace the word " namely"
in paragraph A by the word " including " - it would, I think, serve the same purpose, except
that it would present difficulties from the Customs-house point of view and from the point
of view of the statistical returns. If, however, the word " including" were discarded and the
word " namely " retained, the text, in my view, would not read and would be reduced almost
to an absurdity, because it would be equivalent to saying that sub-paragraphs 1 to 11 cover
the only things which are arms or implements of war. Such a text would not be possible,
because it would be meaningless. Of the two texts, therefore, I prefer the one as published
now, but I should have no objection if we reverted to the original text of the Temporary Mixed
Commission's proposal. To revert to the original text is the proposal, as I understand it,
which M. Dupriez has put before you.

The PRESIDENT: No one else has asked to speak. I put item No. 12 of paragraph A to
the vote.

Item No. 12 was adopted.

Paragraph B.

The PRESIDENT. --- Translation : We have a proposal made by Lord Onslow which only
concerns the place in which paragraph B should be inserted.

We will first consider the paragraph as it stands. Should it be adopted I will ask you
to discuss Lord Onslow's proposal.

The paragraph reads as follows:

" All arms and ammunition and implements of war specified above which are
no longer part of -the armament of the armed forces of any State but remain capable
of being utilised for military purposes -to the exclusion of any other utilisation. "

Paragraph B was adopted.
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We must now consider whether we desire to leave this paragraph in the place where it
now stands or whether we will put it at the end of the first paragraph of A, after the words
"covered by Category IV ", as Lord Onslow suggests.

I ask the Committee to decide whether this paragraph shall stand.

The Committee decided to place paragraph B as suggested by Lord Onslow.

Paragraph C.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Paragraph C reads as follows:

" Component parts completely finished of the articles covered by A and B above
and capable of being u-ilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles or as
spare parts."

Paragraph C was adopted.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): Before we leave this category I should like to
draw the attention of the Committee to a point of drafting. Since this morning's meeting I
have been examining the drafting of this text very carefully, and there seems to me to be a
mistake which requires rectification. As Category I now reads, certain articles which, after
long discussions in the technical Committees, it was decided to omit from the scope of the Con-
vention, or to treat in a different manner from Category I, still retain their position in that
category not because they are specifically mentioned but because of the wording of the heading
of Category I. These articles are aircraft and armoured cars.

There has been general agreement, I think, that the former - namely, aircraft - shall be
included only in Category III and that the latter shall be excluded from the Convention on
grounds which I think have been thoroughly explored in the Technical Committee and to
which it is not necessary to refer at the present moment. Because, however, of the heading,
these articles would still, by implication, be included in Category I.

I would venture to suggest that, after we have examined the article and passed it in general
terms, the Drafting Committee might look at it again and see whether it is quite correct in
this respect and, if not, put it right before the text is actually adopted finally.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) : I agree with what has been said by the honourable Lord Onslow
and I entirely support his suggestion.

Agreed.
Category 11.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I declare the discussion open on the title of Category II,
which reads as follows:

" Arms and ammunition, assembled or component parts, entirely finished, capable
of use both for military and for other purposes "

If there are no remarks I put this title to the vote.

Adopted.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: We will now pass to paragraph 1, which reads as follows:

" Pistols and revolvers, automatic or self-loading, and developments of the same
designed for single-handed use or fired from the shoulder, of a calibre greater than
6.5 mm. and length of barrel greater than 10 cm. "

The discussion is open on this paragraph. If there are no remarks I put it to the vote.

Paragraph 1 was adopted.

The PRESIDENT: I declare the discussion open on paragraph 2, which reads as follows:

"(a) Fire-arms designed, intended or adapted for non-military purposes, such
as sport or personal defence, that will fire cartridges that can be fired from firearms
in Category I.

" (b) Other rifled fire-arms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or
above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled fire-arms with a 'break-
down ' action."

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I am sorry to trouble the Committee with so
many observations this afternoon but I would like to draw attention to the report of the
Customs Committee. In that report, the arms mentioned in these two sub-paragraphs (a) and
(b), under Category II, are grouped together. This has been done, I understand, because
these rifles may be accompanied only by an export declaration, and it will be extremely difficult,
if not impossible, for the importer to say exactly under which heading, (a) or (b), they would
fall. It is essential for Customs purposes that they should be grouped together, because no
Customs officer could distinguish them - or so I am informed.

Further, there is the additional reason that it is not required that consignments falling
under Category II should be accompanied by a document, as is the case under Category I,
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and that, I am told, is another reason why the Customs Committee classed these goods together.
I venture to suggest that this Committee should adopt the proposal as it originally came from
the Customs Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Do any members of the Committee desire to make
any remarks on Lord Onslow's proposal ?

If there are no remarks I shall put paragraph 2 to the vote, sub-paragraph by sub-para-
graph, and I shall then ask you to vote on Lord Onslow's proposal.

Sub-Paragraphs (a) and (b) were adopted.

Lord Onslow's proposal to combine the two sub-paragraphs was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. -Translation : We will now take paragraph 3, which reads as follows:

"Ammunition for the arms enumerated in the above two headings, with the
exception of ammunition covered by Category I."

Paragraph 3 was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: The discussion is open on paragraph 4.
"Swords and lances ".

Paragraph 4 was adopted.

Category III, Paragraph 1.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: Paragraph 1 of Category III reads as follows:

"Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, aircraft engines ".

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: We have now come to Category III. It
differs from the two previous categories, since, according to their titles, Category I comprises
arms which can only be used for war, and Category II arms which can be used both in time of
peace and in time of war. It might therefore be concluded that Category III includes arms
which can only be used in time of peace.

I fear, under these conditions, that when it is seen that aircraft, powder and explosives
appear in Category III, public opinion may be rather hard on us. I know that their judgment
will be somewhat unfair. They will not take account of the difficulties that we met with when
we endeavoured, in a text of a general nature, to insert the exact descriptions which would
have enabled us to find another category for powders, explosives and aircraft articles which,
as we all know, are used in time of peace as well as in time of war.

Public opinion will find difficulty in understanding why they have not been included
in Category II, which, in my opinion, would have been the logical course. Indeed, it would
appear that, if there are such things as appliances which may be used both for peace and war,
aircraft constitutes the most obvious example. This question has been the subject of very
long discussions and very long negotiations in the Technical Committee. I agree that, whenever
it can be avoided, we should refrain from reopening, in the general discussion, questions which
have been exhaustively considered by the technical Committees. Such a course would only
make our discussions interminable and delay the result which we all hope to attain.

I do not insist, therefore, though I maintain, I say it frankly, the express reservation
which the French delegation has made on this subject, and I express the regret that we feel
at not seeing aircraft at least included in Category II, since that category clearly covers
appliances which may be used in time of peace and in time of war. I ask the General Committee,
nevertheless, most earnestly, if it renounces the application of the principle of publicity in
respect of all the articles in Category III - since that category, as a result of practical
difficulties, includes gunpowder, explosives, aircraft, pocket revolvers and sporting guns -
to maintain the principle of publicity at least in respect of aircraft.

It seemed to me that, in the exchange of opinions between the various delegates, which
had been very prolonged, though conducted throughout with the utmost cordiality - and it is
for that reason that I refrain from raising the whole question again before the General Com-
mittee -- we were at least agreed to maintain, as far as aircraft were concerned, this measure
which is so easy and so essential, that is to say publicity for exports.

This publicity is already in force, by means of Customs statistics, in respect of many other
articles which have no connection with warfare. It would really be lamentable if, in drawing
up a Convention on the trade in arms, we should fail to apply to trade in aircraft that minimum
degree of supervision known as publicity of exports, and if we were not able to bring to the
notice of all nations at least the quantity and the nature of shipments of aircraft which may be
made by any given Power to another.

We must realise that, although we may have experienced practical difficulties, the common
sense of the public will not be at fault on the issue. Aircraft and aeroplanes are the essential
and characteristic instruments of a modern war I will not say a future war, for I cannot
bear to think of it. They are going, as a result of certain difficulties - I am not protesting,
I am only stating facts to be put into a category which is not subject to any supervision,
and in respect of which complete freedom of export exists, and I ask you at least not to refuse
publicity. I most earnestly ask the General Committee to consider this point.
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The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): Mr. President and gentlemen, I agree with
what the French delegate has said - namely, that this question has been discussed exhaustively
in the various Committees and that it would be a mistake to reopen the whole matter and discuss
again what has been so fully dealt with by the other organs of the Conference. I should like
to say, however, that we must, I think, deem it a great piece of good fortune that we have
been able, after long and patient examination, to reach an agreement which, I trust, will prove
satisfactory to all those who have taken part in our deliberations. I should also like to pay
a 'tribute to the very conciliatory and statesman-like spirit which has been displayed by all
those who were engaged in the extremely difficult task of drawing up these articles.

M. Paul-Boncour has referred to this question of publicity and with your permission I
should like to make a few observations on that point. In the first place, I should like to clear
up what may be a misunderstanding as to our attitude, which is conveyed by the report of
what occurred during the final drafting of this category. Various friendly conversations have
-taken place between the various delegations, and some time ago the proposal, which we have
before us to-day, for placing aircraft in Category III was put forward. That proposal was
mentioned to me and I had no difficulty in giving the consent of my Government. Moreover,
I was empowered (and I said so at the time) to say that we should be prepared to publish details
with regard to the export of aircraft in the way as M. Paul-Boncour has suggested. Indeed,
we should do it to a greater extent than is suggested, because we already publish the details,
and I think that our particulars are fuller than the suggested particulars which are before
the Committee. As a matter of fact, I believe that we at present publish this information
annually, but there would be no difficulty whatever in turning our annual returns into the form
which is required in the suggested proposal for quarterly returns. I should like, therefore,
to say -that, when these conversations were started, we were and we still are quite in favour
of giving effect to 'that publicity which M. Paul-Boncour desires. I have therefore great pleasure
in supporting -that proposal in the form in which it is put forward in the report.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation: The discussion with regard to aircraft
developed in the Technical Committee in an altogether unexpected manner. I hasten to reassure
M. Paul-Boncour and to tell him that I shall state my case with the utmost moderation. The
honourable delegate for France has pointed out that we should not resume, in -this place, the
discussions that took place in the Technical Committee. I agree with this very apt reminder,
and I will endeavour to condense, as far as possible, the few remarks which I think indispensable
to give perhaps some satisfaction to public opinion, which may be surprised at not seeing air-
craft included in the first or second category.

This question was examined by the Permanent Military Commission when the draft Con-
vention which has been laid before us was drawn up. The Permanent Commission, which
was composed of delegates of the ten Governments represented on the Council, was unanimously
of opinion that aircraft should not be covered by the Convention. Your Technical Committee
approved, by a majority, the conclusions of the former Commission, and also decided that
aircraft should not be mentioned in this Convention. Why ? Because it is difficult, if not
impossible, in the vast majority of cases to make a distinction between military and civil air-
craft. The existence of this difficulty was felt at the Washington Conference and was acknow-
ledged by a Committee which was expressly appointed for the above purpose. On the other
hand, the use of aircraft for pacific objects is constantly increasing. In these circumstances
it is difficult to see the advantage of bringing this means of aerial communication under a
system of control which might hamper its development. Every care has been taken, in the
preparation of this Convention, to subject to the most severe system of control - that is to
say, to the regime of Category I - all arms, all appliances, and all implements capable of turning
an aeroplane into an engine of war. Why, therefore, should we include the aeroplanes them-
selves in the Convention when to do so can only lead to difficulties in practice and to disputes
between manufacturers and Governments ?

What use would it be to do so when all the implements which may render an aeroplane
capable of use in war are already included in Category I ? If we prohibit 'the " interruptor
gear" of a monoplane, it is useless to prohibit 'the monoplane itself, which, without such an
appliance, could never be used as a fighting plane. I would add that the inclusion of these
implements in the Convention might endanger all the system which we have set up for component
parts ; for these implements contain a large number of component parts which are capable of
being used for many kinds of industrial and agricultural machines and also for ordinary motor-
cars, etc. If we are going to supervise the trade in such implements, it is obvious that we shall
have to supervise the trade in their component parts - for otherwise the supervision would
be ineffective, since all the component parts could be shipped ready to be assembled at a
moment's notice.

Our main preoccupation should be not to interfere with freedom of trade unless there is a
valid reason for doing so. This consideration is of the greatest importance when we are making
a first attempt to apply a system of supervision, and the eventual fate of the Conference will be
governed by it.

As, however, certain delegations have urged that aircraft should be included in the Con-
vention, as a compromise we have put them in Category III, and we have thus also given satis-
faction to those who asked for supervision of aircraft in the special zones.

We are now further asked to require publicity in respect of the trade in aeroplanes and
aeroplane engines. Do you think that it will be easy to distinguish between an aeroplane
engine and an engine intended for use in a machine of a different kind ? Although I have no
technical knowledge of this subject, I can assure you, on the advice of competent technical
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experts, that such a distinction is very difficult to make. We are going to raise questions
the solution of which will be almost impossible for the Customs officials who will have to apply
our Convention in practice. The more elaborate we make it, the more risk we run of making
it difficult to apply in practice.

As the delegate of Italy, I would add that my country has no fear of publicity. On the
contrary, we are among the nations which give the most publicity to trade in these articles.
I have before me the statistics of the first six months of the year 1924, which give the figures
for aircraft exported and the names of the countries to which they have been delivered. I have
not the same statistics in respect of engines, for, as I pointed out just now, the distinction
between the different engines is one which Customs officials find it difficult to make. The number
of engines is given without any indication of the use for which they are intended.

If I refuse to accept the idea of publicity, even in respect of aircraft alone, without extending
it -to engines - which are component parts - the reason is that I do not know how far we
could honour the obligation which we would be undertaking. I do not know how soon the infor-
mation required could be given. Further, I think that the more we add to our obligations,
the farther we get from our eventual object, and the farther we get from the possibility of
preparing a Convention which will be acceptable to as many States as possible - thus ensuring
for it that universal character which it should possess. It is not merely a question of considering,
each from his own point of view, whether a clause is or is not acceptable. We must consider
that clause from an objective point of view, and bear in mind the desirability and the many
advantages of provisions which can be accepted by the whole world.

Any victory gained here by those who desire to increase the scope of the Convention may,
if such an extension is not fully justified, prove to have been a defeat if States which might
have accepted the provisions of the Convention abstain from doing so. It is for these reasons
that I venture to beseech you to be content with subjecting aircraft to the regime of Category III,
and not to ask us to undertake further obligations so far as they are concerned.

M. MATSUDA (Japan): Since the beginning of this Conference the Japanese delegation
has not made any objection to the use of a system of publicity as a means of supervising the trade
in arms and ammunition. We have indeed already proposed certain clauses dealing with
publicity for insertion in our Convention.

The French delegation has now laid before us a proposal for the adoption of a system of
publicity in respect of aircraft.

The Japanee delegation regrets that it must offer the strongest opposition to this proposal
and in support of its attitude it contends that there is no need for such a regime, while, on the
other hand, it may entail a number of disadvantages to which I beg to draw your attention.

Machine guns, bombing apparatus, etc., intended for the equipment of military aircraft
have already been put in Category I and, as such, a re subject to a very strict supervision;
but aircraft not provided with such apparatus can hardly be used as fighting planes in great battles.

Naturally, we do not press this argument so far as to claim that such aircraft have no
military value at all, but we are convinced that many small aircraft used for sport may be
regarded as without any military value.

We therefore do not see the necessity for a regime of publicity for implements of this nature.
If, however, it is desired to begin a discussion on the military value of aircraft, it will be
necessary to draw a distinction between those which have and those which have not any
military value.

Unlike rifles or cannons, aeroplanes cannot be stored, for they very rapidly deteriorate
in value ; moreover, aircraft cannot be used without aerodromes: that again restricts their use.
Lastly, when flying they cannot be hidden.

Finally, gentlemen, aircraft, military or civil, are all registered, and without exception
bear marks of nationality. In these circumstances, we do not see the necessity for an inter-
national undertaking with regard to publicity, and we think its effect would be to put producing
countries and importing countries in very different positions ;for the countries which are obliged
-to import aircraft from abroad cannot build up reserves in the same way as producing countries.

On the other hand, we ought to encourage the development of aviation, which makes
for closer relations between the peoples of the whole world. We should not needlessly hamper
this means of bringing about better international relations.

In conclusion, I am content to leave these points to the consideration of my colleagues here
present, in the hope that,as regardsaircraft,theywillnotmake the system of publicity an obli-
gation under the Statute, but that on the contrary such publiciy will. be left to the discretion
of each individual State.-

This question of aircraft, like that of warships, has dominated all the debates of the
Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee. The Japanese delegation, like the British aind
Italian delegations, desired that these implements should be excluded; nevertheless, after
carefully considering the matter, we agreed, for the sake of conciliation, that they should be
put in Category III.

I must therefore ask the General Committee to allow me to make a reservation in respect
of the proposals for publicity in the case of aircraft.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: I ask your pardon for speaking once more,
but if it was only to thank Lord Onslow for supporting my request, that would in itself justify
my rising again.

I should like to reply very briefly to the remarks of General de Marinis and M. Matsuda.
I would ask them to bear in mind the extent of the concession made by the French delegation -
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which would have preferred to see aircraft at least in Category II - when it agreed (and we
stand by that concession) that they should only appear in Category III.

As a result of that decision, aircraft are removed from all Governmental supervision,
and the Governments are in no way responsible for them.

In Categories I and II we have laid it down (and this is the first of the essential principles
which are established in the Convention), either through the machinery of licences or through
that of export declarations or, again, of visas by the importing State or by a combination of
these methods - we have laid down, I say, the principle of responsibility and therefore of an
obligation for the Government to concern itself with the details of the exports in question.

But, in the case of aeroplanes, the mere fact of placing them in Category III puts an end
to all this.

I would ask why you should not retain, in respect of aircraft, the principle which the General
Rapporteur lays down at the very beginning of his report, that is to say, publicity for export
statistics, a system which, as General de Marinis has explained with admirable lucidity, involves
nothing more than what is done at the present time. I am not, therefore, asking you to put
new hindrances in the way of trade.

By the way, I should like to say that if I thought that this proposal would involve any
hindrance to trade I should be extremely embarrassed. At any rate, I should be drawn in
two directions, for France is a country which produces and exports aeroplanes and I have
no desire whatever to interfere with that trade.

I simply ask you to do what is already done at present, to provide for what may be found
in all the Customs statistics of producing and importing countries and notably - with a clearness
which is deserving of all praise - in those of the country which General de Marinis represents
here. Nevertheless, it is very desirable that it should appear in the Convention.

Indeed, it is by no means superfluous for the Convention to provide a moral and contractual
obligation for the continuance of what has been done in the past. It may also be desirable
to provide that it shall be done somewhat more frequently. On this point, I hasten to add
that I shall be ready to give General de Marinis any satisfaction that he may require, and if
he considers that the period of two months which has been proposed is too short, I am prepared
to accept whatever period the technical experts may recommend.

But having made this new concession with regard to the length of the period, I persist
in thinking -and I wish to urge this point on the attention of the Committee - that our
Convention would be seriously defective if, when dealing with peace-time material which can
be very speedily converted into implements of war, it failed to lay down - in some manner,
in as mild a form as you may wish, and with all the elasticity possible - that exports of
aeroplanes from one country to another should be published.

I was asked just now: What is the use of this, since an aeroplane without its armaments
is of no military value ? I would reply first that such an aeroplane is of great value as a scout
and observing machine. There is a category of scout aeroplanes which can be used as they
are. I would add that a system under which publication is made of the number of machine-
guns sent to a country but not of the number of aeroplanes is fundamentally unsound. The
military value of a machine-gun varies considerably according as it is used as it stands in the
defences of a position or for some similar purpose or is mounted in an aeroplane. The aero-
plane gives it a particular value. As you are aware, a machine-gun can be mounted in an
aeroplane in a few hours. It is therefore important that we should know the number of
aircraft exported. If we really desire to leave this Conference with the conviction that we
have subjected the export of arms to the publicity necessary to prevent clandestine arma-
ments, then let us at least lay down the principle of publicity for exports of aeroplanes.

Aeroplanes are useful for peaceful activities, for trade and for travel. There is no question
of forbidding them. Nor yet is there any question of restricting aviation in any way. We
are merely asking you that the number of aeroplanes should be known, since the number of
aeroplanes in a country is one of the sources of its military strength, for that country may,
when the time comes, even within a very short period, convert its commercial aeroplanes into
war planes.

I will conclude; I will not detain you longer, for you must all have formed your opinions,
and I even ask your pardon for having detained you so long already. I feel, however, that
it is my duty, in view of the judgments which will be passed on the Convention we are endeav-
ouring to prepare, to entreat you-since, on the one hand, there will be no real interference
with trade and since, on the other hand, we know that an aeroplane of any kind can acquire
an undoubted military value by a simple and speedy transformation - not to leave in the Con-
vention a gap through which (pardon me this metaphor, which seems appropriate to the case)
a large part of the hopes that have been formed of that Convention might take flight.

For the moment, at any rate, I do not think it possible for you to vote on an amendment
embodying the arguments which I have used, since I have consented, though with reluctance,
to aircraft being placed in Category III. My remarks are, I think, justified by the fact that
at the foot of Category III there appears a note which reads as follows:

" With reference to heading 1 above, the Mixed Committee wishes to point out
that the inclusion of this paragraph was only agreed to on condition that the regime
hitherto contemplated in the text for Category III remains unchanged."

Furthermore, the text in Article H in the draft before us when referring to Category III
says:

" The arms, ammunition and material covered by Category III may be exported
without formalities or restrictions subject to the provisions of Chapter III. "
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If, when we come to discuss this article, the Conference accepts the principle of publicity,
I will take the opportunity to submit an amendment, which will read as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within three months of
the close of each quarter a return for that quarter of the export of such aircraft or
aircraft engines, giving quantities exported and their allocation by countries of
destination.'

In my amendment I have provided for a period of two months, but I am prepared to extend
it when we discuss Article H again at the next reading - since the President has very judiciously
pointed out that that procedure would be necessary, in view of the fact that the discussions
on nomenclature are not yet concluded. Should the principle of publicity be, accepted, it could
then be incorporated in the amendment which I have just submitted.

This is the conclusion to which I have come.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I propose that we adopt the following procedure. I shall
first put paragraph 1 to the vote. I hope it will be adopted. We will then vote on the
principle of publicity as regards this paragraph only.

The principle at issue having thus been settled, we will resume the discussion when we
come to Article H.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: I agree.

Paragraph 1 of Category III was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I will now ask you to take a decision with regard to the
principle of publicity so far as concerns aircraft, whether assembled or dismantled, and aircraft
engines.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation : I beg to ask whether the Committee has to
decide solely on the question of publicity for aircraft, assembled or dismantled, or on the whole
paragraph.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I think M. Paul-Boncour asked for publicity in regard
to the whole of paragraph 1.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR. - Translation: Yes.
The principle of publicity in respect of aircraft, assembled or dismantled, and aircraft engines

was adopted.

Paragraph 2.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: We have now to decide on paragraph 2 of Category III,
which reads as follows:

" Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder."

The discussion is open on this paragraph.
Since there are no remarks, I put it to the vote.

Paragraph 2 was adopted.

Paragraph 3.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: Paragraph 3 of Category III reads as follows:

"Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I and II, such as:
" Pistols and revolvers of all models, rifled weapons with a ' break-down '

action, other rifled fire-arms of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing
from the shoulder, smooth-bore shot-guns, guns with more than one barrel,
of which at least one barrel is smooth-bore, fire-arms firing rim-fire ammunition,
muzzle-loading fire-arms, ammunition for the above. 

Paragraph 4 was adopted.

Category IV.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We now come to the heading of Category IV, which
reads as follows:

" Vessels of war and their armaments. "

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I would crave the indulgence of the Committee
for a few moments in order to make some observations upon the contents of this category.
The fact that the consideration of the contents of this Category has occupied such a large amount
of time in the Technical Committee itself proves that the question has been one of no small
difficulty. Indeed, it would have been a matter of some surprise if it had been found that a
task of this magnitude could have been settled without anxious consideration.
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If reference is made to the terms of the original draft which was laid before the
Conference, it will be seen that considerable alterations have been made in this
particular article, and I think that one of the chief differences (with the exception
of the one which we have just been discussing) which will strike anyone making a comparison
of the two drafts concerns the position which is occupied by the ships of war and the aeroplanes
which we have just been discussing. My Government, like every Government represented
here, has been most anxious to have a convention which would give effect to its general desire
to secure some measure of regulation of this trade - not a measure in words only, but one
which would ensure that the -terms of the Convention would be thoroughly sound and workable
and that the Convention when put into force would not give rise to great practical difficulties
which would render it, if not impossible, at any rate very difficult to work.

At the outset of our proceedings, I laid before the Committee a draft which contained
certain amendments to the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission, and among those amend-
ments was one to exclude ships of war. I do not think I need at this -time (because the whole
matter is ancient history now) discuss the difficulties which were foreshadowed at that time
and which we thought it necessary to solve. But I might, perhaps, specially mention one im-
portant point, namely, the extra-territorial position, which has been conceded by international
usage, and the jealously guarded rights of ships of war of all nations. This was one of the
important matters which was before us when we considered this question.

The view which we held at the beginning of these discussions was shared by a number
of delegations, but not, by any means, by all of them. Some thought that the suggestion
to omit ships of war altogether would make the Convention incomplete, and that it was possible
to meet the difficulties which we had foreseen by some modification to the original proposal.

At this stage of our proceedings, I should like again to pay a tribute to the very conciliatory
spirit which has been displayed by all those who have been engaged in the extremely difficult
task of drawing up the terms of this article. In trying to meet those who did not share our
original views, we endeavoured to solve the difficulties which were put forward by those who
held views divergent to ours, and instead of including ships of war as originally proposed we
suggested that a special chapter should be devoted to them, and that the publicity which should
be exacted with regard to them in this Convention should be founded upon the rules drawn up
by the Washington Treaty. This proposal was carefully considered and, if I may say
so, in a most conciliatory manner, with the sole view of reaching a conclusion which would
prove satisfactory and one which would be accepted by all. Without going into needless details
and detaining the Committee unduly, I think I may say that the basis of those Washington
rules has been found to provide a solution of this problem which has proved acceptable to all
and, indeed, to provide a measure of publicity exceeding that which was contemplated in the
original draft.

Now that the Technical Committee and the Special Mixed Committee, which was appointed
to deal with the matter, have presented their reports, I think that the result is one which will
recommend itself to all the Powers concerned in the preparation of this Convention. I think
we must all feel profoundly thankful that this task has been so successfully concluded and I
can only say that my Government shares the general hope that the solution of this problem,
which I hope will result in this Convention being duly signed and ratified, will provide an addi-
tional guarantee and greater security for the peace of the whole world.

The PRESIDENT. -- Translation: I put to the vote the title of Category IV, " Vessels
of war and their armament ".

Adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I put to the vote the text of Category IV, which is as
follows:

Vessels of war of all kinds : arms, ammunition and implements of war mounted
on board vessels of war and forming part of their normal armament. 

This category was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We come now to a final note which says:

" The above categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by
International Law."

As you know, the Drafting Committee is at present considering an article of a similar
character. It is not therefore necessary to vote on this note.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I beg to point out that it will of course be necessary,
in pursuance of Lord Onslow's suggestion, to revise the numbering of the Categories. I think
it would be preferable to put the Category containing warships in another place.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I have not suggested any alteration in the num-
bering. My suggestion was that this text should be referred back to the Drafting Committee
so that it might be made more correct. As the text now stands, certain articles which are
obviously excluded from the Category might be considered, owing to the wording of the first
paragraph, as being contained in it. I did not mean to suggest that there should be any altera-
tion of the numbering of the categories or that the category containing ships of war should
be placed in a different order. I merely wished to safeguard our work and be sure that the
text really expressed what we meant.
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Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation : I am sorry that I misunderstood Lord Onslow's
suggestion and that I cannot invoke his support. I desire therefore - entirely apart from his
suggestion - to ask the Drafting Committee to reconsider the numbering of the categories.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Does the Committee accept Dr. Lange's suggestion ?
As there is no opposition, his proposal will be acted upon.

New Articles A 1 and A 2.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I will now read the following new Articles proposed by
the Drafting Committee:

Article A 1.

"The High Contracting Parties, in all cases covered by Category IV, undertake
to publish, within two months of the end of each quarter, a return for that quarter
and giving the information as detailed below for each vessel of war constructed or
to be constructed within their territorial jurisdiction on behalf of the Government
of another State:

" (a) The date of the signing of the contract for the construction of the vessel
and the name of the Government for which the vessel is ordered, together with
the following data:

" Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; the principal di-
mensions - namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line,
mean draft at standard displacement.
(b) The date of laying the keel, the name of the Government for which the

vessel is being constructed, together with the following data:
" Standard displacement in tons and metric tons ; the principal dimen-

sions - namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-line,
mean draft at standard displacement.
" (c) The date of delivery, the name of the Government to which the vessel

is delivered, together with the following data:
" Standard displacement in tons and metric tons; the principal di-

mensions - namely length at water-line, extreme beam at or below water-
line, mean draft at standard displacement;
as well as the following information regarding the armament installed
on board the vessel at the date of delivery and forming part of the vessel's
normal armament:

" Number and calibre of guns;
" Number and calibre of torpedo-tubes;
"Number of bomb-throwers;
"Number of machine-guns.

"The above information concerning the armament of the vessel shall be
furnished by means of a statement signed by the shipbuilder and countersigned
by the commanding officer, or such other representative fully authorised for the
purpose, by the Government of the State to which the vessel is delivered. Such
statement shall be duly transmitted to the competent authority of the Govern-
ment of the constructing country.
" Whenever a vessel of war belonging to one of the High Contracting Parties

is transferred, whether by gift, sale or other mode of transfer, to the Government
of another State, the transferrer undertakes to publish, within two months of the
close of the quarter within which the transfer is effected, the following information:

" The date of transfer, the name of the Government to which the vessel
has been transferred and the specifications and information referred to in para-
graph (c) above.
" By the standard displacement in the present article is to be understood the

displacement of the ship complete, fully manned, engined and equipped ready for
sea, including all armament and ammunition, equipment, outfit, provisions and
fresh water for crew, miscellaneous stores and implements of every description that
are intended to be carried in war but without fuel or reserve feed water on board.

article A 2.

" Without prejudice to the provisions of Article A 1, if the transport of any ship
is carried out otherwise than by the ship's own motive power or towage, the ship,
whether assembled or in component parts, and the armament thereof will become
subject also to the provisions of this Convention as if they were included in Category I."

These Articles were adopted.

22
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52. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter II, Article E:
Report of the Drafting Committee on the Amendments submitted by the Spanish
and United States Delegations.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The first sentence of the first paragraph of Article E
has already been adopted. You have only to decide on the second sentence, which had
been referred to the Drafting Committee and which now reads as follows: 

"If the legislation of the importing country requires the endorsement of its
duly authorised representative and if a notification of this fact has been made by the
Government of the importing country to the Government of the exporting country,
then such an endorsement must have been obtained and submitted to the competent
authorities of the exporting country before the export may take place."

The second sentence of the first paragraph of Article E was adopted.

53. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter II, Article C:
Report of the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We have still a paragraph which the Drafting Com-
mittee proposes to add to Article C. This paragraph reads as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish in an annex to the above-
mentioned return the text of the provisions of all statutes, orders and regulations
in force in their territory and relating to the import, export or transit of arms, or
ammunition or of implements covered by Article 1. Amendments or additions
to these provisions shall be published as an annex to the subsequent quarterly returns."

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): In looking over this
text I am in some doubt about it. Does it mean that the texts of the provisions of all statutes,
orders and regulations must be given as an annex to each return, or is it intended that existing
provisions should be attached to the first returns and additional laws to the latter ones ? I
should like the Rapporteur or someone else who may be interested to answer that question.

There is another point. I fear that this text which has just been shown to me would cause
a great deal of complication in federal States. It is provided that " The High Contracting
Parties undertake to publish in an annex to the above-mentioned return a text of the provisions
of all statutes, orders and regulations in force in their territory and relating to the import,
export or transit of arms, or ammunition or of implements covered by Article 1. 

Now, we have forty-eight States. Other federated States have a considerable number.
Does this text mean that there shall be placed bodily with this annex a copy of every statute,
for instance, as to the bringing in of pistols, the regulation of pistols, the registration of revolvers
when they are sold ? There is a rule in some jurisdictions in the United States that a razor
cannot be sold without it having first been registered. Is this all-comprehensive? Does it
hi the first place relate only to federal laws, and if it relates also to the laws of States, is there
any limit to it ? I fear that this text has not been drafted with sufficient care to meet the
situation in federal States.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I also desire to ask for one explanation. Perhaps
I should have done so when we were dealing with Article E. The new paragraph to be added
to Article C provides for publication by each Power of its legislation concerning the trade in
arms. Article E not only says " if the legislation of the importing country requires the endorse-
ment ", but also " if a notification of this fact has been made by the said Government ".

Is it the intention of the Drafting Committee not only to require the publication of legis-
lation requiring an endorsement in the case of exports but also that there shall be a notifi-
cation ? Why this duplication ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium), Rapporteur.- Translation: May I answer the question which
Dr. Lange has just raised? There has been no mistake on the part of the Drafting Committee.
The author of the amendment fully intended to require two conditions. The fact that legis-
lation exists or has been published in some document or other will not suffice to place another
Government under any obligation to carry out such legislation, so far as it is concerned. It
is desirable, when a Government proposes to enforce certain regulations, that it should
inform those countries which may need to know that such legislation exists.

This is a clause which, frankly, does not appear likely to cause any serious difficulties
for the Powers which have already enacted legislation of this nature. It will merely oblige
such a Power to transmit copies of the law in question to all the producing Powers. The
producing Powers will then be able to ensure that that document is filed for reference in the
licensing offices.

As for the remarks of the Honourable Mr. Burton, they appear to me entirely justified.
The Rapporteur cannot be everywhere, and this clause was passed by the Drafting
Committee when I was not present. I cannot therefore give you any explanation. Personally,
like Mr. Burton, I think that the text is perhaps a little too vague and a little too wide, andI wonder whether it is really necessary to publish the whole of the legislation in these quarterly
returns, particularly in respect of arms of Category III.
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To be frank, the other States are not really interested in knowing internal legislation ofany country with regard to Category III, since the exporting States are not asked to concernthemselves with such arms.
We should therefore - at least, such is my first impression - restrict such publicationto arms of Categories I and II; and then I think- also at first sight - that the objectionwhich Mr. Burton has made will not arise in respect of Federal States in the same way as itdoes at present. For, though arms in Category III are as a rule dealt with by the legislation

of the various States, I think that arms of Category I are generally subjects for Federal legis-lation.
I think that the best solution would perhaps be to postpone the adoption of this text andto ask the Drafting Committee to reconsider it.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I agree with the suggestion of the Rapporteur.Perhaps it would be best to reconsider the question whether it is really necessary to publishthis enormous mass of documents.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : You are asked to decide whether you desire to adoptthis additional paragraph to Article C now, or whether you prefer to send it back to the Draft-ing Committee.

It was decided to refer this paragraph back to the Drafting Committee.
The Committee rose at 6.30 p.m.

TWENTIETH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Monday, June 8th, 1925, at 11 a.m.

President: M. Gustave GUERRERO, Vice-President of the Conference.

54. Chemical Warfare: Consideration of the Draft Protocol prepared by the Drafting Com-mittee.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: The text of the draft Protocol on Chemical Warfaredrawn up by the Drafting Committee reads as follows:
" At the time of signing the Convention for the control of the internationaltrade in arms, ammunition and implements of war of to-day's date, the undersignedPlenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Governments:
" Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases,and of all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned bypublic opinion, and that the prohibition of such use has been declared in treaties towhich the majority of Powers of the world are parties;
" And to the end that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a part ofinternational law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations;"Declare that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not alreadyparties to treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition and agree to bebound thereby as between themselves.

The High Contracting Powers will exert every effort to induce other Statesto adhere to the present Protocol. Such adhesion will be notified to the Governmentof the French Republic, and by the latter to all signatory and adhering States, andwill take effect on the date of the notification by the French Government.
" The present Protocol, of which the French and English texts shall both beauthentic, shall be ratified as soon as possible. It shall bear to-day's date and shallbe open for signature until September 30th, 1926."Each Power shall address its ratification to the Government of the FrenchRepublic, which shall at once notify the deposit of such ratification to each of the

signatory and adhering Powers.
"The instruments of ratification and adhesion shall remain deposited in thearchives of the French Government.
"The present Protocol will come into force for each signatory Power as fromthe date of deposit of its ratification and, from -that moment, each Power will bebound as regards other Powers which have already deposited their ratifications."

Two amendments have been submitted, the -first by the Japanese delegation and thesecond by the Polish.
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M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I should first of all like to thank the Drafting Com-
mittee for having prepared the draft Protocol on Chemical Warfare which is before us.

In submitting its amendment to you, the Japanese delegation has no intention of making
any objection to the substance of the draft Protocol. What I ask is that, in considering the
draft, you will bring its text as far as possible into agreement with the text already adopted
in the Treaty of Washington. My proposal, therefore, in no way affects the substance of the
question, but only the wording of the draft Protocol.

My proposal will be distributed immediately and I suggest that it should be considered
by the Drafting Committee and submitted to us again when we come to the second reading.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I propose that we should first take a decision on the
principle of the draft Protocol, which has been submitted to us, and that we should then refer
it to the Drafting Committee together with the modifications proposed by the Japanese delegate.

General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland). - Translation: On behalf of the Polish delegation I beg to
draw the attention of the Conference to an omission in the draft Protocol on Chemical War-
fare which has just been submitted to us, an omission due, perhaps, to a misunderstanding.

I have already had the honour, at the beginning of our discussions, to lay before you a
proposal to the effect that all decisions taken by this Conference should also apply to means
of bacteriological warfare.

I have no desire unduly to detain you by a detailed account of all the terrible consequences
for the human race should bacteriology, that science the beneficent results of which are known
to us all, become the servant of the instincts of hate and destruction.

May I, however, briefly remind you of the fact that in this new field progress has recently
been made which compels reflection.

Remember that the use of asphyxiating gases and other chemical methods in warfare
was, before the world war, still in the field of theory. No military leader, no scientist, suffi-
ciently realised the whole extent and all the disastrous consequences of the use of chemical
weapons which were revealed to us by the last war.

One might even say that the results of the first experiments in the use of gases as an
offensive and defensive weapon were a surprise to those who made them. The results of bac-
teriological warfare would certainly exceed the horror of all the devastation caused by the
use of chemical methods in warfare. Bacteriological measures for warlike purposes have
developed during recent years in a formidable manner and this would enable them to be turned
into a system of destruction both ingenious and sinister.

The bacteriological weapon has, so far as production is concerned, several advantages over
the chemical one. It can be manufactured more easily, more cheaply and with absolute secrecy.
Furthermore, the bacteriological weapon is, by its very nature, capable of extending itself
without constant regulation of the factors of time and space by those who are usir g it. It is
sufficient to set this weapon in motion on a very small scale for its results to become more
and more terrible and widespread. Unlike poison gas, the action of which is generally of
short duration and restricted to a limited area, cultures of microbes, if once secretly let loose
in any place, may, thanks to their speedy multiplication and their ever-increasing virulence,
easily occasion epidemics affecting great masses of men, animals and even plants.

Among the most deadly weapons in warfare against the human race, I might quote: cholera,
typhoid fever, plague, tetanus, glanders apd botulism. So far as animals are concerned, they
may be infected in large numbers, for instance, by cultures of the germ of glanders, cattle plague,
etc. Bacteriological warfare can also be waged against the vegetable world, and not only may
corn, fruit and vegetables suffer but also the cultivation of useful plants, that is to say, vine-
yards, orchards and fields.

Again, and this should be particularly emphasised, it is impossible to limit the field of
action of bacteriological factors once introduced into warlike operations. The consequences
of bacteriological warfare will thus be felt equally by the armed forces of the belligerents and
the whole civil population, even against the desire of the belligerents, who would be unable to
restrict the action of the bacteriological weapons to an area decided upon beforehand.

How can we refrain from thinking of the horrors of future wars, horrors which will per-
haps threaten whole races with extermination ! We must set ourselves against that, in the
name of civilisation and of humanitarian sentiment.

Bacteriological warfare is all the more formidable since it may be carried on secretly by
the most primitive methods and by use of intermediaries who cannot be dealt with. Behind
the front, even at a very great distance, secret agents may infect human beings, drinking-water
and food, either directly or indirectly, by means of domestic animals or parasites (e. g. rats), or
by means of bacteriological bombs thrown from aeroplanes.

No agent could arrive at so considerable a result by chemical methods, for he would
require a very large technical equipment. In the case of bacteriological warfare the question
is much simpler: a single man having a small number of cultures of microbes in a small
receptacle, easy to handle, may obtain incalculable results. Just as medicine, in spite of the
enormous progress made by science in the last few years, has not yet at its disposal absolutely
effective means of protection, just so the human race is in many cases powerless and might,
in case of bacteriological warfare, fall a victim in this savage struggle. The actual results and
also the moral consequences of such a war would therefore be terrible. Great masses of men,
animals and plants would be exterminated.

I desire then to remind you, gentlemen, that all the discussions which have taken place
at this Conference with regard to chemical warfare referred also to bacteriological warfare.
The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, indeed, when considering this question,
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discussed these two methods of war simultaneously and its report and the text which it pro-
posed simultaneously referred to both chemical and bacteriological warfare. The same method
of procedure was adopted by all the other Committees dealing with this problem and the general
report places bacteriological methods alongside those used in chemical warfare. The problem
was also treated from this point of view in the proposal of the e Swiss delegation which suggested
that similar measures should be adopted in respect of these two methods of warfare. If you
read the Minutes of the seventeenth meeting of the General Committee, which had on its agenda
the problem of chemical and bacteriological warfare, you will also see that the speakers who
took part in the debate dealt with these two questions together.

It would thus be impossible to point to a single moment during the course of this Con-
ference at which it might be supposed that it was intended to exclude the problem of bacteriolo-
gical warfare from our debates and decisions. Taking all these circumstances into account, I
propose to you that we should complete the Protocol submitted to us, as follows:

In the third paragraph of the draft concerning chemical warfare, we would say: declare
that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already parties to treaties prohibiting
such use, accept this prohibition, and extend it to means of bacteriological warfare, and agree
to be bound thereby as between themselves. "

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): The subject of bacteriolo-
gical warfare is not included in the instructions of the United States delegation. The scope
of our authority, however, is so vast that it is possible for us to reach a decision on this amend-
ment immediately. Bacteriological warfare is so revolting and so foul that it must meet
with the condemnation of all civilised nations, and hence my delegation, so far as its
action may be concerned, accepts this amendment proposed by the Polish delegate. I may
remark in passing that it has been characteristic of this Conference - a distinctive feature, in
fact -that we have all sought to give the greatest respect and deference to propositions
coming from any country, and for this reason, also, I take pleasure in announcing our
acceptance of this amendment.

Mr. MACWHITE (Irish Free State). - I should like to suggest that, in referring this text
back to the Drafting Committee, we should take into consideration paragraph 4, and I should
like it to be so amended that the words: " so far as they are not already parties to treaties
prohibiting such use ", should be omitted. I think the treaties referred to are very likely
the Treaty of Washington of 1922 and the Treaty of Versailles. We know that, up to the present,
the Treaty of Washington has not been ratified, and has not come into force, and we may
have some reasonable doubts as to whether it ever will come into force. For that reason, I
think that all the Contracting Parties, all the Powers here represented, should be obliged to
sign the present Protocol. What would happen if we were to allow omissions such as are
proposed in this fourth paragraph ? It would mean that the Powers not signatories to the
Treaty of Washington or the Treaty of Versailles would be bound by the present Protocol,
whereas there is a possibility that the Powers party to the other treaties would not be so bound.
For that reason, I propose the omission of the words already mentioned.

M. PAUL-BONCOUR (France). - Translation: I beg to second the Polish proposal. I
am of opinion that it is desirable also to deal with bacteriological warfare. I think that the
extremely wide form of words : " Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or
other gases, and of all analogous liquids, materials or devices... " should have been sufficient
to cover bacteriological warfare. But it is not always a disadvantage to make an explicit
reference, as the delegate for Poland has done.

The Polish delegate suggests that after the words " accept this proposal " we should add
the words " and extend it to means of bacteriological warfare ". I beg to ask him whether
it would not be more logical expressly to refer to bacteriological warfare at the beginning of
the first paragraph where the enumeration is given. It is a mere drafting point that I would
put to the Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Polish delegation's proposal is the only one which
affects the substance of the question. I would ask you therefore to take a decision with regard
to it, that is to say, as to whether the Protocol should include bacteriological warfare. There
will then only be the question of preparing the final wording and that will be the work of the
Drafting Committee.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: It is impossible for us to reject the Polish amend-
ment without appearing to accept bacteriological warfare. It is a question of principle which
we are obliged to approve once it has been raised.

The Polish proposal was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The discussion on the Japanese proposals which are
drafting amendments is open.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - Mr. President, it seems
to me that the proposals made by the honourable delegate from Japan are an improvement
on the form of the draft as presented to us, and that they should be adopted. As you say,
they are not matters of substance, however, but merely of form, and I would suggest that
we approve them generally and refer them with the Protocol to the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: That is the very thing we intended, but I should like
first to ask the members of the Committee whether they have any remarks to make which
would give somevguidance to the Drafting Committee,
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It was decided that the Japanese suggestions and the Irish proposal should be referred to the
Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I would now ask you to decide as to the adoption of
the Protocol, subject to the modifications the Drafting Committee may make.

The Protocol was adopted, subject to the changes in wording which the Drafting Committee
might make.

The Committee rose at 11.55 a. m.

TWENTY-FIRST MEETING

Held at Geneva on Tuesday, June 9th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

55. Publicity regarding Purchases of Arms and Ammunition: Communication from the Persian
Delegate.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I have received the following letter from Prince Arfa-
ed-Dowleh, first delegate for Persia:

"I have the honour to inform you, in conformity with instructions I have just
received from Teheran, that the Persian Government does not wish to avail itself
of the privilege granted by the General Committee to the Polish and Roumanian
Governments in connection with the non-publication of purchases of arms and ammu-
nition.

" In consequence I withdraw the reservation I made in this connection."
The declaration made by the Persian delegate will be inserted in the record of this meeting.

56. Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War the Use of which is prohibited by Inter-
national Law Report of the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Drafting Committee has submitted to us the follow-
ing report:

"The Drafting Committee has examined the subject of the question of arms,
ammunition and implements the use of which in war is forbidden by international
law. This question is dealt with in Article X 1 and also in the footnote to Article 12
which appears in the text of that Article as framed by the Mixed Committee.

" The Drafting Committee considers that the note to Article 1 should disappear.
There are in effect no arms, ammunition and implements the use of which is gene-
rally prohibited by international law. Such a note can therefore only refer to
arms, ammunition and implements the use of which for purposes of war is forbidden
by international law. Now, when these articles are not in effect intended for war
use it is essential that they should be subject to the provisions of the present Conven-
tion, whereas the above note might be construed as excluding them from it.

For the same reason the Drafting Committee is of opinion, after a renewed
examination of Article X, that the prohibition of export for war purposes of certain
arms, ammunition and implements the use of which is forbidden in war-time by inter-
national law might be made the subject of

" Either an Article of the Convention, which could be drafted as follows:
"'The High Contracting Parties undertake not to export for purposes of

war arms, ammunition and implements whose use in war is prohibited by inter-
national law and not to permit their export to that end';

Article X, as referred to the Drafting Committee at the eighteenth meeting, reads as follows:
" The High Contracting Parties undertake to prohibit the import and export of arms and ammunition and of imple-

ments of war the use of which is prohibited by international law, when they are of opinion that these arms or ammu-
nition or implements of war are, in fact, intended for war purposes. "

2 The Note to Article 1 reads as follows:
" The above categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited by international law. "
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"Or by a reference in the Preamble of the Convention which would establish
the above principle as being recognised by the High Contracting Parties. This might
be framed as follows:

"'Considering that the export of arms, ammunition and implements the
use of which for war purposes is forbidden by International Law must not be
permitted for such purposes .'"

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: I am in favour of the second
proposal. I would prefer a special Article in the Convention. The Preamble byitself explains
nothing and implies no undertakings.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - I dislike very much to
disagree with the delegate of Brazil, but it seems to me this text should more properly be inserted
in the Preamble. It is not the enunciation of a new principle ; it is not a rule to be inserted
in this Convention. It is the recognition of an existing fact, which we may take for granted
and then pass on to regulations regarding arms.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : You see that opinions are divided. We have to take a
decision as to whether this clause should be inserted in the Preamble or in the Convention
itself. In the latter case it would be in the form of an article containing the undertaking suggested
by the Drafting Committee.

M. VON ECKARDT (Germany). - Translation: I think it would be interesting to hear
the opinion of the Rapporteur on this question. My own view is that the Preamble
is the proper place for this clause.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation: The Rapporteur can hardly express an
opinion differing from that which is contained in the Drafting Committee's report. I can
merely lay before you the decisions of the Committee which has entrusted me with the duty
of Rapporteur. I should like, however, to thank M. von Eckardt for having asked for the
opinion of the Committee's Rapporteur.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation : Notwithstanding my great
respect for the high authority of Mr. Burton on the question before us, I would beg to remind
him of the following points. In Article 1 we have specified what arms and ammunition can
be exported, and paragraph 12 of that article covers all other arms not enumerated. It appears
to me that this paragraph in Article 1 does not leave room for any exception. I think, therefore,
that we should complete the list in the article with which we are dealing by also including arms,
ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law. The
Convention should be very clear on this point, so as to avoid any possible misunderstanding
as regards the export of weapons of war which might not be included in the list in Article 1 but
which would be covered by the second paragraph of that article.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation: I agree with Mr. Burton. In view of the fact
that we are dealing with arms, ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited
by international law, it seems to me quite clear that the export of such arms, ammunition and
implements of war for purposes of warfare is prohibited. I think it would be better to put
this clause in the Preamble of the Convention.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). - Translation : I should like one point in the proposal
which is before us made quite clear. We are considering prohibition of the export of arms,
ammunition and implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law. We
are therefore only referring to trade in such arms, and not to their use in general even by pro-
ducing States. I fancy it might be better to put into the Convention a general undertaking,
to be entered into by all the countries represented, not to use such arms in warfare. While
agreeing with the suggestions of the honourable delegate of the United States, I would ask
that this text should be completed by the extension of the general prohibition to all States.
I propose the following amendment:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to use in war arms, ammuni-
tion and implements prohibited by international law. 

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I would ask the Roumanian delegation to hand in the
text of that amendment.

- M. BUERO (Uruguay). -- Translation : So far as the principle is concerned, I fully agree
with General Dumitrescu's amendment. I doubt, however, whether we are competent to introduce
an amendment of this nature into this Convention. I will not express any definite opinion
on this question. I would merely draw the attention of the Committee to the point and remind
you that the Conference was convened with the definite object of regulating the trade in arms,
ammunition and implements of war. Can such a Conference regulate warfare without going
beyond the specific sphere of its activities ? That is where General Dumitrescu's amend-
ment would lead us.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: I note that an alteration has been made in
the original text. This Article originally covered both imports and exports, but the new text
proposed by the Drafting Committee only refers to exporting countries. In view of the limited
number of producing countries, I wonder whether it is right only to deal with exporting States.
I think we might also include importing States,
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The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire).-With regard to the amendment which has been
proposed by the delegate of Roumania, it seems to me that the point he has brought forward
is covered by the Protocol which was proposed by the United States delegate. Personally,
I would prefer to adhere to the original suggestion and to maintain the principle in the
Protocol.

As regards the question whether we should adopt the first proposal (that is to say, insert
an article in the Convention) or the second proposal (a paragraph in the Preamble), I am of
opinion that we should do well to follow the second proposal and to put this declaration in the
Preamble. It seems to me that by following that course we shall conform more to the general
spirit of our terms of reference and there would also be a relation between the Preamble and
the Protocol.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). -- Translation: I think we may find a solution which will
reconcile the various points of view. The various delegations agree as to the actual principle;
the differences of opinion concern the form and the place it should take. I think that Mr.
Burton's arguments are fully justified. He fears that a special article inserted in the Conven-
tion might weaken the principle itself, on which there is already general agreement. I think
it would be better for us to confine ourselves to enunciating that principle in the Preamble,
and, further, to asking the General Rapporteurs to explain in their report why the declaration
contained in the Preamble did not form the subject of an article in the Convention. We should
thus have arrived at our object.

The delegate of Uruguay has expressed some doubt as to the competence of the Conference
to insert an article on the question with which we are dealing. His observation is in itself a
strong argument for not framing such an article, but there is no reason why we should not
enunciate in the Preamble the principle - on which all delegations declare themselves agreed
- that arms the use of which is prohibited by international law must not be exported. The
Preamble will thus meet the views of Mr. Burton, Lord Onslow, M. Hennings and others of our
colleagues.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The Roumanian delegation's amendment has now been
handed in. It reads as follows:

" Add to the proposed article of the Drafting Committee the words: 'The High
Contracting Parties undertake not to employ in war arms, ammunition and implements
of war which are prohibited by international law'.

I think we might first decide on the place at which we should insert the declaration con-
cerning arms the use of which is prohibited by international law.

The General Committee decided in favour of the insertion in the Preamble of the clause con-
cerning arms the use of which is prohibited by international law.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: This is how the Drafting Committee suggests that
we should word the declaration to appear in the Preamble:

" Considering that the export of arms, ammunition and implements the use
of which in war is prohibited by international law must not be permitted for such
purpose.. 

The Chinese delegation's amendment is to the effect that the word " import " should be
added after the word " export ". To satisfy the Chinese delegate we might word the sentence
as follows : " Considering that the export or import of. .

The text which the Roumanian delegation has handed in to me proposes an amendment
to the special article in the Convention. This amendment lapses, since the General Committee
has decided in favour of inserting the declaration in the Preamble.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania) . - Translation: The question of inserting the decla-
ration in the Preamble or as an article in the Convention is a secondary one. I will ask you,
Sir, to request the Committee to decide whether the clause I have proposed should be placed
either in the Preamble or in the Convention.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I must point out to General Dumitrescu that his amend-
ment, as submitted to me, cannot fit into the text which the Drafting Committee proposes
that we should insert in the Preamble. It would appear to me that the honourable delegate
for Roumania should be satisfied, since the text expressly says " the use of which in war is
forbidden by international law ". The prohibition is expressly stated in the Drafting Committee's
text.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). - Translation: The President's interpretation of
the Drafting Committee's second proposal enables me to withdraw my amendment. I would
nevertheless beg the Presiden to have it stated in the record of the present meeting that the
High Contracting Parties do not intend to make use in time of war of arms, ammunition and
implements of war the use of which is prohibited by international law.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: We might deduce from the Roumanian delegate's
statement that he is reminding us of a general principle of international law. His reference
to that principle will be noted in the record of the meeting, no protest being made.

We have now to decide on the text submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and on
the amendment put forward by the Chinese delegate, who proposes that after the words " export "
we should add the words" or import ".

I will first put the Drafting Committee's text to the vote, and then the Chinese delegation's
amendment.
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M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation: I should like to ask the Chinese delegate for an
explanation in connection with his amendment. If the present text only refers to countries
signatories of the Convention, I think that that should relieve the anxiety to which the Chinese
delegate has referred, since the natural consequence of the prohibition of export is the impossi-
bility of importing, and in that case his amendment is not justifiable. I should like to ask
him whether his amendment refers to the prohibition to import arms coming from countries
not signatories to the Convention.

Dr. TCHEOU-WEI (China). - Translation. - I am not proposing an amendment, since the
text contained in the original document most certainly included the words " export " and "import".
I was surprised to see that the Drafting Committee had deleted the word " import ". This
deletion might give rise to misunderstandings in interpretation when a country imported from
an unknown source gas or other materials prohibited by international law. On the other
hand, as the delegate of Uruguay has just pointed out, certain countries will not sign the Con-
vention. I think that that case might be covered by the word " import " appearing in the
text.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation: I feel that my intervention has been of value,
since it has enabled us to clear up the position. Delegations which agree with the Drafting
Committee's original text, but do not desire to prohibit imports from countries not signatories
of the Convention, can support the Drafting Committee's present text, since if prohibition
of export exists, the impossibility of importing is its corollary. Delegations which are in
favour of the prohibition of imports from non-signatory countries will support the Chinese
amendment.

I should like to make this matter clear, so that the Committee can vote with knowledge
of what the text implies.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: I am sorry to speak again, but I feel that
M. Buero's explanations have not made the position clear. The honourable delegate of Uruguay
thinks that if we accept the Drafting Committee's text without adding the word "import",
our object will nevertheless be attained, since, when we prohibit export, import becomes
impossible. I think the contrary will be the case, if we do not clearly state that export and
import are prohibited.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation: I must apologise for speaking once more, but I
would not like it to be thought that I confused the situation. The honourable delegate of
China has not quite understood me. I simply said that if we agree on the Drafting Committee's
text, which only covers the signatory countries, that text is adequate. On the other hand, if
we agree on the prohibition of imports from countries not signatories of the Convention, the
Chinese amendment is absolutely justified. I drew attention to this position so that the
Committee should realise, when voting, that in the second hypothesis the provisions of the
Convention extend to non-signatory States.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If no one wishes to speak, the discussion is closed. I will
now put to the vote first the text proposed by the Drafting Committee and then the Chinese
delegation's amendment.

The Drafting Committee's text was adopted.

The Chinese amendment, to the effect that the {words " orimport " should be added, was adopted.

57. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article W:
Report of the Drafting Committee.

Article W (Former Articles 26 and 32).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Article W, which deals with the conditions of ratifi-
cation and coming into force of the Convention, reads as follows 

" A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratification shall be drawn up by the
Government of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have
been ratified by at least fourteen Powers, among whom shall be the following : United
States of America, Belgium, British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, Czechoslovakia,
a Latin-American State.

" The present Convention shall come into force four months from the date of the
notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic to all
the signatory Powers.

" The present Convention shall subsequently come into force as regards each
of the other High Contracting Parties four months after the date on which its ratifi-
cation or accession has been notified by the Government of the French Republic
to all signatory or acceding Powers.

" In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern-
ment unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition
to such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention.
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"Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1,
and upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made
with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective
if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers men-
tioned in the said paragraph within three months after the date of notification of the
first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications.

"The date of original entry into force as well as that of entry into force as regards
each of the other Powers which have ratified or acceded shall subsequently be notified
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding Powers.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I feel that Article W is so important that I had
intended to ask for M. Dupriez' report, which was distributed to us a few hours ago, to be read.
In order, however, not to lengthen the work of the General Committee, I will not ask for the
reading of that report, but shall, of course, refer to its paragraphs where necessary.

Article W combines the old Articles 26 and 32. The General Committee lately decided
to collect together in a single Article the provisions for ratification of the Convention and
as to reservations. I will now consider these two points and discuss them. But first
of all I desire to make a formal declaration with respect to the first paragraph of Article W,
which mentions a certain number of Powers whose ratification will be necessary before the
Convention can come into force. I wish to state that the observations which I propose to
make before this Committee must not be interpreted as being contrary to those feelings of
deep respect and utmost consideration which these Powers call forth in me and to which I
gladly and expressly bear witness.

The first part of the Article dealing with ratification runs as follows:

" A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratification shall be drawn up by the
Government of the French Republic as soon as the present Convention shall have
been ratified by at least fourteen Powers, among which shall be the following: United
States of America, Belgium, British Empire, France, Italy, Japan, Czechoslovakia,
a Latin-American State.

"The present Convention shall come into force four months from the date of
the notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic
to all the signatory Powers. 

This means that the Powers named in this paragraph must be included among the fourteen
Powers whose ratification will be necessary for the coming into force of the Convention, and
that the Convention will only come into force if those countries ratify it.

The fourth paragraph of this Article refers to the question of reservations, and reads as
follows:

" In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government,
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern-
ment unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition
to such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. 

I would beg to point out that the period specified in this paragraph is a very short one.
I presume that reservations will not be communicated by telegram, and certain countries are
more distant from France than Spain is.

The fifth paragraph reads as follows:

" Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1,
and upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made
with reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective
if no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers men-
tioned in the said paragraph within three months after the date of notification of
the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications. 

This is the first time that I have found a clause of this nature in an international document,
but a short explanation is given in the report, where we find the following two paragraphs

" In view of the texts of the two Committees, the Drafting Committee, acting
as a co-ordination committee, drew up the above text, which only entitles the seven
States named to make reservations without restriction at the time of ratification;
if no objections to these reservations are raised by the other Powers specifically men-
tioned, they will be fully effective, whatever their purport.

" None of the other States ratifying the Convention, however, will be entitled
to object to the reservations of the seven States mentioned by name, and any reser-
vations which the former might feel called upon to make would be inoperative if
any objection were raised by any one of the Contracting Powers. "

The two Committees referred to in the first of the two paragraphs which I have just quoted
are the Military Committee and the Legal Committee, and I should like to state that in those
two Committees the Spanish delegation made the reservations necessary to enable it to discuss
the question with full freedom in the General Committee.

Thus from these two paragraphs we can see that a system is here being established which,
I sincerely believe, exceeds the true intentions of the privileged States mentioned in the first
paragraph of Article W. I do not think that those Powers desire the Convention to be worked
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out by only a few countries and not by all the forty-four States represented at the Conference.
On the other hand, it might happen that, at some time or other, the seven Powers mentioned
in paragraph 1 desired to make reservations, which, though accepted by those seven Powers
alone, would altogether change the Convention.

Under these circumstances, I consider that the remaining thirty-seven countries repre-
sented here would be in a scandalously unfair position as compared with the seven Powers
mentioned in paragraph 1 ; and my country for one could not accept such a situation.

Perhaps I misunderstand the system of reservations, which I nevertheless consider fair.
Would it not be better to ask the delegations what reservations they would like to make in
respect of the articles of the Convention and then consider whether those reservations are
such as we can accept for insertion in the Final Act of the Conference ? Certain reservations
have already been made by the countries conterminous with Russia, and have been recognised
by the Conference as justified.

Later, when Powers are in a position to ratify the Convention, they will always have the
right to make reservations, but those reservations must be accepted by all the signatory
States. If it is impossible to arrive at an understanding on this basis, we might lay down that
the question could be settled by a two-thirds or four-fifths majority. But it would always be
a system based on the equality of countries, which would enable several delegations here pre-
sent to sign the Convention, which several of them cannot do at present in view of the unfair
position in which their countries are placed.

So far as ratification is concerned, I do not understand why it is desired to set up a new
system. I do not see the need for it. On this point, I would refer to what I have already said
at the early meetings of the General Committee, when the question of Russia was considered.
I then pointed out that there was no advantage in mentioning Russia or not. Why ? Because
a country " X ", not desiring to participate in the Convention so long as Russia has not adhered
to it, will always be able to wait until Russia adheres. This argument, which I think is a sound
one, applies to the present position. In the first paragraph of Article " W " mention has been
made of seven States. Well, if any State is of opinion that the participation of those seven
States is necessary for the coming into force of the Convention, that State has only to arrange
with them or to wait for their ratification.

I do not see the necessity of infringing the principle of liberty which has so far been followed.
It is for this reason that I take the liberty of moving the following amendment:

" The present Convention shall be ratified as soon as possible.
"Each Power shall address its ratification to the French Government, which

shall inform all the other signatory Powers accordingly.
" The ratifications shall be deposited in the archives of the French Government.
" The present Convention shall come into force for each signatory Power as from

the date of the deposit of its ratification. From that date the said Power shall be
bound as regards the other Powers which have already deposited their ratifications. 

The explanations that I have given are sufficient, I think, to justify the adoption of my.
amendment. I would, however, further add the following argument: It is possible thattwo
countries, for instance Colombia and Spain, might desire to ratify the Convention and to put
it into force. But to put it into force it is necessary, according to the proposed system, for
twelve other Powers to have given their ratification. I am of opinion that under those circum-
stances the freedom of States is restricted.

I would further ask why special mention was made of fourteen countries. I wonder why
that figure was given. No explanations have been given to us with regard to that matter.

I think that the point of view which I have just expressed is worth the consideration of
the General Committee, and before going into the other aspects of the question I will wait till
the General Committee has taken a decision on the amendment which I have just moved.

Admiral DE SouzA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: I entirely agree with the point
of view of M. de Palacios. It is certain that in the preparation of this Convention there has
been no more serious interference with the principle of equality which we have never-
theless many times proclaimed and enunciated. When there was a question of naming the
Latin-American State whose ratification would be necessary for the deposit of the first proces-
verbal, M. Buero, delegate of Uruguay, referred to certain facts which might affect the suscep-tibilities of various Powers which might not understand the choice of this or that State. Now
we are going further still. It is no longer a question of susceptibilities ; it is proposed to set
up a sort of aristocracy of Powers enjoying special rights, so that one of them, by its own
will, would be able to wreck the work of the other forty-three States which have taken part
in the preparation of our Convention.

If, in fact, one of these seven Powers here mentioned makes reservations, and if these
reservations are adopted by the other six States, the result may be a fundamental change in
the bearing of the Convention, and the remaining thirty-seven States will have no option but
to give their approval to the reservations -that have been made. The Brazilian delegation
can never accept so strange anfapplication of the principle of equality. Should the text pro-
posed by the Drafting Committee be adopted, I should see no advantage in our having
drawn up this Convention, for it would!be sufficient for the seven Powers to agree among
themselves to draw one up.

The Brazilian delegation therefore whole heartedly supports the amendment moved by
M. de Palacios, delegatelof Spain.
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M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. - Translation: I had intended to raise the
question to which M. de Palacios, delegate of Spain, has just drawn our attention ; but M. de
Palacios has done so with such clearness and such precision that I think it is needless for me
to add anything. The acceptance of the article proposed by the Drafting Committee would
nullify our attempts to avoid any inequality in this Convention. I accept certain natural
inequalities in practice, but I refuse to accept any inequality in law. I therefore support the
proposal of M. de Palacios, and, should that amendment be rejected, I shall propose to revise
the first paragraph of the Article as submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and to delete
the fourth paragraph.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - It is important that we should
know the history of this provision that has been presented by the Drafting Committee. It
is really an inheritance from the draft of the Temporary Mixed Commission, which constitutes
the agenda of this Conference. It may be argued that the proposed draft would avoid
capricious objections to reservations, and thus make it impossible for some carelessly prepared
objection to defeat the Convention. Further, it was regarded as desirable that the principal
producing States should adhere to the Convention.

On the other hand, this provision is clearly a variation from the usual form of Convention.
The honourable delegate of Spain has pointed out several ways in which it is different and
has stated that this is the first time that such a provision has been inserted in a Convention.
He points out that as a result of the present form in which this provision is drafted seven
Powers might modify the Convention in any way they pleased, and Colombia and Spain would
be debarred from ratifying it until fourteen countries had done so.

A situation has arisen which makes it perfectly clear, in my judgment, what we should do.
It is evident that we cannot obtain such unanimity as is desirable in this Conference in favour
of the proposal as presented by the Drafting Committee, and, in order to bring the question
to an early decision, I propose that the principle of the amendment moved by M. de Palacios
be adopted and that it be referred to the Drafting Committee. I do this in the interests of expe-
dition, of harmony, and of what is esteemed the principle of equality in this proposed Convention.

M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation I think the Committee has made up its mind
with regard to M. de Palacios' motion, but I cannot refrain from expressing my strong support
of it.

May I say a few words with regard to the procedure which has been employed in submit-
ting this proposal to us ? This proposal has been wholly prepared, both as regards the form
and the substance, by the Drafting Committee, which did not take into account the decisions
of the Legal Committee.

The Drafting Committee gives us certain explanations which I do not consider acceptable.
In justification of its text it says that the seven States named are entitled to make reservations
without restriction at the time of ratification ; if no objections to these reservations are raised
by the other Powers specifically mentioned, they will be fully effective, whatever their purport.
None of the other States ratifying the Convention, however, will be entitled to object to the
reservations of the seven States mentioned by name, and any reservations which the former
might feel called upon to make would be inoperative if any objection were raised by any one
of the Contracting Powers.

I trust that the Committee will reject a report such as this, which is contrary to the prin-
ciple of the legal equality of States. There will always be large and small Powers and there
will always be a difference, politically, between them; we are bound to admit this. But
what we cannot admit is that small Powers should sign documents by which they renounce the
principle of the legal equality of States. Certain of us have thought it our duty to speak in
somewhat forcible terms, since we are convinced that in the League of Nations, and in all the
Conferences which meet under its auspices, the democratic evolution of nations, which corres-
ponds to the present social and political conditions of the world, must continue to follow
its course. 

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation : When considering this question we must bear in
mind two provisions in our draft Convention. One of them refers to the designation of certain
Powers whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the Convention ; the other
lays down that all States have the right to make reservations, but at the same time declares
that these reservations shall not be effective should the other States unanimously refuse to
accept them. These two provisions have been discussed in the Legal Committee, and they
are somewhat difficult to reconcile. They explain the report of the Drafting Committee, which
has very properly raised a storm of opposition.

Let us begin with the first of the provisions to which I have just referred - the designation
by name of certain countries whose ratification is necessary for the coming into force of the
Convention. It would appear to me that in the Temporary Mixed Commission, and in our
General Committee itself, we find an explanation of the need for drawing up this list of coun-
tries mentioned by name. The reason is that the Convention cannot be effective unless the
producing countries sign and ratify it. We have accepted this state of things which exists
in practice, this inequality between producing and non-producing countries. It is obvious
that if we merely draw up a list of fourteen Powers whose ratification is necessary for the
coming into force of the Convention, and if these fourteen countries only include consuming
States, the coming into force of the Convention will not be of any advantage. This fact has
been considered by the Drafting Committee and by our General Committee as justifying the
existence of this provision in Article 32.
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The other provision concerns the right of countries to make reservations and lays downthat such reservations, to be effective, must be unanimously accepted by the signatory States.
The Legal Committee was faced with the following situation : If it maintained the provision
requiring unanimity in accepting the reservations made by any country, it might happen
that when the Convention had been ratified by ten or twelve of the chief producing countries

- one of the ratifications having been made with a slight reservation - a non-producing
country, to whose interest it might be that this Convention should not be put into force, mightreject the reservation and thus prevent the putting into force of the Convention.

The Committee was faced with this difficulty and settled it in an arbitrary manner withwhich I do not altogether agree; but I feel obliged to pay a tribute to the conciliatory spirit
of the members of the Drafting Committee, the Legal Committee and the Geographical Com-
mittee. I do not agree with the adverse criticisms which several of my colleagues have passed
on the work of these Committees, though I did not take part in the last drafting of the proposal.I am convinced that these provisions in the draft Convention are absolutely contradictory.Two solutions are open to us - either to delete the list of countries mentioned by name or to
cut out the clause which lays down that reservations, to be effective, must be unanimously
accepted by the signatory States. I hope I have fully explained the difficulties which justifythe work (even if we do not approve it) of the Committees which have just submitted theirreport to us.

Under the provisions of the present draft, should one country, for instance, make a reser-
vation which is not accepted by another country - a fact which prevents the putting into forceof the Convention - there will be no choice for that country but to withdraw its reservation
and to accept the Convention as it stands. The country making the reservation would haveto withdraw; and should the reservation be of importance for that country, this argument
is still stronger.

It is for that reason that I wholly agree with the United States delegate when he says
that the question should be settled so far as the principle is concerned and then referred back
to the Drafting Committee. I think, however, that the article dealing with reservations andthe conditions under which such reservations might be effective should also be referred backto the Drafting Committee, which would have full power to change the form of the article
without deleting the list of countries mentioned by name and without interfering with the ruleof unanimity.

As the representative of a country directly affected by the clause which has just beendiscussed, I cannot conceal my views. I wholly agree with the criticisms directed on legalgrounds against the solution submitted to us. At the same time, I should like to pay atribute to the praiseworthy work of the Drafting Committee.
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: I only want to say that in an international

convention certain signatory Powers cannot be placed in a privileged position. The Turkishdelegation is of opinion that it is absolutely necessary to establish the legal equality of thesignatory States. For that reason, I support the proposal of M. de Palacios.
M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I thank the speakers who have supported theproposal which I have taken the liberty of laying before the General Committee.
Mr. Burton has said that he is in favour of my proposal, though he makes a reservation

as to the final wording. That is a reservation which I always accept in regard to my proposals.
As regards the remarks of the delegate of Uruguay, I would say that my proposal onlyconcerns the question of ratifications. There is also the question of reservations, which Ihave mentioned during our discussions. When my proposal is voted on, the time will cometo consider the question of reservations, and at the same time we could once more examine

certain suggestions which I took the liberty of making.
I should like to add that I fully realise the good-will and praiseworthy intentions ofthe authors of this proposal, but I cannot accept it. In my opinion, it goes further thanits authors intended. I should like, however, to pay a tribute to the work of the Drafting

Committee.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: You will doubtless remember that, when theamendments proposed by the Roumanian and Polish delegations were handed in, the Presi-dent drew my attention in a friendly manner to the new Article 36, which concerned ratifi-cations and reservations, and begged me to withdraw my amendment pending the insertionin that article of the right to make reservations.
Now that we are on this ground - I will not say ~on uncertain ground, but at leaston new ground - I should like first of all to point out that my country has a population largerthan that of all the countries whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the

Convention, but still I have never asked that China should be included in that list of countries.
I will refer to that castle in Spain which is so kindly and readily offered to me in respect ofthe reservation which my country might make as regards the ratification of the Convention,
a reserve which requires, in its turn, the ratification of all the other States.

I withdraw that reservation and thank the Drafting Committee for its castle in Spain.
I shall not live in that castle, but I shall go to Spain, for I very strongly support the proposalof M. de Palacios.

M. BUERO (Uruguay). - Translation : I should only like to say a few words with regardto the Spanish delegate's remarks. I support the proposal of the United States dele-gation to refer the Spanish delegation's suggestion to the Drafting Committee, after we havetaken a vote on the principle.
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The whole Article should, I think, be referred to the Drafting Committee, since it is possible
to arrive by different methods at the same result in respect of the. equality of treatment. In
my opinion the question of ratifications is closely linked with that of reservations. It is not
therefore advisable to settle the first of these questions here and now, if we can come to an
agreement on the question of reservations.

For these reasons, it would be preferable to refer Article W to the Drafting'Committee,
which, when considering it, will take into account the principles on which we are shortly going
to take a decision.

M. VON ECKARDT (Germany). - Translation: In view of the manner in which M. de
Palacios' proposal has been received and the importance of the question, it seems to me
extremely desirable that the General Committee should ask M. de Palacios to sit on the
Drafting Committee.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. - Translation: I think that a certain con-
fusion has arisen as to what we are going to refer to the Drafting Committee.

I propose that we should give that Committee absolutely definite instructions, so that
it should have no doubt as to the task which it has to carry out.

For that purpose, we must settle two questions:

(1) Are we to lay down that ratification by certain States named in the Conven-
tion is necessary for the putting of the latter into force ?

(2) Do we allow the making of reservations ?

As far as the second question is concerned, I would ask you to delete paragraphs 4 and 5
of Article W entirely.

A reply to these questions might give very valuable guidance to the Drafting Committee,
which would then be able faithfully to carry out our ideas.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I ask your pardon for speaking once more,
but I must press for a vote in respect of my amendment.

That amendment is very clear and very definite; the wording of it might be improved,
but not the substance. I think that it would give very clear guidance to the Drafting Com-
mittee, since it provides for the equality of all countries in respect of the ratification of the
Convention.

We might then consider the question of reservations and lay down certain principles,
so that the Drafting Committee can also have some valuable guidance with regard to that
point.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The speeches which have just been made have cleared
up certain points.

Article W raises two questions of principle:

(1) Are we to refer by name to certain countries whose ratification is necessary
for the coming into force of the Convention ?

M. de Palacios has moved an amendment on this point, and several speakers have already
stated their views on the matter.

(2) Have Powers the right to make reservations, and, if so, what will be the
effect of these reservations on ratifications ?

As for the second question, we have before us a proposal from M. Guerrero for the total
deletion of paragraphs 4 and 5.

When the discussion ends, therefore, I shall ask the General Committee to take a decision
on these two questions, and after that decision we will send the result of our discussions to the
Drafting Committee. As suggested by M. von Eckardt, we will ask M. de Palacios to sit on
the Drafting Committee.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: This afternoon the question of inequality has been
raised by M. de Palacios. The Japanese delegation has no objection to that question being
considered in the Drafting Committee, and we are prepared to support Mr. Burton's very wise
proposal.

I desire to call your attention to the fact that I have already frequently explained our
point of view, notably when Article 32 of the draft Convention was discussed.

What I should like to point out is that we desire this Convention to be put into force,
if not throughout the whole world at least throughout almost all the world. Otherwise, it
would be of no great value.

The form of words proposed by M. de Palacios does not give a definite number of countries,
and if I understand his proposal rightly it is as follows: Let us suppose that a State ratifies
without making a reservation. It is obvious that if a single Power ratifies our Convention
it will have no value. It is therefore necessary to wait for a second ratification. Let us suppose,
therefore, that two countries have ratified without reservation. If I understand rightly, the
Convention will then be put into force. But - and I have already drawn the attention of the
Committee to this point - in my opinion it is necessary to have a certain number of ratifi-
cations before the Convention comes into force. The figure of twenty States was proposed at
first and finally the figure of fourteen was adopted. Our delegation therefore desires that the
Convention should come into force after a certain number of ratifications have been obtained.
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The Japanese delegation is most anxious that its views should be taken into account and
should be examined by the Drafting Committee at the proper time.

M. DEPALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I take the liberty of replying briefly to M. Mat-
suda's remarks.

The Japanesse delegation considers that the Convention should not be put into force
until a certain number of countries have ratified it. I would repeat what I said a short time
ago on this point. The Japanese Government is alwas entitled to defer ratification until
the specified figure has been reached. There is also no reason why the Government of Japan
should not agree with other Governments to deposit their ratifications simultaneously.

I think that the explanations I have just given fully reply to M. Matsuda. I would remind
you that the question of principle has to be settled, and I think that the amendment which
I have laid before the General Committee provides a complete solution of that problem.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The amendment proposed by M. de Palacios raises two
questions. The honourable delegate of Spain is not in favour of saying in the Convention that
the ratification of certain Powers expressly designated will be necessary for the coming into
force of the Convention. The delegate of Japan, on the other hand, urges that it is necessary
to provide that a certain number of Powers should have ratified the Convention before it can
come into force. These are two distinct ideas, and we cannot think of referring the question
to the Drafting Committee until the General Committee has taken a decision. I would ask
M. de Palacios whether his amendment, as laid before me, excludes any reference to a number
of Powers whose previous ratification should be necessary before the Convention comes into
force.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: Yes, Mr. President, your interpretation of my
amendment is perfectly correct.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: On the other hand, as I have just said, the Japanese
delegation would like provision made for a minimum number of Powers to ratify the Conven-
tion before it comes into force. If the Japanese delegation would move an amendment, it would
be easier for us to decide.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I propose a minimum of fourteen Powers, a figure
which has already been suggested by the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We have venow two proposals before us. One has been
made by M. de Palacios, to the effect that we should delete any designation by name of States
whose previous ratification would be necessary. I think we might first take a decision with
regard to that point.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: May I ask for a vote by roll-call ?
The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If a vote by roll-call is asked for, we shall take one.
M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation : I wish to raise a point of order. The proposal of

M. de Palacios should, I think, be voted on as a whole, for it is an amendment. I do not see
how we can divide it. We can only accept it or reject it. I have never seen an amendment voted
on in any other way.

The PRESIDENT. - Trslaion :he essence of every satisfactory discussion is that every
opinion should have a chance of coming to light. For that reason, I think it desirable that we
should first put to the vote the following question : Is it necessary to designate certain Powers ?
If we reject this idea, the Committee will have an opportunity of expressing its views on the
Japanese delegation's proposal; for even if members object to the designation by name of
certain Powers, they may think that a certain minimum number of adhesions is necessary.

M. DE PALACIOS> (Spain). - Translation : When moving my amendment, I was prepared
to agree to a vote being taken on the principle, but on the principle as defined in that amend-
ment. As my amendment is the most distant from the text which is proposed, I think that
a vote should be taken on it first.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I repeat that my desire is that all opinions should have
a chance of coming to light. I quite understand that certain members do not see their way to
agree to the idea of the designation by name of a certain number of Powers but nevertheless
think it necessary that twelve or fourteen States should ratify the Convention before it comes
into force. We must have an opportunity of taking a decision on both these questions, and,
knowing M. de Palacios' logical mind and conciliatory spirit, I would ask him to let me provide
for both these contingencies. I will put his amendment to the vote so far as it concerns the
deletion of any designation of States by name. I think that this is the first point on which
we should vote.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: Those delegates who think that it is necessary
to designate a certain number of States whose ratification is essential for the coming into force
of the Convention need only vote against my proposal. They have thus an opportunity of
expressing their opinions. However, with a view to conciliation, should the Committee be
unanimous in voting for the principle that, for instance, fourteen States must ratify the Conven-
tion, without mentioning any names, before it comes into force -if, I repeat, that decision is
unanimous, I will accept it.
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The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We are very near an agreement, and I thank M. de
Palacios for having accepted my view. The honourable delegate of Spain has told us that
if the other delegations think that it is sufficient to give a figure - fourteen, for instance, as
proposed by the Japanese delegation - while deleting any designation by name, he is prepared
to accept that text, and I put it to the vote.

The proposal was unanimously adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: This proposal will therefore be sent to the Drafting
Committee. We will ask M. de Palacios to be so good as to sit on that Committee jwhen it con-
siders this question.

We have now to consider the second question which is also contained in Article W, that
is to say, whether States will have the right, when signing, to make reservations, and what
the effect of such reservations will be.

M. Guerrero's amendment, which has just been read, provides for the deletion of para-
graphs 4 and 5.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: Even if paragraphs 4 and 5 are deleted, I would
beg to point out that paragraph 6 still refers to reservations. I think that States are fully
entitled to make reservations when they sign a Convention prepared by the League of Nations.
We have precedents, such as the Transit Conventions, and other precedents also, which allow
of reservations, provided that they do not affect the fundamental principles or the bases of the
Convention. We might adopt a similar procedure. We might send the text, with M. Guerrero's
amendment, to the Drafting Committee, warning that Committee that the reservations must
not affect the fundamental principles of the Convention; but I am of opinion that it is not
necessary for these reservations to be ratified by all States. The procedure which I advocate
seems to me to be one which will encourage the signing of our Convention.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. - Translation: To avoid any misunderstanding
and to meet Dr. TcheouWei's argument, I would prefer, since it is only a question of giving
guidance to the Drafting Committee, that the following question should be settled here and
now: Has any Power the right to make reservations which are liable to prevent the putting
into force of the Convention ?

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: In our future meetings I will try not to speak
on every question, but as this point affects the question of reservations, may I remind you of
what I have already said ? I referred to the proposal of our honourable Vice-President. After
the vote that we have just taken, according to which there will no longer be any Powers men-
tioned by name whose ratification is necessary for the putting into force of the Convention,
it would appear to me that the following paragraph in the text proposed by the Drafting
Committee for Article W must disappear:

" Nevertheless, if one or more of the ratifications referred to in paragraph 1, and
upon which the coming into force of the Convention is dependent, are made with
reservations, such ratification or ratifications shall be considered to be effective if
no opposition to the reservations made is raised by any of the seven Powers mentioned
in the said paragraph."

We have still to discuss the preceding paragraph, which reads as follows:

" In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government,
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern-
ment, unless within three months from the notification by the Government of the
French Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations no opposition to
such reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. 

This paragraph definitely lays down that States have an absolute right to make reservations
if such reservations are accepted by the other signatory States.

I propose to you that we should classify such reservations; certain reservations may be
made by delegations, considered by the Conference, accepted by the Conference, and
inserted in the Final Act without more ado. Other reservations may be made at the moment
when the wording of the Convention is considered, at the moment of adhesion to the Convention,
and it is then that the acceptance of the signatory States is necessary. Such acceptance should
be obtained from all States or from a majority of them. That is the procedure that I have in
mind.

The deletion of the last paragraph but one has been decided upon, but we shall have to
discuss the preceding paragraph. I would like to point out that the period of three months
which has been provided for is too short. A period of a year has been suggested, but I think it
would be preferable to decide on a period of six months.

M. PARRA-PEREZ (Venezuela). - Translation : Our honourable Vice-President will perhaps
allow me to say that I do not understand the manner in which he has made his point. This
remark also refers to what has been said by the delegate of China. What standard can we adopt
to decide whether reservations do or do not endanger the coming into force of the Convention ?
What authority could decide on this point ? The Legal Section of the Secretariat of the League
of Nations, which has been specially instructed to consider this question, has stated that it
is impossible to define what reservations would or would not be acceptable.

I would therefore ask M. Guerrero to explain to us the exact meaning of his question.
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M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. - Translation : My intention was to establish
equality as to the effect of reservations; that is to say, that all signatory States should havethe right to make reservations, provided that such reservations did not injuriously affect theConvention which we are going to sign.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If members of the Committee have no more remarks
to make, we might once more read the text of paragraph 4 as it is laid before us

" In case reservations should be made by a signatory or acceding Government,
the present Convention shall not be considered to have been ratified by such Govern-
ment unless,within three months from the notification by the Government of the French
Republic of the deposit of the ratification with reservations, no opposition to such
reservations has been raised by any of the Powers parties to the Convention. 

This text is quite clear. The period of three months has been considered inadequate
it is suggested that it should be raised to six months. This text authorises signatory Govern-ments to make reservations on condition that the said reservations may be opposed by one or
other of the Powers parties to the Convention. It appears to me that the best procedure tofollow would be to take a vote on the principle raised by this paragraph with a view to sending
it to the Drafting Committee, as we have always done during our previous discussions.

The principle raised by paragraph 4 was put to the vote and adopted.
The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I will now put to the vote the amendment moved by

M. de Palacios, to the effect that we should substitute a period of six months for that ofthree months which is specified in the paragraph.
The amendment moved by M. de Palacios to the effect that the period be extended to six months

was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We will now take paragraph 5 which will require to be
altered as a result of the votes which have already been taken.

The remarks which have just been made by certain delegates would suggest the deletionof this paragraph. I would therefore ask the Committee to take a decision, taking into accountwhat has just been said, which I think I need not repeat.
Paragraph 5 was deleted.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: We now come to the last paragraph, which only refers
to a question of form. This paragraph reads as follows:

" The date of original entry into force, as well asthat of entry into force as regardseach of the other Powers which have ratified or acceded, shall subsequently be notified
by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory or acceding Powers. 

The last paragraph was adopted.

The article, as thus amended, together with the instructions which the General Committee
has decided to give, is therefore referred to the Drafting Committee.

58. Publicity for the Texts of Laws dealing with the Trade in Arms: Chapter II of the Draft
Convention, Article C, first and last Paragraphs: Report of the Drafting Com-
mittee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I propose that we should take up the question of publicity
for the texts of laws dealing with the trade in arms. This is dealt with in Article C, on which
we have a report from the Drafting Committee. When this question was discussed, the UnitedStates delegation submitted an amendment to the effect that we should add a paragraph tothat article providing for publicity for the texts of laws concerning the trade in arms. TheDrafting Committee has proposed the following text:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, as an annex to the above-
mentioned return, the text of the provisions of the statutes, orders or regulationsin force within their territory dealing with the export and import of arms or ammuni-
tion or of implements of war covered by Article 1, and to include therein all provisionsfor the purpose of carrying out the present Convention. Amendments and additions
to these provisions shall be likewise published in annexes to subsequent quarterlyreturns. "

This text was adopted.
The Committee will remember that we have had an amendment proposed by Admiralde Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero to the effect that we should begin Article C with the followingwords: 

"As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments, irrespective
of origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ", etc.

The Drafting Committee is of opinion that it would be better to make a declaration or anexplanatory statement on this subject in the Preamble of our Convention. The explanatorystatement might be as follows:

23



- 354 

"Whereas it is desirable to attain an international system of publicity of arma-
ments, irrespective of their origin . .. "

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). - Translation: We have nearly finished our
work, sir, but we have not finished our surprises. This is a surprise, and a very great one.
You have just read to us the amendment that my colleague from Salvador and myself had the
honour to submit to the Committee, and you then read the text for that amendment proposed
by the Drafting Committee, a text which suggests that we should remove the sentence from
Article C and insert it in the Preamble as an explanatory statement.

No member of this Committee is more indulgent than myself towards any omissions or
slight mistakes that the Drafting Committee may make. I quite understand that, under a
very heavy burden of work, that Committee is not always able to analyse texts and to consult
the Minutes with a view to ascertaining the exact meaning of the votes that have been taken.
We have here a case in which the Committee has misunderstood the intention of the vote of
the Committee.

It is a fact that the proposal which the Drafting Committee is submitting to us has been
rejected by a vote. It is now proposed that we should insert in the Preamble the text that
we had decided to place in Article C.

I remember that the honourable delegate of France, M. Paul-Boncour, when I pointed
out that if the declaration was inserted in the Final Act it would not have the same effect,
since the Final Act is not as binding as the text of the Convention, said: " I bow to that argu-
ment, and I vote that the text should be included in the Convention and that the declaration
should appear in the Final Act, for one completes the other ". Such was the decision of the
General Committee.

I need not add anything further to show the Committee that we had decided that the text
in question should be inserted in the Convention and not in the Preamble. I appeal to the
delegations who voted to that effect to stand by what was decided, since the form of words
proposed by the Drafting Committee is different from that which we had adopted and with
which we were satisfied.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: Admiral de Souza e Silva urges that we should place
this clause in Article C. He desires that we should put the following form of words in this
Article:

As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments, irrespective
of their origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ", etc.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece). - Translation : I support the proposal of Admiral de Souza
e Silva. There can be no doubt as to the meaning of the vote that we took: we desired to enter
into an undertaking and not to make a recommendation. In my opinion, the present text is
meaningless, since no mention is made of the manufacture of arms. I beg you, therefore, to
put to the vote the proposal of Admiral de Souza e Silva.

M. GUERRERO (Salvador), Vice-President. - Translation : I do not think that we should
put to the vote a point which has already been voted upon and which has been unanim-
ously approved. 1 merely ask that the President should refer this paragraph to the Drafting
Committee so that the Drafting Committee may do what the General Committee asked it to do.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes). - Translation: I
quite agree with Admiral de Souza e Silva. I think that the Drafting Committee had no right
to alter a decision which had been taken by the General Committee- a decision, too, which
was the basis on which we had discussed other Articles of the Convention. I myself, by reason
of the Souza-Guerrero amendment, was satisfied with the decision we had taken in respect
of Article 32 concerning the coming into force of the Convention. Should that amendment be
altered, it would be necessary once more to consider the Articles with which it is linked up.
Such is certainly not our wish, and therefore the Drafting Committee should be instructed to
carry out the exact wishes of the Committee and to keep the additional sentence which has
already been adopted in Article C. A fresh vote is not necessary.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). - Translation: I had intended to read a statement at the con-
clusion of our discussions in order to make quite clear our views on the question of publicity.

But after seeing in the text before you the Drafting Committee's proposal to detach the
sentence constituting the Souza-Guerrero amendment from Article C and to insert it as a
clause in the Preamble, I would like to read my statement at once, as the Portuguese delegation
cordially supports the Souza-Guerrero proposal.

I venture to disagree with the text of the Drafting Committee's new proposal, which
entirely changes what the General Committee decided.

The following is the statement which I had intended to make at the end of the debate :
Before we separate, the Portuguese delegation wishes to say a few words to explain its views
on the question of publicity, in regard to which it made certain observations at the meeting
of May 13th last.

Both at the time of making these observations and afterwards, we appeared to be alone
in our opinion. We were opposed to publicity. But the general opinion of this Conference
was that publicity was the essence of the whole Convention, since, without it, control would
be impossible.

We have heard two diametrically opposed doctrines : publicity equivalent to control;
non-publicity equivalent to the absence of control. But are you sure that these two principles
are really as incompatible as they seem ?
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Is the mere fact that publicity has been established sufficient to create control ? Clearly it
is not. We must not lose sight of the principal aim that the present Conference, which is after
all only a prelude, will help us to attain. This aim is disarmament, and it cannot be attained
without going through different stages. The publication of imports and exports is doubtless
one of these stages, but it is not the only one, and to be effective it must be accompanied by
publicity regarding manufacture. To be of any use, publicity must be general - a fact which
no one disputes. This idea was clearly expressed in the Serbian proposal, and although the
force of the latter was attenuated and its author even withdrew it, the principle remains the
same. I no longer have any apprehensions on this point since I heard the reassuring statements
made in connection with the amendment put forward by the Brazilian delegate with regard
to the text proposed for the Final Act.

Do not the exceptions made in favour of certain countries also prove that publicity which
is not general is a danger ? For my part, I am convinced of it. Non-publicity and general
publicity therefore, in my opinion, come to the same thing, subject to a reservation I have
already made regarding the enemies of the League. In their case I think we should keep some-
thing up our sleeves.

We should also remember that from the outset one of the great pre-occupations of most
of the countries represented at this Conference has been the inequality between the different
States. Although this inequality is not - as some of the delegates have suggested - deliberate,
it nevertheless is one of the logical consequences of the work of this Conference. This Confer-
ence's task is to regulate the control of the trade in arms. But where there is a trade in arms,
there must necessarily be manufacture of arms, and exporters and importers. The inequality
resulting from this situation is certainly not of a juridical nature - indeed, no such inequality
could exist in the League of Nations. But it is none the less real and should be removed,
the more so as in so doing we would be acting logically and putting the cart after the horse.

It is curious to note that a parallel has been drawn between the situation of this Conference
and that of the Opium Conference. We might be tempted to believe that we are still under
the influence of dangerous drugs. On that occasion consumption was dealt with before culti-
vation; and now we are dealing with trade before manufacture. Our work, however, will
not be wasted ; we are only anticipating events and the results of our efforts will have to be
grafted on a solid stem.

I am glad to note the unanimity with which it was decided to incorporate in the text
of the Convention the principle underlying the Portuguese delegate's words, which is that
general publicity and non-publicity lead to the same result. Article C, paragraph 3, says
that the publicity to which the non-producing Powers at this Conference pledge themselves
is only a beginning and a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments irrespective
of their origin. This passage satisfied the Portuguese delegation, whose enthusiasm for the
work of the League of Nations is undiminished.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I only rise to say, as I think I have already
said on former occasions, that I should have preferred to adopt what seems to me to be the
more logical method and omit from the body of the Convention or Preamble any reference
to this subject and content ourselves with the sentence which we have decided to put in the
Final Act. It seems to me more logical that we should follow out the intentions of the Confer-
ence in dealing first with the trade in arms and then with the other subject, and that the
necessary link between the two should be the Final Act. I would not, however, oppose the
suggestion to maintain this phrase in the opening part to Article C, as was carried by the
General Committee the other day. As a matter of fact, I did not vote for it then, because,
as I have explained, I think it would be better to insert the declaration in the Final Act. In
view, however, of the decision taken the other day, I personally should prefer to adhere to it.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : I have several times noted that texts referred
by the General Committee to the Drafting Committee have been altered in various places.
I have never drawn the attention of the Committee to this point in order not to waste its time,
but to-day this is forcibly brought home to us. I agree with M. Guerrero that the original
text should be sent back to the Drafting Committee without another vote being taken. I do
not think that the Drafting Committee has the right to change the substance of anything
that we have decided upon here.

If the hands of the members of the Drafting Committee are tired, our eyes are also tired,
and the best way to spare both hands and eyes is to ask the Drafting Committee to comply
with the decisions which have been taken in the General Committee.

The Hon. Theodore BURTON (United States of America). - I am really unable to take
much interest in this discussion or to think that it is worth while to spend the time of the Confer-
ence on a matter which is, comparatively speaking, so trivial. At the same time, I do not
think it is fair to censure the Drafting Committee for the change which it has proposed. This
preliminary sentence really does not form any natural part of the Convention or agreement.
It is a statement of a fact or of a motive. Still, why should we discuss it ? It will do no
more harm in the Convention than a superfluous post in a fence.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : So far as concerns 'the criticisms passed on the Drafting
Committee, I feel it my duty to pay a special tribute to that Committee. I have attended
a certain number of its meetings, and you can hardly realise how difficult a task that Committee
has to fulfil. Texts are referred to it which it is requested to study, though it often does not
know the intentions of those who referred those texts to it; the Committee only submits proposals
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to us, which we are free to accept or to refuse. I think that all the members of the Com-
mittee will join me in paying a tribute to the work which has been done by the Drafting Com-
mittee. (Applause.)

M. COBIAN (Rapporteur). - Translation: I agree with Mr. Burton, and I thank the General
Committee for the marks of sympathy which it has just shown to the Drafting Committee.
In my capacity as General Rapporteur, assistant to M. Dupriez, I sometimes collaborate with
that Committee. Its task is extremely complicated and not always easy to carry out, in view
of the fact that frequently it is merely given a certain vague guidance.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil). Translation: I should like to thank the honour-
able delegate of the British Empire for the conciliatory spirit he has shown, and to tell M. Cobian
that I shall not be the last to join in the tribute that has been paid to the work of the Drafting
Committee. Though I may have made certain slight criticisms, I have been the first to realise
the.value of that Committee's work.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : We will now take a decision on the amendment submitted
by Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero to the effect that Article C should begin
with the following words "As a preliminary to a general system of publicity for armaments,
irrespective of origin, the High Contracting Parties undertake ", etc.

The amendment was adopted.

69. Application of the Convention to Nationals of High Contracting Parties possessing Extra-
territorial Jurisdiction in the Territory of another State party to the Convention:
Text proposed by the Drafting Committee based on the Egyptian Proposal.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : The only other question on our agenda is a decision
in respect of the action taken by the Drafting Committee on the Egyptian proposal. You
will remember that the 'Egyptian delegation raised a special point in respect of the position
of certain countries whose internal legislation was complicated. The Drafting Committee
proposes the following text:

"The High Contracting Parties possessing extra-territorial jurisdiction in the
territory of another State party to this Convention undertake, in cases where the
rules of this Convention cannot be enforced by the local courts as regards their nationals
in such territory, to prohibit all action by such nationals contrary to the provisions
of this Convention. 

I think that the actual wording of this text will be approved by you, but we must consider
whether this. clause should appear as an Article in the Convention or as a special Protocol to
be signed at the same time as the Convention.

Mahmoud FAHMY EL KEISSY Pacha (Egypt). - As regards the position of this text, I
prefer that it should beinserted in the Convention because it is not a new principle. It is merely
an extension of the principle which has already been adopted by the General Committee in
Articles D and B.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). I should like to support what my colleague
from Egypt has said. I think that the most convenient course to pursue would probably be the
one which he suggests, namely, to place the clause in the Convention as an article rather-than
to have a separate document.

Dr. TCHEOU-WEI (China). - Translation: . am very glad to be able to accept the Egyptian
proposal, which has been supported by Lord Onslow. I would like to express the hope that in
future foreigners residing in China will no longer take advantage of or abuse the extra-terri-
tbrial status which they.enjoy to smuggle arms-into that country and create trouble.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation I propose that we should take a decision on the draft
article submitted to us in the Drafting Committee's report, which the Egyptian delegation
wishes.to have incorporated in the Convention itself.

The proposal was adopted.

The Committee rose at 7.0 p.m.
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TWENTY-SECOND MEETING

Held at Geneva on Wednesday, June 10th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

60 Publicity for the International Trade in Aircraft: Report of the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The first point on our agenda is the question of publicity
in respect of the international trade in aircraft; this question is a subject of a proposal by
the Drafting Committee, reading as follows

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish within three months from
the end of each quarter a return of the imports and exports of aircraft and engines
for aircraft during this quarter, indicating the numbers imported or exported and
specifying as far as possible the types of aircraft and engines and their allocation
by country of origin or destination ?

I declare the discussion open on this Article.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation: The question of aircraft was discussed at
the afternoon meeting of June 6th. During the discussion the Italian and Japanese delega-
tions made reservations in regard to the proposal to apply the system of publicity to the trade
in aircraft and aircraft engines, and M. Paul-Boncour urged that this trade ought to be subject
to certain measures of publicity. At the conclusion of the discussion, the following amendment
was put forward by M. Paul-Boncour:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within two months from
the end of each quarter, a return of the imports and exports of aircraft and engines
during this quarter, indicating the numbers imported or exported and their allocation
by country of origin or destination. "

When moving this amendment, M. Paul-Boncour added: "I have proposed a time-
limit of two months, but I am prepared to extend it '. This statement was further proof of
the conciliatory spirit in which he was prepared to discuss the question and to which he had
already given expression in his speech when he said that he had no desire to impose any fresh
restriction on the trade; that he asked no more than that a system which was already in force
should be continued, and that a moral and contractual obligation in this sense should simply
be inserted in the Convention; and, finally, that, for his part, he was prepared to extend the
time-limits allowed for publication.

The Committee then decided, by vote, in favour of the principle of publicity, and the
French delegation's amendment was referred -to the Drafting Committee. It was therefore
the duty of the Drafting Committee to maintain this amendment in the form in which it had
been adopted, without modifying it, except in so far as this might be necessary in order to ex-
tend the time-limits allowed for publication and, if possible, to prevent aircraft engines from
coming within its scope.

I must confess to some astonishment at being confronted with a new text which has been
prepared by the Drafting Committee and which substantially modifies the original text. So
far from reconciling the different points of view, I think I am justified in saying that it goes
even further than the proposal which M. Paul-Boncour had made.

For these reasons, I think that our Committee should simply express its opinion on the
few modifications which needed to be made in the original text of the amendment - i.e., in
the text moved by the French delegation. I believe that it will not be difficult to reach an
agreement upon that text as thus amended.

In this connection I amglad to be able to state that the French, Japanese and Italian
delegations are agreed upon a modified version of the original text. The Brazilian, Spanish,
Polish, Serb-Croat-Slovene, Czechoslovak and other delegations have also accepted this text.
This amendment with the slight modifications made reads as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six. months after
delivery, the return of the exports of such aircraft or engines for aircraft, indicating
the numbers exported and their allocation by country of destination."

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: The Japanese delegation accepts the wording
proposed by 'the Italian delegation and thanks the French delegation for the conciliatory atti-
tude which it has shown in agreeing to the Italian proposal.

I will take this opportunity to make the following declaration regarding the reservation
which I made when we were discussing this question last Saturday afternoon:

' In pursuance of instructions which it has just received from its Government,
and animated by a sincere desire for conciliation, the Japanese delegation begs
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to withdraw its reservation, provided that the Italian delegation's text, which has
just been submitted to us, is accepted by the Conference.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I wish to tender to General de Marinis and M.
Matsuda our thanks for their friendly words. In the name of the French delegation, I must
pay a tribute to the conciliatory attitude of the Italian and Japanese delegations.

The situation might be described thus : both parties have advanced a step, from opposite
directions, so that they now find themselves on common ground.

I would add that the French delegation entirely accepts the text submitted by General
de Marinis, and I desire to state that our delegation never intended for a moment to restrict
the scope of the text which M. Paul-Boncour communicated to the Committee the other day.
On the contrary, he promised General de Marinis, on that occasion, to meet his point of view
by extending the time-limit allowed for publication. M. Paul-Boncour had never contemplated
so long a period as six months, but he has authorised me to say that he entirely accepts the
extension in the hope that this will enable the Conference to reach a unanimous decision.

Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). - Translation: The Brazilian delegation has always
adopted a conciliatory attitude and has always desired to respect the legitimate interests of
the Powers represented at this Conference. For the same reason, it accepts the text which
has just been proposed by General de Marinis and supported by the Japanese and French
delegations.

The argument which has been advanced in regard to the principle of publicity for exports
of aircraft is perfectly sound. We are told - quite rightly - that aircraft is a form of mate-
rial which may be destroyed on the very day of its arrival in the country of import. In these
circumstances, it would be impossible to publish import statistics which would give a true
picture of the quantities of material imported by a country

This argument, which, in my view, is based on considerations of fact, enables me to accept
the proposal which has just been submitted.

The PRESIDENT - Translation : We have therefore before us an amendment submitted
by the Italian delegation, reading as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, within six months from
the date of delivery, a return of the exports of such aircraft or engines for aircraft,
indicating the numbers exported and their allocation by country of origin or
destination.

I venture to point out to General de Marinis that in the passage "such aircraft ", etc.
the word " such " is not correct from a drafting point of view. It could only be properly
used if it were intended to refer to some preceding passage.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation : The Italian delegation felt bound to retain
the wording submitted by M. Paul-Boncour, and that text contains these very words " such
aircraft ".

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I think that the text submitted by M. Paul-Boncour
had been drafted upon an assumption which now no longer holds good.

Would the Italian delegation agree to some such wording as "a return of the exports of
aircraft and aircraft engines" ?

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation : I agree; it is purely a question of form.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : There are therefore two texts before us: that of the
Italian delegation, with the slight change which has just been made, and that of the Drafting
Committee.

I will first put the Italian delegation's text to the vote.

The proposals submitted by the Italian Delegation were adopted.

61. Aircraft and Armoured Cars: Article 1: Preliminary Report of the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT . - Translation : We have before us the following report of the Drafting
Committee on armoured cars and aircraft:

"Before preparing a final draft of Article 1, the Drafting Committee begs to
submit to the General Committee the following report on certain preliminary points
which may require a decision by the General Committee.

" During the sitting of the General Committee on June 6th, the first delegate
of the British Empire said:

" 'Since the session this morning, I have been examining the drafting of
this very carefully, and I think (unless I am wrong) that there is a mistake in
drafting in it which requires rectification, because, as Category I now reads,
certain articles which, after long discussions in the Sub-Committees, it was decided
to omit from the scope of the Convention or to treat in a different manner from
Category I still retain their position in Category I, not by specific mention but
because of the wording of the heading of Category I. These Articles would be
aircraft and armoured cars. Now, there has been general agreement, I think,
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that the former- aircraft -shall be included only in Category III and that the latter
shall be excluded from the Convention on grounds which I think have been
thoroughly explored in the Technical Committee, and to which it is not necessary
to refer at the present moment; but, because of the heading of No. 12, by impli-
cation those articles would still be included in Category I - that is to say, one
article it has been decided to:omit and another put in another category, which,
of course, renders the drafting all wrong- if I am right, that is to say.

' ARMOURED CARS.

"The actual position as to armoured cars is as follows:

"(a) Temporary Mixed Commission's Draft.

"Armoured cars are both included in the general definition of paragraph A
of Category I and enumerated in the list which follows.

"(b) Technical Committee's Draft.
"Armoured cars were included in the general definition of paragraph A

of Category I but no longer enumerated in the list which follows it.

' (c) Mixed Committee's Draft.
"Armoured cars were included in the general definition of paragraph A

of Category I but no longer enumerated in the list which follows it.

(d) Drafting Committee's Draft.
"Armoured cars are included in the general definition of paragraph A

of Category I and would in practice be included in Class 12, since they are not
mentioned in any of the other eleven classes.

"In all of these drafts, paragraph A of Category I is defined by means of an
all-inclusive formula. Though the Technical Committee voted armoured cars out
of Category I, they actually left them in it according to their draft, since the general
formula which heads the category in this draft remains all-inclusive.

"The text of the Mixed Committee contained this feature of the draft of the
Technical Committee. When the text approved by the Mixed Committee came
before the Drafting Committee, the choice that lay before the Drafting Committee
was the following:

' (a) All arms, ammunition and implements defined by the all-inclusive
formula in paragraph A of the category but not enumerated in the list below
could be left implicitly but certainly by the word ".including " at the end of
this general formula or else (b) specifically classed under a kind of residual defi-
nition and number at the end of the list.

"The Drafting Committee took this second course on account of its obvious
advantages from the point of view of statistical publicity, since, in any case, the cate-
gory, as drafted both by the Technical Committee and by the Mixed Committee, was
all-inclusive.

"The Drafting Committee begs to point out that the exclusion of armoured
cars advised by the Technical Committee has never been voted on by the General
Committee. The Drafting Committee did not feel competent to take action in
this connection before a vote by the General Committee had decided on the point
of principle whether the Convention should or should not include armoured cars.

"AIRCRAFT.

" The Drafting Committee is of opinion that Category I as at present defined
might be interpreted as including purely military aircraft, although it was clearly
the intention of the Committee to exclude all aircraft from this category.

" The Drafting Committee believes that it might be advisable, therefore, in
defining Category I, specifically to exclude aircraft and their motors.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I think it perhaps might meet the case, if it is
desired to exclude armoured cars and aircraft from Category III (1) -- which I believe is the gen-
eral wish - if the following words, or words to this effect, were added: " excluding all articles
in Category III (1) and armoured cars " at the end of the definition of Category I. If this were
the sense of the General Committee, we might perhaps refer the matter to the Drafting Com-
mittee to prepare the exact wording.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I entirely agree with what has been said by Lord
Onslow. I think that he is perfectly right, for armoured cars have been entirely excluded
from Category I. The proposed reference is therefore necessary in order to show clearly -the
purpose of the Technical Committee's decision.

General DE MARINIS (Italy). - Translation : The Italian delegation entirely agrees with
the proposal which has just been made by Lord Onslow and supported by M. Matsuda. It
does so for the reason which M. Matsuda has just stated namely, that the Committee has
already taken a decision in regard to aircraft and armoured cars.
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The statement made by the Drafting Committee in this connection strikes me as curious.
The Committee does not feel authorised to give its opinion on this question before the General
Committee has decided whether the Convention should or should not cover armoured cars.
But the General Committee did give a decision when it agreed on the former text of Article I.

Moreover, the heads of delegations are, of course, advised by their technical experts,
and it is open to those who have no experts in the Military Committee to acquaint themselves
with the Minutes of that Committee. If they do so, they will find that a long discussion took
place on this question and that it concluded with a vote by which armoured cars were excluded
from the Convention. For these reasons, the Italian delegation agrees with the proposal made
by the delegates of the British Empire and Japan.

In regard to the report which has been submitted to us, I venture with all respect to suggest
- and I think that I am expressing the views of several of my colleagues in the Military Com-
mittee - that the Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee should give
some explanations in regard to the contents of this report.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I have no desire to reopen the discussion, which
would only waste the time of the Committee, since the point at issue has already been decided.
I am reluctant also to say anything which might suggest disagreement between the Fiench
delegation and certain other delegations, and which might thus to my great regret- weaken
the agreeable impression of the congratulations which have just been exchanged in regard to
our mutual readiness to agree. It is my duty to explain the vote of the French delegation
and to state briefly, as our military and naval representatives have already done in the Technical
Committee, the reasons which prevent the French delegation from voting for the exclusion
of armoured cars, which it regards as implements of war, characterised as such by their arma-
ments, their armour, and by their mechanism which allows them to advance or reverse - a
feature which is not found in any other motor vehicle suitable for commercial use.

I merely desire that these short observations should appear in the Minutes, as explaining
the reasons which prevent our delegation from supporting the view of Lord Onslow and of
the other delegations which have given him their support.

General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland). - Translation: I rise to speak, not as first delegate of
Poland but as Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, in response to
the request of my honourable colleague General de Marinis.

I have not spoken during the previous debates on Article 1 - although it may be that,
as Chairman of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, I ought to have done so -
but I was anxious not to complicate further the procedure which had been adopted and which
has resulted in your having four reports and several Rapporteurs on this subject ; for the Mixed
Committee, which was created to draw up the final text of Article 1, appointed its Rapporteur;
then, in accordance with our usual procedure, the general Rapporteurs submit the final text
to this Committee; and, lastly, the Drafting Committee has sent you its report on this question.
However, since a personal request has been made to me, I feel constrained to give you some
explanations in regard to the question raised in the report of the Drafting Committee.

The Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee devoted eleven meetings to the consi-
deration of Article 1, and the amendments relating to implements of war were so important
that they occupied the greater part of its time. It decided to exclude from Category I armoured
cars (one of the groups of articles which figure among implements of war). I now wish to give
you an objective outline of the reasons which led the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com-
mittee to this conclusion.

The delegations which desired to exclude armoured cars adduced the following arguments
in support of their view. In the first place, they thought that an obligation making these
appliances subject to supervision would needlessly complicate the Convention, since their
armament already has been brought under the Convention, and they pointed out that without
that armament, without these implements of war, armoured cars would possess very little mili-
tary value. They further contended that no supervision of this war material could be effective
unless the component parts were subjected to a similar regime; but that it is impossible to
distinguish the majority of the component parts of this form of war material from similar
parts of appliances which are used solely for civil purposes. It was for these reasons that the
majority of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee held that it would be impossible
in practice to include armoured cars in the Convention.

The delegations which maintained the opposite view held that the objects in this group
were unquestionably of military value, quite independently of their armaments.

In the end, the Committee decided by thirteen votes to eleven, and six abstensions, to exclude
armoured cars.

I have given you the results of the voting in the Military, Naval and Air Technical Com-
mittee and I have explained the nature of the issues. I will now turn to the objections which
have been raised in the Drafting Committee's report. This report refers to the text of para-
graph A of Category I as drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee, and
appears to blame that Committee for an alleged contradiction between its decisions in regard
to armoured cars and the text which it drew up for paragraph A. If you will turn to the Draft-
ing Committee's report you will find the following passage:

"Though the Technical Committee voted armoured cars out of Category I,
they actually left them in it according to their draft, since the general formula
which heads the category in this draft remains all-inclusive."


