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This passage clearly suggests that there is a contradiction between the decision adopted
by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and the text which it drew up. It seems
desirable, in view of the Drafting Committee's observations, that I should give an interpre-
tation of the text of paragraph A as drafted by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee.

The text drawn up by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee was worded as
follows:

"All arms, ammunition and appliances which are or shall be comprised in the
equipment of the armed forces of any State, and which have been exclusively designed
and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, including . .. .

The word " appliances " (engins) was used in this passage because the Military, Naval and
Air Technical Committee had decided by a majority to retain tanks in the Convention.

The second part of this general definition, which refers to arms, ammunition and appliances
"which are . . .comprised in the equipment of the armed forces ", is perfectly logical;
this definition is in complete harmony with the general description of Category I, and the arms
exclusively intended for war are the same as those which are comprised in the equipment of
the armed forces of any State.

This paragraph also contains the words " which . . .shall be comprised in the equip-
ment of the armed forces ". This part of the general definition is absolutely necessary, seeing
that the Convention is to give us a practical system which will continue to be applied for a
considerable time. One cannot foresee the future, but it is necessary to legislate for the possible
changes and improvements which may subsequently be introduced in military armaments.
It was this consideration which led the Military, Naval and Air Committee, on the motion
of the French delegation, to insert the final note which says that the list of arms, ammunition
and appliances will be revised every x years. The period was left blank for the General Com-
mittee to decide. Now, this final note does not appear in the Drafting Committee's text,
though it is a logical sequel to the definition " the arms, ammunition and appliances which 
shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces ". As a result, another gap has
perhaps been made in the text, but it is certainly not the fault of the Military Committee.

We now come to the last words of paragraph A, which have been so strongly criticised
by the Drafting Committee. I mean the expression " namely " (" y comprenant "), which
appears at the end of the general formula. I am not qualified to dissect the niceties of the French
language, but I feel that the Military Committee cannot be held responsible for any contra-
diction which may exist between the sense of this definition and the text which it drew up.
This text was worded restrictively, so as to show that the supervision would only cover arms,
ammunition and appliances specified in Category I. If you compare the French and English
texts - both texts are authentic, as you are aware - you will see that the word " namely 
is used to translate the French words " en y comprenant "

I am not seeking, by these explanations, to influence the final decision of this Committee,
which is naturally free either to re-affirm the decision of the Military Committee or to accept
the addition of sub-paragraph 12 of Category I as proposed by the Drafting Committee.

I should state that opinions in the Military Committee were very much divided, as is shown
by the voting. I have tried to give you an objective statement ; and also, I confess, I wished
to assure you that the Military Committee fully understood what it was doing and that, without
seeking to anticipate your final decision on the principle, it showed no inconsistency in wording
this draft as it did.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): It seems to me that Lord
Onslow's amendment does not yet make clear what is intended, and I would suggest a further
modification, which would be accomplished by merely inserting the word " two " before " three",
so that the amendment would read: i Other than those covered by Categories II, III and
IV and armoured cars, namely ". There is a separate treatment in Article I and the succeeding
articles for each one of four categories - I, II, III and IV. Now, there is danger of confusion
and misunderstanding if Category II is not accepted in paragraph A. I will read it:

" All arms, ammunition and implements of war which are or shall be comprised

by Category IV, namely. 

Item 12, about which there was considerable discussion as to whether it should be
included or not, provides for arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by para-
graph A and not specified in the above enumeration. Item 12 was inserted to take the
place of the word " including " which was employed in the draft Convention and, I take
it, to make sure that any future invention formidable in warfare should be prohibited. But
from the text as now drafted or as it is proposed to be drafted according to the amendment of
Lord Onslow, Category II is not excluded. Why should Categories III and IV be excluded
and not Category II ?

I trust I have made myself clear. It seems to me that, to avoid confusion and uncer-
tainty as to whether certain articles of warfare, or articles that might be used for warfare,
are not included in Sub-paragraph 12 under A, this amendment is essential.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden). - Translation: The Swedish delegation fully shares the views
which have been expressed by the delegate for France in regard to armoured cars, and which
agree with the arguments already used by the Swedish representative in the Technical Military
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Committee. It is quite true that that Committee had decided to exclude armoured cars from
the Convention, but, as its Chairman has pointed out, that decision was adopted by thirteen
votes to eleven.

The Swedish delegation considers that armoured cars and appliances exclusively intended
for war ought to be included in the Convention.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. Translation: The report which has just been
criticised by the delegate for Poland, speaking as Chairman of the Military, Naval
and Air Technical Committee, contains one statement which cannot be questioned, namely, that
the General Committee has not yet decided the point of principle whether armoured cars should
or should not be included in the Convention. That is the chief statement contained in the
report, and it cannot be contested. However, Lord Onslow's amendment shows that doubts
do exist in regard to the text submitted by the Technical Committee to the General Committee.
The former, according to the statement which its Chairman has just made, had decided to
exclude armoured cars from the Convention. But there are grounds for considering that the
text prepared by the Technical Committee does not truly reflect the opinion adopted by the
General Committee.

The text proposed by the Technical Committee contains the following definition " All
arms, ammunition and implements of war which ... are or shall be comprised in the
armament of -the armed forces of any State and which have been exclusively designed and
intended for land, sea or aerial warfare . . . . That wording might convey the im-
pression that armoured cars were included in the definition.

The Chairman of the Technical Military Committee has told us that the words " en y
comprenant ", which appear at the end of the French text, might raise doubts for which the
English text would give no ground. I think that my honourable colleague is mistaken. The English
text uses the word " including ", which corresponds to the French words " en y comprenant ".

A definition has thus been given of all the arms, ammunition and appliances which are,
or may be, comprised in the armaments of a State. This definition does not exclude arms,
ammunition and implements which are not explicity mentioned.

Moreover, item 12 increases our doubts as regards armoured cars, because it makes
all the articles which are referred to in Paragraph A, but which are not enumerated,
come within Category I. Armoured cars might be included in this paragraph. Although
they are not mentioned by name, it might appear that they were covered by the text. That
is the point to which I desired to draw the General Committee's attention.

Again, Lord Onslow thought it necessary two days ago to submit an amendment expressly
excluding armoured cars from the Convention.

As regards Mr. Burton's observation, I wish to point out that the-two first categories
like the others - are clearly defined. Thus, Category I deals with arms which are exclusively
designed and intended for war ; and Category II contains arms which are not exclusively intended
for war, but which are capable of use for warlike purposes. If we make an exception in regard
to arms of Category II, it will be necessary to refer to it in Lord Onslow's amendment, because
that amendment relates to arms of Category I and Category III.

I trust that the delegate of the United States will give his consideration to this suggestion.

Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). - Translation: The Brazilian delegate on the Military, Naval
and Air Technical Committee voted against the exclusion of armoured cars from Category I,
for reasons of which I need not remind you. However, I do not regard this as a matter of
essential importance, and, in consequence, I shall not. oppose any decision which the General
Committee may see fit to adopt on this question.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): As regards the various observations that have
been made, I do not see any objection to the inclusion of Category II as well as Category III,
as I have proposed. I do not know whether it would simplify the wording if we said " all
other". Armoured cars and any other weapons not mentioned in the categories would, of
course, have to be added separately.

My proposal was really more one of drafting and intended as a means of getting out of
a difficulty rather than to exclude armoured cars. I am not pressing very strongly for exclusion;
we do not hold very strong opinions on the point. For the reasons stated by the Polish delegate,
the Chairman of the Technical Military Committee, we supported their exclusion, but if it is
the wish of the General Committee that they should be included I should certainly raise no
objection. _: 

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania).. - Translation : The Roumanian delegation voted in
support of the French motion for the inclusion of armoured cars in Category 'I. The principle
at issue has not been decided by the General Committee, and the French motion was rejected by
13 votes to 11 in the Military Committee. I think that I should explain why the Roumanian
delegation considered it necessary for armoured cars to be included in Category I.

No one can dispute that armoured cars possess an immense military value. All the experts
present will agree that it is so. They are especially useful when employed with reconnoitring
cavalry, and are capable of being considerably improved. For that reason, I do not think
that these appliances could be omitted from Category I.

It was contended in the Military Committee that, in the case of the export of component
parts, it was very easy to make mistakes and that ordinary trade might be interfered with. I
do not think that the members of this Committee have any desire to achieve such a result. If
a State orders a complete armoured car, there can be no doubt about the case. It is evidently
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a formidable engine of warfare and should be placed in Category I. The component parts
of these appliances also have a distinctive character. The chassis, for instance, is constructed
in a different way, because it has to bear a very great weight -that is to say, the armour and
the armament. These armoured cars have to be able to advance or to reverse, and now 
as the military experts will tell you - an attempt is being made to produce an armoured car
which can go across country. Their mechanism is therefore entirely different from that of
ordinary motor-cars.

These were the considerations which led the Roumanian delegation to vote for the inclusion
of armoured cars in Category I. They might perhaps be placed in Category II, but it seems
impossible to exclude them unconditionally from the Convention.

I venture to submit these observations for the consideration of the Committee.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): My sole object in suggesting
that Category II should be included with Category III was to make the text more clear. I
would suggest - and I think that this suggestion is concurred in by others - that this sub-
ject be referred to the Drafting Committee to report whether Category I as at present estab-
lished includes or can be held to include items in the other Categories II and III, or whether
doubt can arise as to their inclusion. I make that suggestion as meeting, I think, every
opinion on the subject, including the amendment of Lord Onslow.

As regards armoured cars, I may say that the United States delegation have no preference.
We are willing to listen to argument. We do not care whether they are included or not, and
it might be well to take a vote on that point, if it is the wish of the Committee.

The PRESIDENT.-- Translation: I propose, therefore, in order to conclude this matter,
that we should first of all take a decision on the question of armoured cars. The General
Committee will have to decide whether these appliances are to be covered by the Convention.

When that question has been settled, I will ask you to vote on Mr. Burton's suggestion,
which is that the text of Category I should be referred back to the Drafting Committee, so that
there may be no possibility of misunderstanding about this text.

I therefore put the following question to the vote: Should armoured cars be included
or not included in the Convention ?

The Committee decided that armoured cars should be covered by the Convention.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: Have any members of the Committee any suggestions
to offer as to the category in which armoured cars should be placed ?

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). - Translation: In my opinion, these applicances might be
placed either in Category I or in Category II, but certainly not in Category III; for my part,
I would put them in Category II, since they can be used for other purposes than war, and this
will facilitate the work of the Customs officials.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I think that, if armoured cars are included in
the Convention, they ought to be included in Category I, for it seems to me that an armoured
car is a military weapon such as is contemplated under that category.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: There are now two proposals before us: the first is
to place armoured cars in Category I, and the second is to place them in Category II.

Do the members of the Committee consider that the matter has been sufficiently discussed
to enable a vote to be taken at once ?

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania). Translation. I desire to withdraw my proposal.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Then the only proposal which remains is that armoured
cars should be placed in Category I.

Category I already contains a sub-paragraph 11, which refers to tanks. The logical method
- assuming, of course, that the General Committee decides to put armoured cars in Category I
- would appear to be to insert them in sub-paragraph 11, immediately after tanks.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). Translation: Are armoured cars exclusively designed and in-
tended for land, sea or aerial warfare ? Can they not also be used in time of peace ?

General DE MARINIS (Italy). Translation: I think that I can answer M. de Palacios'
question. At the present time, armoured cars are in general use by nearly all the police forces
in the world. -

M. CLAUZEL (France).-- Translation: I do not wish to contradict General de Marinis,
but I can tell him of at least one police force, namely, that of France, which does not
possess armoured cars. And I believe that I am right in saying that some police forces
make use of certain weapons in Category I, or might have- occasion to use them, but that
could scarcely be used as an argument against the inclusion of such weapons in Category I,
which contains arms capable of being used for land warfare. It is certain - to reply to M. de
Palacios' question - that they cannot be used for naval or aerial warfare.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I ask you to vote on the motion for the inclusion of
armoured cars in Category I.

The motion was carried.
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The PRESIDENT.- Translation: Does the General Committee consider that this reference
to armoured cars should come in after the word " tanks " in sub-paragraph 11 ?

Agreed.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: Mr. Burton has proposed that Category I should be
referred back to the Drafting Committee so that it may be made perfectly clear that neither
this category nor its title include any of the arms or ammunition which appear in the other
categories. I put that proposal to the vote.

The proposal was accepted.

62. Declaration regarding the States bordering on Russia: Report of the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We now have to examine the text which has been sent
back to us by the Drafting Committee on the subject of the declaration regarding the States
bordering on Russia. The text proposed by the Drafting Committee reads as follows:

The High Contracting Parties agree to accept reservations which may be made
by Esthonia, Finland, Latvia, Poland and Roumania at the moment of their signa-
ture of the present Convention and which shall suspend in respect of these States,
pending the adhesion of Russia to the Convention, the application of Article C and
new article, both as regards export to and import into these countries by the High
Contracting Powers. These reservations shall not be interpreted as preventing the
publication of statistics in accordance with the the laws and regulations in effect
within the territory of any High Contracting Power."

The text of this article was adopted.

63. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Preamble Report of the
Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The next item on the agenda is the text of the Preamble
proposed by the Drafting Committee and which reads as follows:

............. 
..............

" Whereas the international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements
of war should be subjected to a general and effective system of supervision and publicity;

" Whereas such a system is not provided by existing treaties and conventions;
" Whereas, in relation to certain areas of the world, a special supervision of

this trade is necessary in order to render more effective the measures adopted by
various Governments as regards both the import of such arms and ammunition and
implements of war into these areas and their export therefrom ; and

":Whereas the export or import of arms, ammunition or implements the use
of which in war is prohibited by international law must not be permitted for such
purpose:

" Have decided to conclude a Convention for this purpose and have accordingly
appointed as their plenipotentiaties:

who, after communicating their full powers, found in good and due form, have agreed
as follows. "

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece). - Translation: At the beginning of the Conference, I proposed
an amendment in the following terms:

"The High Contracting Parties recognise that the present Convention should
be based upon equality of treatment between producing and non-producing countries."

Now that the amendment of Admiral de Souza e Silva and M. Guerrero has been
adopted, this legal equality has become an established fact, and there is consequently no longer
any reason for my amendment.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If no one has any other observations to make, I will
put to the vote the text of the Preamble as proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The text of the Preamble was adopted.

64. Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare: Consideration of the Revised text of the Draft
Protocol proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We will next examine the text of the Protocol regarding
chemical and bacteriological warfare, which is submitted to us by the Drafting Committee.
The text of the Protocol reads as follows:

" At the time of signing the Convention for the Control of the International
Trade in Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War of to-day's date, the under-
signed plenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Governments;
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"Considering that the use in war of asphyxiating, poisonous or other gases, andof all analogous liquids, materials or devices, has been justly condemned by thegeneral opinion of the civilised world, and that the prohibition of such use has beendeclared in treaties to'which the majority of Powers of the world are parties"And to the end that this prohibition shall be universally accepted as a partof international law, binding alike the conscience and the practice of nations "Declare that the High Contracting Parties, so far as they are not already partiesto treaties prohibiting such use, accept this prohibition, agree to extend this prohi-bition to the use of bacteriological methods of warfare, and agree to be bound asbetween themselves according to the terms of this declaration.
The High Contracting Parties will exert every effort to induce other Statesto adhere to the present Protocol. Such adesion will be notified to the Governmentof the French Republic and, by the latter, to all signatory and adhering Powers,and will 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 unlil September 30th, 1926.
The ratifications of the present Protocol shall be addressed to the Governmentof the French Republic, which shall at once notify the deposit of such ratificationto each of the signatory and adhering Powers.

" The instruments of ratification of and adhesion to the present Protocol remaindeposited in the archives 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 who have already deposited their ratifications.

Mr. MACWHITE (Irish Free State). - For the sake of clarity, I should have preferredthe Drafting Committee to have taken: into consideration the suggestion I made the otherday, but in view of the explanation it has given I withdraw that suggestion. I would like itto be understood, however, that many of the States participating in the present Conferencecannot use it as an excuse that they are already parties to similar treaties and that they are notexcused thereby from signing the present Protocol.
MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey).- Translation: The world will be deeply grateful to theConference for having achieved this hamanitarian object. The Turkish delegation gives itsunreserved support to the Protocol. However, in order to make it possible for every country'to adhere, I move the omission of a portion of the Preamble - namely, the opening words: " Atthe time of signing the Convention for the Control of the International Trade in Arms,Ammunition and Implements of War of to-day's date ".
The Protocol would then begin as follows:

" The undersigned plenipotentiaries, in the name of their respective Govern-ments;
"Considering . .

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: You have heard the proposal of the honourable delegatefor Turkey. I put that proposal to the vote.
The proposal o/ the Turkish delegate was put to the vote and adopted.
The PRESIDENT. -Translation: I now put to the vote the Protocol thus amended.
The Protocol was put to the vote and unanimously adopted.
The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I think, gentlemen, that I am not exceeding my dutiesas President in emphasising the importance of the vote which has just been taken. Whenone considers the number of Powers represented here and the authority and experience of thedelegates who have taken part in the proceedings it cannot be doubted that a unanimous vote

of this kind must have a most fortunate effect on the public opinion of the whole world. Ifeel, therefore, that, on behalf of public opinion, which: I represent here - for I am not myselfa delegate - that I may offer all the delegations my warmest congratulations. (Applause.)
The Committee rose at 5.40 p.m.
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TWENTY-THIRD MEETING

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

PRESIDENT: Count CARTON DE WIART.

65. Chapter VI of the Revised Draft Convention: Article W: Alternative Texts prepared by
the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT - Translation: The Drafting Committee has sent us a report and alter-
native texts for Article W as follows:

" The Drafting Committee has examined the amendments submitted by the
General Committee at the meeting of June 9th on the text of draft Article W.

" The Drafting Committee has found serious difficulty in adapting the text of
this article to the amendments adopted. In particular, the maintenance of the
principle of the ratification with reserves, together with the necessity of the ratifi-
cation of fourteen Powers, render it difficult to draft an article to define clearly the
date on which the Treaty may come into force.

" Nevertheless, in order to comply with the desires of the General Committee,
the attached text has been prepared. The Drafting Committee considers it its duty,
however, to inform the General Committee that this text does not appear to it to be
a satisfactory solution.

" The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that
it might wish to consider whether it would not be preferable to omit any reference
in the Convention to the possibility of undefined reserves. It is, of course, under-
stood that the normal practice with regard to reserves would apply - namely, that
any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must be accepted
by all the other Contracting States in order that it should be effective.

" If the General Committee is in agreement with the opinion of the Drafting
Committee, the draft text of No. 2 might be incorporated in the Convention,

Article W (Text No. 1).

" A first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications shall be drawn up by the
Government of the French Republic as soon as the Convention shall have been rati-
fied by fourteen Powers. This proces-verbal shall be notified to all the signatory
Powers.

" The present Convention shall definitely come into force four months from the
date of notification of this proces-verbal, provided that none of the Powers whose
names shall be included in the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications makes
any reservations, or seven months after such date if, reservations having been made
by one of the said Powers, such reservations are withdrawn or if no opposition thereto
has been communicated to the French Government by any other of the said Powers
within a delay of six months.

" But if such opposition has been communicated within the said period of delay
to the French Government, the latter will at once inform the Powers whose names
shall be included in the first proces-verbal of the deposit of ratifications and also
the other signatory Powers, and the definite entry into force will be dependent on
which of the above conditions for the entry into force is realised - that is to say,
whether there are fourteen ratifications without reservations or with reservations
to which no opposition is raised; the withdrawal of reservations or of opposition
thereto will be equally effective for the purpose of definite ratification.

" 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 rati-
fication or accession has been notified by the French Government to all signatory
and acceding Powers, unless reservations are made by a Government at the time
of its ratification or adhesion. In such a case the present Convention shall not be
considered to have been ratified by such Government unless, within six months from
the notification by the French Government of such deposit of ratification or adhesion
with reservations, no opposition to such reservations has been raised by any of the
High Contracting Powers or the reserves have been withdrawn.

Article W (Text No. 2).

" A first proces-verbal of the deposits of ratifications shall be drawn up by the
Government of the French Republic as soon as the Convention shall have been ratified
by fourteen Powers.
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" The present Convention shall come into force four months after the date of
the notification of this proces-verbal by the Government of the French Republic
to all signatory Powers.

" Subsequently, the present Convention shall come into force in respect of each
High Contracting Party four months after the date on which its ratification or adhesion
shall have been notified by the Government of the French Republic to all signatory
or adhering States. 

Colonel LOHNER (Switzerland). - Translation: I am in favour of Text No. 2 as proposed
by the Drafting Committee.

I should like to ask, however, whether the period of four months provided in the second
paragraph is still necessary. I think we might do without it, seeing that the Convention comes
into force as soon as it has been ratified by fourteen Powers.

I would also ask whether the General Committee thinks that the reservations to be sub-
mitted should be mentioned or not. If it thinks they should, we might add as a fourth para-
graph to Text No. 2 the first sentence of Article 26 of the original text, which reads as follows:

" Any Government may, on signing or adhering to the present Convention,
declare that it accepts its provisions, partially or conditionally, provided that the
High Contracting Parties consent . . .

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Colonel Lohner's first observation refers to the period
of four months provided in paragraph 2 of the text before us.

Colonel Lohner also asks whether we should not re-introduce the first sentence of the
original Article 26 as a fourth paragraph of Text No. 2. This clause gives any Government
the right to adhere to or sign the Convention with reservations.

If Colonel Lohner desires his suggestion to be an amendment, I would ask him whether
he thinks the second paragraph of the original Article 26 should not be brought back also.

Colonel LOHNER (Switzerland).- Translation : I think that we should not re-introduce
the second paragraph of the original Article 26 in Text No. 2, since, as the Drafting Committee's
report itself states, "it is, of course, understood that the normal practice with regard to reserves
will apply - namely, that any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must
be accepted by all the other contracting States in order that it should be effective. 

Will the General Rapporteur be so good as to give us his views on the subject ?
M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation : I will gladly accede to Colonel Lohner's

wishes.
The right of reservation already exists and cannot be called in question. Any Power,

when it adheres to or ratifies a convention, may make reservations or may accept any clause
conditionally or partially, provided, of course, that the other signatory States approve its
reservations.

That is the view put forward by the Drafting Committee with regard to reservations.
The Committee states:

" . in order to comply with the desires of the General Committee, the
attached text has been prepared. The Drafting Committee considers it its duty,
however, to inform the General Committee that this text does not appear to it to
be a satisfactory solution.

"The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that
it might wish to consider whether it would not be preferable to omit any reference
in the Convention to the possibility of undefined reserves. It is, of course, under-
stood that the normal practice with regard to reserves would apply - namely, that
any reserve which a State should consider it desirable to make must be accepted
by all the other contracting States in order that it should be effective. 

It would be possible, of course, to introduce into the Convention a clause providing for
such a scheme of reservations, but it would complicate the wording, because we must remember
that the Convention has to be approved by fourteen signatory Powers. For this reason, the
Committee preferred merely to draw attention to this question in the report, while at the same
time recommending the adoption of Text No. 2, which would obviate any difficulty in putting
the scheme of reservations into force. In the general report special mention is made of the
interpretation just suggested by the Swiss delegate, which is entirely in conformity with
existing law.

Colonel LOHNER (Switzerland). - Translation: I thank the Rapporteur for his reply,
and I am quite satisfied. We are now, I understand, to have in the final report a precise inter-
pretation of the procedure with regard to any reservations which it may be held necessary to
make.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I understand that Colonel Lohner does not desire to
have Article 26 brought back and if no one else wishes to do so we can pass to the second
question which he raised - namely, whether the period of four months provided in Text
No. 2 should be kept or whether it should be shortened. Is there any definite proposal on this
point ? The only proposal so far made is the period of four months suggested by the Drafting
Committee. If no amendment is put forward, this period of four months will remain in the text
which is now to be put to the vote.

It would appear from the discussion that no one wishes to retain the original text, and
it would therefore be better to vote on Text No. 2. This text provides that the Convention



- 368-

shall come into force four months after the date on which the ratifications or adhesions are
notified.

This text was put to the vote and adopted.

66. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article R. Text
prepared by the Drafting Committee.

Article R (Article 25 bis).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Drafting Committee has sent us the following
text on the question of the exclusion of certain territories:

" Any High Contracting Party may declare that its signature or ratification
or accession does not, as regards the application of the provisions of Chapter II and
of Articles Z 2, Z 3 and Z 4 of the present Convention, bind all or any one of the
territories subject to its sovereignty, jurisdiction or protection, provided that such
territories are not situated in the special zone as defined in Article Z 1.

"Any Contracting Party which has made such a declaration may, subsequently,
and in conformity with the provisions of Article S, adhere entirely to the present
Convention for any territories so excluded. Such High Contracting Party shall do
everything in its power to ensure as soon as possible the accession of any territories so
excluded.

" Any High Contracting Party may also, as regards the application of the pro-
visions of Chapter II and of Articles Z 2, Z 3 and Z 4, of the present Convention,
and in conformity with the procedure laid down in Article ......, denounce the present
Convention separately in respect of any territory referred to above.

" Any High Contracting Party which may have availed itself of the option of
exclusion or of denunciation provided for in the preceding paragraphs undertakes to
apply the provisions of Chapter II to consignments destined for territories in
respect of which the option has been exercised."

As no one wishes to speak, I will put the article to the vote.

The Article was adopted.

67. First Reading of the Revised Draft Convention (continued): Chapter VI, Article T: Third
Paragraph, reserved by the General Committee for Discussion together with Article R.

The PRESIDENT.-- Translation : As regards the general provisions we have still to deal
with Article T. The third paragraph of Article T was reserved. It reads as follows:

" 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 four years
mentioned above and may require that its denunciation shall take effect at the same
date as the first-mentioned denunciation."

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation : The retention of the third paragraph of
Article T may give rise to some uncertainty now that we have adopted text No. 2 of Article W,
which is connected with Article T.

Before the General Committee decides whether it will keep this paragraph or not, I think
I should explain why the Drafting Committee decided on the present wording.

It is possible that certain Powers may adhere to the Convention some months, or, indeed,
years, after the other Powers have done so.

The first paragraph of Article T states that the Convention may be denounced after the
expiration of four years.

Let us suppose that one Power ratifies the Convention in 1927 and another does not
ratify it until 1928. The former Power will be entitled- Vc denounce it in 1931. By doing so
it may lead the Power which adhered later to denounce the Convention also. The Drafting
Committee therefore thought it wise to provide that the period of four years for denunciation
should apply to the second Power as well as the first.

In any case, however, the wording of this paragraph requires amendment. It reads:
"the High Contracting Parties mentioned by name in paragraph 1 of Article W", but no
Powers are mentioned in Article W. If the General Committee thinks this paragraph should
be retained, it would have to substitute the words " referred to " for " mentioned by name ".

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I think it would be rather difficult simply to omit the
last paragraph of Article T altogether. As the Rapporteur has reminded us, the right to
denounce a Convention is a principle of international law, and when one Power uses this right
the others are entitled to follow suit. But there is nothing in international law which deter-
mines at what period the other Contracting Parties have the right to denounce the Convention.
This is stated in the Final Act, and for that reason we cann, ':: fit the last paragraph of Article T.

I think we must retain this paragraph, but it should -r eought into line with Article W,
on which we have now taken a final vote and which does not give any list of Powers the ratifi-
cation of which is necessary to bring the Convention into force.
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I ask you, then, whether the text of the last paragraph of Article T could not be established
at once.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation : Should the General Committee decide to
retain the principle of the last paragraph of Article T but not the actual wording, I venture
to propose the following:

" In case the present Convention should be denounced by one of the first fourteen
High Contracting Parties which sign it, any other Contracting Party may also, within
a period of one year, denounce the Convention without waiting for the expiration
of the period of four years mentioned above and may require that its denunciation
shall take place at the same date as the first-mentioned denunciation. "

This paragraph would then be consistent with Article W, which we have adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I will ask you to take a decision on the third paragraph
of Article T as amended by the Rapporteur.

The third paragraph of Article T, as amended by the Rapporteur, was adopted.

68. The Territory of Ifni: Declaration by the Spanish Government: Report by the Drafting
Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Drafting Committee has examined the Spanish
Government's statement on the subject of the territory of Ifni referred to it by the Geogra-
phical Committee. The Drafting Committee has prepared a special declaration which it pro-
poses should be signed at the same time as the Convention. This declaration reads as follows:

"The Spanish Government declares that, though the Spanish places in North
Africa, including Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, are not included in the special zones defined
in Article Z 1 of the Convention of to-day's date relating to the supervision of the
international trade in arms and ammunition and in implements of war, it agrees
to the inclusion of the territory of Ifni in the said special zones.

" The undersigned, in the name of their respective Governments, declare that
they agree that the regime established in Chapter III of the present Convention shall
apply to the territory of Ifni unless and until the Spanish Government shall notify
the High Contracting Parties that the said territory is to be excluded from the said
special zones. On and after the date of such notification the territory of Ifni shall
ipso facto cease to form part of the special zones and the regime established in
Chapter III shall no longer be applicable to the said territory."

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): As I understand it, this is
a Protocol separate from the general Convention, and it will not be included in the Final Act,
but kept as a separate document.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : That is stated in the text. The Drafting Committee's
report reads:

" The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest to the General Committee that
this text should constitute a special declaration which should be open for signature
at the same time as the Convention, since it contains provisions of a kind which are
not normally found in the Final Act."

I will put to the vote the text of the declaration which is to be signed at the same time as
the Convention.

The text of the declaration was adopted.

69. Application of Internal Laws and Regulations for the Prevention of Fraudulent Commerce
in Arms and Exchange of Information on this Question: Proposal by the Czecho-
slovak Delegation: Text proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The third item of our agenda is the examination of the
text drawn up by the Drafting Committee in regard to a declaration, proposed by the Czecho-
slovak delegation, for insertion in the Final Act.

This declaration reads as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties declare their firm intention to apply strictly
their internal laws and regulations to prevent anything that might constitute a
fraudulent commerce in arms, ammunition and implements of war, within the meaning
of the said laws and regulations, and to exchange with such parties as it may concern
all information material 'this purpose. "

I put to the vote this declaration, which is to be inserted in the Final Act.
The declaration was adopted.

24
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70. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Reports of the Geographical and
Drafting Committees.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: M. Matsuda, Rapporteur of the Geographical Committee,
has prepared a report on Chapter III of the draft Convention (Annex 14 (I)) and the Drafting
Committee has also submitted in regard to this chapter certain proposals.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: I see that the Republic of Liberia is not men-
tioned in the report of the Drafting Committee and is placed in the special zone. I protest
against this procedure, which is flagrantly unjust alike from the political and from the legal
point of view, since Liberia was one of the first States Members of the League of Nations and
possesses full sovereignty both at home and abroad, while her standard of civilisation and her
political, commercial, intellectual and moral life have reached a level which is worthy of all
praise.

Although Liberia is not represented at this Conference, I submit that that is no reason
why we should try to infringe the sovereignty of a State which is a Member of the League and
which is a sovereign State on the same footing as the other independent States which are
Members of the League.

I therefore ask that Liberia should be mentioned in Article Z 1, " Territorial Zone ", pro-
posed by the Drafting Committee as not being in the prohibited zone. I have here documen-
tary evidence in support of what I have said.

I would beg you, Mr. President, to take due note of my statement and to forward it to
the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Nicaraguan delegate asks us to refer his observations
to the Drafting Committee. It is not, however, for the General Committee to do so, since it
has full authority to take decisions, and when an amendment is submitted to it, it decides
for itself what it thinks should be done. It would be quite wrong for us to refer an observation
to the Drafting Committee.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: Could my request be put to the vote, then,
since it is a question of elementary justice ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : What I wished to point out was that your observation
can take the form of a definite proposal and be put to the vote, but you must put it forward
as an amendment, in accordance with the Rules of Procedure. You must put your proposal
in a definite form.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): I think this is a question
which can easily be solved without reference to the Drafting Committee. The United States
has a special interest in Liberia, as the origin of that country, as a separate nation, proceeded
from the United States years ago and there have been special connections between the two
countries ever since. If, therefore, any countries desire that Liberia should be fairly treated,
the United States must be included in the list. A proposed amendment has been distributed,
which I will read, and which I think makes the situation perfectly clear and provides adequately
for the rights of Liberia. I may say, however, that, by reason of the adjacent areas to Liberia,
there is a peculiar danger there and that may be one reason why it was included in the prohibited
zones. Our amendment reads as follows:

"Paragraph to be inserted as a third paragraph following the declaration relating to
Abyssinia:

"' If a State at present included in the special zone should, at the moment of
its adherence to the present Convention, assume the same undertakings as those
outlined in the first paragraph of this article, the High Contracting Parties declare
that they will consider that State as excluded from the said zone from the date that
its adherence becomes effective as specified in Article W and accept herewith the
obligations set forth in the second paragraph'".

Such a provision gives Liberia the same status as Abyssinia, and that seems to me to be
proper and right. I move the adoption of the amendment.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I should like to support the amendment which
has been proposed by the delegate for the United States. As my country has a contiguous
frontier with Liberia of very considerable length, it is deeply interested in this matter, and
a portion of British territory which is adjacent to Liberia will come within the special zone.
It is our wish that it should be so because we think that it is the best procedure whereby the
control over this traffic can be exercised. We do not see anything in the least derogatory
in this situation; the question simply concerns the method of controlling the traffic with
which this Convention is set up to deal.

We should view with considerable concern an amendment which was designed to exclude
Liberia entirely, and I doubt whether we should find it acceptable. We have no wish, how-
ever, to interfere with the desire of any State in this matter, and we think that the proposal
which has been made by the honourable delegate of the United States is one which would
meet the contingency. It would remove any misunderstanding as to the import of the inclusion
in the special zone and yet would secure that the regime of the control of arms which is adopted
in Sierrra Leone and the adjacent States would be adopted in the State of Liberia, their neigh-
bour. It is obviously desirable that the same regime should be carried out in these States.
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If, therefore, the amendment before us proves acceptable, we should be ready to agree
to it; I fear, however, that, if Liberia were absolutely excluded without any representation
from that Government, we should find it very difficult to accept such a provision. I therefore
very strongly support the amendment moved by Mr. Burton.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: I desire to express my thanks to the United
States delegation for the generous terms in which Mr. Burton has spoken of Liberia, and I
should also like to explain why I am interested in this question more than any other delegate.

Besides being the Nicaraguan delegate to the Conference I am also the Liberian Consul,
and on this ground I consider it my duty to intervene in the discussion.

I quite see the United States delegate's point of view, and if I understand his amendment
and the British proposal aright, I think the divergence of views is solely due to the fact that
Liberia is not represented at the Conference ; but I submit that this is not sufficient reason
for adopting the United States delegation's view. I think the most satisfactory solution of
the question - or at any rate one which would show how the trend of opinion lies - would be
to ask the General Committee to take a vote.

I ask the President to take note of what I have said.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: On behalf of the French delegation I desire to give
my most cordial support to Mr. Burton's proposal, and on similar grounds to those which led
the British delegate to support it, namely, that France also possesses territories adjoining
Liberia.

Moreover, as a member of the Geographical Committee, I have the honour to inform this
Committee and the Chairman of the Geographical Committee will bear me out - that the
question which is preoccupying the Nicaraguan delegate was not forgotten by that Committee.
At its first meeting the United States delegate drew attention to the position of Liberia, and
I can say that the question was closely examined.

In view of the absence of a Liberian delegation, no other solution to the question could
be found; but the formula which Mr. Burton proposes reserves Liberia's rights and should
therefore satisfy her requirements, and I believe it could be accepted, if not unanimously,
at any rate by the majority of the Conference.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: As Chairman of the Geographical Committee
I should like to confirm in a few words what M. Clauzel has said.

It is quite true that Liberia's case was carefully examined several times by the Geographical
Committee, but as Liberia is not represented at the Conference, we had to examine the question
by ourselves. As Spanish delegate, I should like to add - in view of the many relations which
exist between Liberia and certain Spanish colonies - that the reason for keeping Liberia in
the special zone was that we were faced with a status quo. Liberia was invited by the Secre-
tariat to send a delegation to the Conference. None was sent, nor did there appear to be any
desire on her part to change the present situation as laid down by the Act of Brussels, by which
Liberia is placed in a special zone. We were loath to change this situation; we did not wish
to deprive Liberia of the advantages it offered her. Under the zone regime, there are both
drawbacks and advantages, and each country must judge for itself whether it wishes to maintain
the status quo or not.

I have this very day asked the General Committee to include a Spanish territory in the
special zone, and this because in certain cases such a position actually has advantages.

We have before us the United States delegation's proposal, which would settle the Liberian
question. Liberia would remain in the same position as before, but could at once be excluded
from the special zone by simply accepting Mr. Burton's proposal.

The Spanish delegation therefore seconds the United States proposal. I would add that
my view does not conflict with that of M. Sottile. I fully appreciate the desire which he ex-
pressed, as he is Consul for Liberia, but I think it would be met by the adoption of Mr. Burton's
proposal.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : The observations I had intended to make when
I asked leave to address you again would have been almost entirely those which have been
put forward, much better than I could do, by the honourable delegates of France and Spain.
I only wish to add that it was not - to confirm what was said by the Chairman of the Geogra-
phical Committee - owing to the absence of Liberia that the Geographical Committee was led
to make its suggestion but the fact which was stated by the Spanish delegate, and also, of course,
the natural deduction that the special zone regime, being suitable for all the rest of that part
of the world, should be accepted by Liberia.

It seems to me, as has been very eloquently said by other delegates, that full satisfaction
is given to Liberia by the fact that she can, on signing a declaration, as proposed in the United
States amendment, adopt the regime which has been provided for in other cases - that is,
she can sign a declaration, and that will give full satisfaction to the British Empire, to Sierra
Leone and, I think, to all other adjacent States.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: With all due respect to the statements of the
United States, Spanish and British delegations, I would point out to M. de Palacios that, if
I am not mistaken, the Brussels Act only refers to slavery, and that on questions other than
slavery the Conference's Rules of Procedure surely provide that we may decide by vote whether
the amendment proposed by the British and United States delegations should be put to the
vote.

Can we take a vote on this question ?
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M. URRUTIA (Colombia). - Translation: I will not oppose the United States delegate's
proposal, since it is in the nature of a compromise. Nevertheless I must frankly confess
my surprise that we should place a State which is a Member of the League, and has consequently
fulfilled the requisite conditions for admission as regards both its independence and its frontiers,
on the same footing as a mandated territory. If we class Liberia as one of the countries included
in these territorial zones, it is equivalent to placing her, from the legal point of view, on the same
footing as protectorates or mandated territories. Whatever the interests of certain States,
we have no right to place countries outside the scope of common law simply because they are
not represented at our Conference. I will not oppose the United States amendment since,
as I say, it is in the nature of a compromise, but as representative of a Member of the League,
I keenly regret our attitude towards Liberia ; it is not consistent with the rights of that State
as a Member of the League.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I would remind the Nicaraguan delegate that he has
not yet submitted his amendment and, further, that we shall have to take a decision at one
of our next meetings - it may even be this afternoon's meeting - on the statement regarding
the situation of Abyssinia. Mr. Burton's amendment is, in fact, connected with that state-
ment, and I am inclined to think that, seeing we have to take a decision on his amendment,
the best course would be to defer the whole question of Liberia until then.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: I fully agree with the eloquent words of
M. Urrutia, the Colombian delegate, whose legal reputation is world-wide, and I venture to add
to what he has said by reminding you that Liberia was one of the original Members of the
League.

I note the President's proposal to postpone any decision on the Liberian question to a
later meeting.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I accordingly reserve Mr. Burton's amendment and its
effect upon the settlement of Liberia's position, and I put to the vote the paragraph regarding
the territorial zone, which reads as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties agree that the provisions of this Chapter apply
to the territorial and maritime zones hereinafter defined and referred to in the present
connection as the ' special zones '.

1. Territorial Zone.

" (a) The whole of the Continent of Africa except Egypt, Libya, Tunisia, Algeria,
the Spanish Possessions in North Africa, Ethiopia, the Union of South Africa, together
with the territory under its mandate, and Southern Rhodesia.

" This zone also includes the adjacent islands which are situated within 100 marine
miles from the coast and also Prince's Island (Principe), St. Thomas (Sao Thome),
Annobon and Socotra, but does not include the Spanish islands situated to the
north of 260 north.

"(b) The Arabian peninsula, Gwadar, Syria and Lebanon, Palestine and Trans-
jordan, and Iraq."

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation : As the text submitted to us will, if we approve
it, be the final one, I would remind you that the first paragraph speaks of the " zone terrestre ",
while just below, paragraph (I), refers to the " zone territoriale ". I think the same terms
should be used in both places.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : M. de Palacios is quite right. The term used in para-
graph 1 should be " zone terrestre ".

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). - Translation: Some days ago the Portuguese delegate on
the Geographical Committee felt bound to make certain comments on the proposal submitted
by Lord Onslow, on behalf of the South African Union, to exclude South-West Africa from the
special zones.

My observations were not based on any legal or political grounds but solely on the existing
situation. As I stated, this situation - which caused me some concern and even anxiety -
was as follows: Our Conference has decided to establish a system of special zones in order
to facilitate the supervision of the illicit traffic in arms. This is not a mere paper decision
but a practical measure, and has a worthy precedent in the Treaty of St. Germain, which we
signed.

The special zone in West Africa included, among other territories, our own province of
Angola and the territory of South-West Africa, for which the South African Union has been
given a mandate. The reason for this delimitation is that the territories placed in the special
zones are extensive but sparsely inhabited and by a population which is in a backward state
of development. This means that supervision will be a difficult matter, and will have to be
very different from that exercised in densely populated and civilised countries.

Thus, if our province of Angola is included in the special zone, our sea frontier is practically
closed to the trade in arms ; but if South-West Africa is not included in the zone, either the
southern frontier of Angola will be left practically unsupervised or else its supervision will
impose a very heavy financial burden upon us, and will even then prove ineffective. A glance
at the map will show you the immense gap which is left open in the south of Angola.

The Portuguese delegation's observations were, I submit, founded on facts. It was not
that we mistrusted our neighbours and friends of the South African Union, but we could not
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but accept as unreasonable the idea contained in the Convention of St. Germain, which we have
ourselves signed and which the Geographical Committee adopted in its original text.

Lord Onslow endeavoured to allay my misgivings by informing me that the strict laws
passed by the Government of the Union of South Africa regarding the export of arms, munitions
and implements of war will not endanger the common' frontier of Angola and South-West
Africa. He added that throughout the territory administered by the South African Union
it is forbidden to export arms without a licence and that the Government has wide discretion
as regards the refusal of licences. The regulations as to the carrying of arms are stricter there
than anywhere else.

Lord Onslow stated in conclusion that in these circumstances the Government of the Colony
of Angola might be confident that only those consignments which it wishes to admit will ever
enter its territory. Moreover, the measures in force in South-West Africa are stricter than
those provided by the Convention.

In view of these assurances, what am I to say ? The other arguments which Lord Onslow
advances, both from the administrative and from the legal point of view, do not invalidate
the remarks and comments we have already made. We referred solely to the actual circum-
stances which led to the creation of special zones.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation : It is clear that paragraph (a) only refers
to Africa; nevertheless, the sentence ends with the words "and Southern Rhodesia". The
second sentence: " This zone also includes . . . " calls for one comment. It speaks
of the adjacent islands which are situated within a hundred marine miles from the coast.
This obviously means the African coast, but would it not be better to say so ?

The same remark applies to Prince's Island. As there are Prince's Islands near Constan-
tinople it would better, I think, to state that the article refers to the Prince's Island situated
in the Bight of Biafra.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I am very much obliged to the honourable delegate
from Portugal for the very clear way in which he has stated the case which he has put before
the General Committee to-day. I should like to follow up what he has said by assuring him
that this is not a legal or political question; it is a practical question of how to get the best
possible system for the control of this traffic, and in order to do that we must deal with actual
circumstances and not with theories. I am going to endeavour to do as he did and deal with
the circumstances of the case and point out to the Committee why we feel that in the interests
of the Convention it would be more convenient to exclude this territory from the special zone
than to include it. I am going to speak entirely from a practical point of view.

South-West Africa was partly within and partly without the arms traffic area which was
defined in the Brussels Act. South-West Africa is mandated to the Government of the Union
of South Africa, and the Union of South Africa - a mandatory Power- has always considered
that this territory was not included in the special zone defined in the St. Germain Convention.

I am aware, of course, that the St. Germain Convention was signed in 1919, whilst the
mandate was settled later than that. When, however, the question of the administration
was decided upon by the South African Union, it considered, in its capacity as Mandatory,
the terms of the Convention of St. Germain, and came to the conclusion that under the terms
of the Convention South-West Africa was included in its territory, and for the following reason.
The Convention of St. Germain was concluded in French only, and according to the words
of the Convention there were excluded from the prohibited zone : " les territoires de l'Alge'rie,
de Libye et de ' Union sud-africaine ".

Now, this word " territoires" was one which the South African Government was called
upon to interpret when it received the mandate for South-West Africa, and it determined it
in such a way as to cover the mandated territory. I should like to explain at some length the
reasons for this decision, because it is desirable that they should be clear to the Committee.
First of all, there was the wording of the Convention of St. Germain which I have just read.
Secondly, the mandate under which South-West Africa is administered is of quite a different
type from any other mandate, because it was specially mentioned in paragraph 6 of Article 22
of the Covenant. South-West Africa was specially mentioned in that article as being among
territories which "can be best administered under the laws of the Mandatory as integral
portions of its territory ".

Now, the two texts the text of M. Matsuda and the text of paragraph 6 of Article 22
of the Covenant - should be taken together. Reading those two texts together, I say that
the Union Government had no doubt that South-West Africa was in the same position as the
Union itself and formed part of the Union for administrative purposes, and especially for the
purpose of this trade in arms. Such are the legal reasons for the view taken by the Union
and such are the reasons why it has administered the arms trade in the mandated territory as
if it were an integral portion of its own territory.

But there are other administrative reasons. The mandated territory, in accordance with
the terms of the Covenant, is administered under the laws of the Union, as an integral part
of the Union. I therefore submit - and the Union of South Africa agrees - that it would
be very anomalous and would lead to very serious administrative difficulties, if not to an
impossible situation, to put the mandated territory in a different position from that occupied
by the other parts of the Union.

I would like now to deal with the administrative difficulty which was so clearly pointed
out by the honourable delegate of Portugal and to answer his observations regarding the
possibility of smuggling arms from South-West Africa into Portuguese territory. There is
in South-West Africa a most complete code of law for the control of the arms trade. No arms
may be exported from the Union except under a licence from the Administration, which retains
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discretion as to the granting of licences. It is able to refuse or to grant licences at its discretion.
Any application for permission to export arms into the neighbouring territory-for example,
from South-West Africa into Portuguese territory - would not be allowed unless proof could
be produced that the Government of the importing territory - that is to say, the Government
of Portuguese West Africa - allowed that importation. Further, the same prohibition is
placed upon transit.

Again, in South-West Africa and the Union of South Africa, licences are required for the
possession and acquisition of arms. Licences are also required for dealing in arms, and, as
I ventured to say before, and as the honourable delegate very fairly and generously said, I do
not want to put my case too high. Generally speaking, however, the restrictions which are
imposed by law are as wide and as drastic as those contemplated in the regime under this Con-
vention. I believe I might almost say - in fact, I have ventured to give you details which
show, perhaps - that they are even stricter.

As I say, I do not want to put my case too high, but I think I can assure the Committee
that the regime is as strict as that contemplated by the Convention, and that there is, there-
fore, no greater probability under the present regime, as administered by the Union, that arms
would be smuggled into Angola than there would be if South-West Africa were included in
these special zones.

I would like to say that the Union of South Africa is equally animated by the desire expressed
by the Portuguese Government and the Government of Portuguese West Africa to prevent
this traffic in arms, and I am instructed to say that we feel that the spirit of the Convention
will be as well carried out under the rules and laws of the Union as it would be if this territory
were included in the special zone.

I have ventured to make this declaration at some length, and I hope that the Committee
will agree with me and that my honourable colleague will agree with me that, for reasons of
convenient administration, and for the general purposes of this Convention, the procedure
I have laid before you, and which the Geographical Committee has ventured to recommend
to the General Committee, will be the best in the long run and will secure the objects of the
Convention as well as the proposals which have been made by my honourable colleague.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). - Translation: I thank Lord Onslow for the assurance he has
been kind enough to give me. I will duly note it and will transmit it to my Government.

Mahmoud FAHMY EL KEISSY Pacha (Egypt). - According to paragraph (a) of the
article, the Sudan is included in the special zones. The Egyptian delegation desires to assure
the Committee that the Egyptian Government will not object, for reasons of administrative
convenience, to the inclusion of the Sudan in the special zones, with the reservation that this
position must not be taken as prejudicing the question of the future status of this zone.
I should like to have a note to that effect inserted in the verbatim report.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Apart from Mr. Burton's amendment, which will be
examined at a future meeting, the Committee has before it only the drafting amendment sub-
mitted by the Turkish delegation - namely, to add the word "African " before the word " coast"
and the words " in the Bight of Biafra " after the words " Prince's Island (Principe) ", in
order to avoid any misunderstanding.

I put to the vote the text proposed by the Drafting Committee, with the Turkish dele-
gation's amendments.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). - Translation: I ask for a vote by roll-call.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We will then vote on paragraph 1 of Article Z 1 by roll-
call.

The following delegates voted in favour of the amended text:

Abyssinia Greece
Brazil India
British Empire Italy
Canada Japan
Chile Portugal
Czechoslovakia Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and Slovenes
Egypt Spain
France United States of America.

The following delegations were present but abstained:

Belgium Nicaragua
China Persia
Denmark Poland
Esthonia Salvador
Finland Siam
Germany Sweden
Latvia Switzerland
Lithuania Turkey
Netherlands
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The following delegations were absent:

Austria Norway
Bulgaria Panama
Colombia Roumania
Hungary Uruguay
Irish Free State Venezuela
Luxemburg

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Paragraph 1, " Territorial Zone ", is adopted by 16
votes, with 28 abstentions ; the absent delegations are included among those which abstained.

Before we close the meeting, I will ask you to come to a decision on paragraph 2, " Maritime
Zone ", which reads as follows:

" A maritime zone, which includes the Red Sea, the Gulf of Aden, the Persian
Gulf and the Sea of Oman and is bounded 'by a line drawn from and following the
latitude of Cape Guardafui to the point of intersection with longitude 570 east of
Greenwich and proceeding thence direct to the eastern frontier of Gwadar. "

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: Persia was one of the first countries
which asked to take part in this Conference, and gladly welcomed its opening, because she
anticipated that the work jointly accomplished by the representatives of almost every country
in the world, for a humanitarian end, could not but be based on right and justice.

Now that we are nearing the end of our work, the Persian delegation finds that the Geogra-
phical Committee's report injures the interests of Persia and infringes her rights.

I will not refer here to the procedure which the Geographical Committee adopted during
its work in order to reach the result now before us, but the Persian delegation constantly pro-
tested against it at all the meetings at which it was represented.

As you can see, the effect of the, Geographical Committee's work is to place Persia in a
position even more difficult than it would have been under the Convention of St. Germain
had that Convention been brought into force.

All the seas to which Persia has access are placed in a special zone, and, in view of the
provisions of Chapter V, it is almost impossible for my country to sail its ships or engage in
the trade which is essential to its national existence.

As the result of unjust pressure exercised under various pretexts, Persia, I am sorry to say,
possesses no large merchant ships, and the provisions of Chapter V would completely destroy
the little that remains of her freedom of navigation. In order to be able to sail their ships
in freedom, large numbers of our ship-owners have been forced to register their vessels at
foreign ports.

The Persian delegation has the honour to inform the members of the General Committee
- whose spirit of justice and good will towards Persia is unquestioned - that the Persian
Government, however ready to adopt any measures necessary to prevent the illicit trade in
arms, munitions and implements of war, cannot accept certain clauses of the Geographical
Committee's report. It protests against the second paragraph of Article 8 of Chapter III,
which places the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman in the special zone. It also protests against
the provisions of Chapter V regarding supervision at sea, considering, as it does, that such
supervision will injure Persia's vital interests.

I beg you, Mr. President, to take note of my statement.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: As Chairman of the Geographical Committee,
I should like to reply briefly to what the Persian delegate has just said. I sincerely regret
that he has seen fit to protest against the Geographical Committee's procedure.

I in my turn desire to enter a protest and to say that the Geographical Committee's pro-
cedure was the same as that followed by all the other Committees of the Conference. Decisions
were in all cases taken on a majority vote. Opinions differed, of course, but on some occasions
the voting was in favour of the Persian delegate's view.

As Chairman of the Geographical Committee, I was always careful to see that Persia was
represented on all the Sub-Committees appointed by the Geographical Committee. Conse-
quently, whatever the result of the Geographical Committee's work, the Persian delegation
has always had a chance of expressing its views. This very morning the Persian delegation
announced its intention not to take part in some of the work of the Geographical Committee.
and once again, as Chairman of that Committee, Iendeavoured to dissuade it from its purpose.
I think, therefore, that it has had every opportunity of defending its views. Whether the majo-
rity of the Committee was right or wrong in rejecting those views I cannot say. That is for
the General Committee to decide.

Sir Percy Cox (India). - I will not enter into the argument just advanced by the Persian
delegate but I cannot pass over all the statements that he has made this morning. He has
adopted the attitude that the provisions of this article of the Convention - Article 15, espe-
cially - are directed against Persian trade, against Persian vessels. I strongly challenge
that assertion. The zone and all the articles concerning the zone regime are, as we all know,
constructed on the basis of previous Conventions to control effectively the illicit traffic in arms.
It is unfortunate that Persia should be one of the States lying along the seas of the maritime
zone, but Persia is not alone in that respect.

Great Britain has territory along the zone, and three other sovereign Powers have similar
territory and are in precisely the same position as Persia. The view, therefore, of the Persian
delegation that these provisions are directed against Persian trade and that Persia will not
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be able to trade in these waters is purely imaginary. Lawful trade is amply safeguarded, and
there is no more fear of Persia being in danger of persecution than any of the High Contracting
Parties which are within the zone.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: As I have already said, I have
no intention of adverting to the question of the procedure which has led to the results reached
to-day. I merely wish to say that the Persian delegation did not take part in the discussion
on Chapter V, and that the position in which Persia has been placed as regards navigation in
the Persian Gulf is most deplorable.

It is true, as the Chairman of the Geographical Committee pointed out, that the Persian
delegation was on several occasions asked to take part in certain discussions, but its position
was such that it could not possibly do so, and often, therefore, it either absented itself or retired
in protest. Accordingly, the report submitted does not represent the unanimous views of the
Committee. Persia had no chance whatever of defending her interests. I repeat that Chapter V
strikes a direct blow at Persia's trade, since Great Britain, having mandatory powers in Iraq,
Arabia and India, is at full liberty to organise the control and supervision of her subjects' ship-
ping. The only independent country whose trade will be affected by these provisions will be
Persia, since this chapter will apply principally to Persian vessels of very small tonnage.

The Indian delegate alluded to the voting of the Geographical Committee. Iwould point
out that throughout the discussion in that Committee there was only one occasion on which
the vote was in Persia's favour - the decision to exclude Persian vessels from the scope
of Chapter V. But this vote itself was given in the morning and taken up again in another
form in the afternoon ; the result was that Persian vessels were brought under the scope of
this chapter after all.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - During all the discussions which we have had
on this subject and which have now been prolonged for some time, it has been in my mind
that there was a misunderstanding of the situation on the part of the honourable delegate for
Persia. He appears to me to think that those who do not share his point of view are claiming
a special position for themselves; but I would like to point out that that is not the case. We
have suggested, and we adhere to it, that all vessels of the type described in this Convention
to be found in those seas and engaged in that commerce - all vessels of that character belong-
ing to whatever Power, whether they belong to Great Britain, whether they come from India
or from Persia, whether they come from Iraq or Muscat or Nejd or any other parts of those
seas - should be on a perfect and absolute equality and that they should, therefore, be on
absolutely equal terms and be treated all alike, and that no nation should have any superiority
with regard to its ships, commerce, etc., over any other. Nor is there any suggestion whatever
that the commerce of any nation should be interfered with. I think that Sir Percy Cox would
agree with me that neither Great Britain nor the British Empire nor India wishes in any way
to interfere with legitimate commerce. Indeed, it is quite the other way. We wish to do
everthing we can to foster it.

The honourable delegate for Persia said- or I understood him to say that Persia was
the only independent State in those areas, but there are parts of the British Empire in those
areas and I would venture to suggest that the British Empire is equally an independent State.
I do not quite understand how it can be suggested that those portions of the British Empire
are not part of an independent State.

Again, the Persian delegate made a statement which I confess I heard with some surprise.
He referred to the mandated territory of Iraq. He said - and I entirely agree with him - that
that is territory for which the British Empire is responsible. But he also made another state-
ment. Unless I misunderstood him, he said that the British Government had a mandate for
Arabia. That is the first I have heard of it. We have no mandate for Arabia at all. Muscat
and the Hedjaz and other places have independent sovereignties. It is true that there are
areas under protection in those seas, but they are not on the same footing as Iraq. There
are a number of independent States on the western shores of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of
Oman. I venture to think that the situation is not quite clear and that there is some misunder-
standing. Our object is simply and solely to control this traffic in arms and to treat fairly and
equally all nations which are using those seas and to the vessels of which this Convention applies.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : As it is now late I will not ask you to take a vote. We
will vote at our next meeting, but we might now consider the discussion as closed.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation : I quite agree that the vote should
be postponed until the next meeting, but I beg the President not to regard the discussion as
closed.

The PRESIDENT.-- Translation: I will consult the Committee on this point. I thought
the discussion should be regarded as closed because I have no more speakers on my list, and
our work must be concluded at the earliest possible moment.

If the Persian delegate wishes to speak, he can, of course, do so, but I trust that no more
than one or two members will wish to address the Committee on this question.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation : As I pointed out in my statement,
this question is of vital importance to Persia. I must therefore insist that the discussion
should be left open and that Persia should have a further opportunity of vindicating her rights
and interests; she may, perhaps, find among the members of the Conference defenders who,
for justice' sake, will take up her case and help her to safeguard her position.
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The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I will call upon the Persian delegate to speak, and if
any other members wish to continue the discussion they will be at liberty to do so; but I venture
to urge that, in the general interest, we should not prolong the debate by merely repeating
the same arguments over and over again.

The Committee rose at 1.50 p.m.

TWENTY-FOURTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Thursday, June 11th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

71. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Reports of the Geographical and
Drafting Committees (continued).

Article Z 1 (continuation of the discussion).

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: When we rose this morning I told you that I proposed
to resume this afternoon the discussion of the maritime zone as provided for in paragraph 2
of Article Z 1. The provisional agenda, however, which has just been distributed to you,
contains as its first item the declaration by Abyssinia; but. if the Persian delegate insists,
we can first resume the discussion which was interrupted this morning.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: In the statement which I made
this morning I explained clearly how the report by the Geographical Committee, which places
the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman within the prohibited zone, infringes the rights of Persia
and strikes a very serious blow at her lawful and vital interests in those waters. I repeat
that the work of the Geographical Committee, with which we are now dealing, is the outcome
of a procedure against which the Persian delegation has never ceased to protest. I call upon
the honourable members of the General Committee to pronounce upon the following point:
Has the Conference the right to take measures by voting which are harmful to the rights of
a sovereign State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country
at that Conference ?

I request the President to put this question to the vote.

Sir Percy Cox (India). - The President asked this morning before the adjournment that
the speeches after lunch should be as short as possible and that we should not repeat argu-
ments which had already been examined, I might say, ad nauseam.

But we are now going to vote, if I understand aright, upon a question which is of the utmost
importance to the Government which I represent, of more importance to it than to any other
of the Governments represented here, I think. It is my duty, therefore, before the vote is
taken, to endeavour to assure myself that the delegates who are going to vote are aware of
the vital importance of the question which is now being put to them.

The question is whether the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman are or are not to remain
in the maritime zone. Earlier in the discussions, the Persian delegates contended that the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were national waters of Persia. That claim was considered
by the Legal Committee, which decided that, from the point of view of international law, the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were open seas. Persia is only one of the countries which
own territory on the shores of these seas. India, Muscat, Iraq and various principalities
on the western shore of the Gulfs are equally interested.

It is in the Persian Gulf and in the northern part of the Gulf of Oman that the pearl trade
has its home, and which exports about three million pounds' worth of pearls to Europe and
America in the year. The Persian claim would suggest that the Persian Gulf and the control
of the pearl trade is the right of the Persian Government alone; but such a claim cannot be
maintained for a moment. The only aspect of the question with which we are dealing now
is the aspect which concerns the aim of the Convention which we have come here to conclude.
Hitherto, the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman have been the home of the arms traffic, which
we are anxious to control, and it is quite out of the question, from the point of view of the Indian
Government, that those waters should be excluded from the maritime zone and the special
regime accorded to it.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: I am greatly surprised to hear the
honourable delegate of India repeating the same statements which I heard made in the Legal
Committee when it was called upon to examine the situation in the Persian Gulf. When I
enquired of that Committee the object of such examination, I was told that it was made because
the Persian delegation claimed that the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman were Persian territorial
waters. I was, and still am, unaware that any such statement was made by my delegation.
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The Sea of Oman and the Persian Gulf are both of them seas open to all the world, whether
to vessels belonging to countries bordering on these seas or belonging to more remote States.
If Persia has a particular interest in this question, the reason is that these two seas wash her
shores and because it is essential to her maritime interests that she should be allowed complete
freedom of navigation upon them.

At the time of the Brussels Convention regarding slavery - there was then no question
of arms - certain Powers succeeded in almost entirely stifling our navigation on these two
waters. To-day, as a result of the provisions proposed in Chapter V of our Convention, the situa-
tion is still worse.

If security is at stake, as the honourable delegate of India declares - and this is not
proved - I do not understand why he should be so anxious about it, since, apart from Persia,
the other States bounded by these seas are all under the jurisdiction of Great Britain, which
is thus in possession of all the necessary means of controlling the traffic.

The delegate of India has this afternoon repeated arguments which cannot compare
in force with the case for Persia. In any event, this is a vital question for my country, which
can never accept an infringement of her legitimate rights, which are recognised by the whole
world and which she possesses as an independent State and a Member of the League of
Nations.

Sir Percy Cox (India) : The Persian delegate said that Persia should have the same rights
in the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman as the High Contracting Parties had in their own
waters.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I wish just to say that I suppport most whole-
heartedly everything that Sir Percy Cox has said. The question before us is one of vital
importance both to the Indian Empire and the British Empire, and if the Conference decided
to exclude the Persian Gulf, the Gulf of Oman and the Straits of Ormuz from the maritime
zone, my Government would view such a decision with the gravest concern. I fear even that
such a decision might have a very seriously prejudicial effect upon the Convention as a whole,
so far as we are concerned.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I am quite willing to allow this discussion to be continued,
but I must beg speakers not to repeat arguments over and over again.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: I will ask the President to put to
the Committee the following question :

Is the Committee competent to take measures by voting which injure the rights of a sove-
reign State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The customary procedure requires that every motion
or proposal should be submitted in writing, and your President himself has to submit to this
regulation.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: I set down my question in writing
at the beginning of the discussion and I will hand it to you in a few moments.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I have not yet seen the text. Meanwhile, I would
communicate to the Persian delegate my doubts whether our Conference, which has met for
a specific purpose - namely, to revise the Convention of St. Germain - can pronounce upon a
question of principle such as the one submitted to us.

(The Persian delegate handed to the President the written text of his question.)

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The question asked by the Persian delegate is as follows:
" Is this Conference competent to take measures which injure the rights of a sovereign
State and a Member of the League of Nations, in spite of the protests of that country ? 

Sir Percy Cox (India) : Mr. President, I submit that the terms of the amendment beg
the question whether there is any interference with the rights of a sovereign State. They
assume that.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The question put by the Persian delegate is a statement
of principle and has no connection at all with the object of this Conference. It seeks to ascertain
whether we can take measures which injure the rights of a sovereign State, a Member of the
League of Nations.

In order that everyone may be clear upon this matter, I may add that we are now no
longer speaking of a territorial zone; that question was settled this morning to Persia's satis-
faction, since she was not included within the territorial zone. We are now dealing with mari-
time zones. Several seas, such as the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman, which
are generally regarded as open seas, are here included within the maritime zone in virtue of
the text which has been submitted to us, and which has only reproduced the St. Germain
Convention.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: On the seas which you have
just mentioned there is no other independent country with interests at stake, which is repre-
sented here and is a Member of the League of Nations. Persia is the only independent and
sovereign State here represented which possesses freedom of navigation in those waters, and
she protests and will continue to protest if her rights are injured by special measures of this
kind.
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Mr. GRAVES (Egypt): I would like to remind the honourable delegate for Persia that
Egypt, although she is not yet a Member of the League of Nations, is a sovereign State and
is bounded by the Red Sea.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: If I made the mistake which the
Egyptian delegate has pointed out, that does not affect my protest in the least, and I maintain
that the sovereign rights of a State must not be infringed.

Egypt is at liberty to suffer her rights to be infringed, but Persia is not, for that reason,
obliged to follow suit.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I rise on a point of order and beg to ask whether
this is really a convenient moment at which to put a question of this kind. Surely, if this
is a question of principle which governs the deliberations of the whole Conference, it should
not have been raised in the middle of a discussion on a particular chapter of the Convention
but at the beginning of the Conference, as a guiding principle for the deliberations. I fail
to see how it can be introduced at this stage of our proceedings.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I would ask the Persian delegate whether, after the
remarks which have just been made, he still insists upon our voting upon this extremely
general and vague question of principle which he has submitted.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation : The text of my statement may be
vague, but the idea which inspires the Persian delegation is perfectly clear. We are concerned
with Persia's right of navigation in open seas and in all other seas. My country is entitled to
free navigation in all seas, and this right it firmly intends to safeguard. This is the principle
upon which my text is based.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I hope that the Persian delegation is convinced of our
earnest desire to do nothing which may affect the sovereignty or wound the legitimate sus-
ceptibilities of Persia, but I would point out to that delegation that any convention between
nations as well as any convention between private parties presupposes certain concessions,
since otherwise there would be no need for a convention. All nations which, in the interests
of humanity, participate in a general agreement, dictated by some high interests, are called
upon to make sacrifices, industrial, maritime or other, and no international convention is ever
concluded without certain mutual concessions.

We are now informed that the Conference has not the right to take measures which injure
the interests of a sovereign State and a Member of the League of Nations. Every State here
present is absolutely entitled to refuse or to withhold its signature or adherence to the Conven-
tion, but I would ask whether a vote upon a statement of principle like that raised by the
Persian delegation is not calculated to lead to misunderstandings of every kind.

For this reason and in order to arrive at a happy solution, I would ask the Persian dele-
gation whether it considers it essential that I should submit to the Committee the question
whether its proposal shall be put to the vote, for the Committee must first decide by a two-
thirds majority vote whether a vote shall be taken on the Persian motion or not. I do not
at all wish to take this first vote, and I should like to ask whether there is any value in
continuing the discussion of such a matter as this.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : For the first time since the beginning of the
Conference I find myself in an awkward situation, since I have hitherto always shown sym-
pathy with Persia. We have supported Abyssinia and Persia because we were convinced
that it is essential to reduce the prohibited zones to the necessary minimum, even if it would
not be possible altogether to dispense with them. In this case I am not entirely in agreement
with Persia in voting upon a question which concerns that country alone and which may lead
all of us into an illegal course, for it is clearly understood that the Conference cannot infringe
the sovereignty or the rights of any of the States here represented.

According to Article 10 of the Covenant, "The Members of the League undertake to respect
and preserve as against external aggression the territorial integrity and existing political
independence of all Members of the League ". This idea is so clearly expressed that it is
impossible to vote upon the question at a Conference held under League auspices. Moreover,
the case of Persia has arisen because of previous treaties, such as that of St. Germain, in which
Persia was included in the prohibited zone.

The Preamble to the Covenant of the League of Nations says that the States undertake to
maintain justice and a scrupulous respect for all treaty obligations in the dealings of organised
peoples with one another. I will therefore appeal to the common sense and the conciliatory
spirit of my Persian colleague. If he will make an acceptable proposal concerning Persia only,
he may obtain a majority of votes, but if he puts the question in its present form, I shall, for one
be unable to vote in favour of it.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: I must point out that not all the
considerations put forward by the honourable delegate of China are quite in conformity with
right. For the purposes of his argument he has referred to the Convention of St. Germain,
but this Convention was concluded against the rights and interests of Persia. It has never
been recognised by my country, which has always protested against it. I do not understand
the arguments of the Chinese delegate, for a treaty which is not recognised by one of the parties
to it has no juridical value for that party.

With regard to the question raised by the President as to Persian susceptibilities and
sovereignty, I must state that we are not concerned alone with the sovereignty or susceptibilities
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of Persia but rather with her right to complete freedom of navigation. This right has already
been impaired and indeed almost destroyed by deliberate and systematic restrictions imposed
on the grounds of an illicit traffic in arms. Persia's only remaining right was the possession
of a few small vessels. If the provisions of the draft Convention are accepted, our navigation
will be brought to a complete standstill. If the question had been only one of Persia's rights,
my country would have made sacrifices in order to allow the High Contracting Parties to
attain the humanitarian end which they have in view. But this is no question of susceptibilities,
or of sovereignty, or even of rights. Persia's vital interests are at stake.

The Persian delegation has already declared that it was ready to co-operate in all measures
which might be considered necessary in order to prevent illicit traffic in arms in these areas,
on condition, however, that no measures should be taken of a nature to destroy her maritime
trade - possibly, too, without any good purpose being served.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: If the honourable delegate for Persia maintains the
proposal which I have just read to you, I would recall to you the wording of our Rules of Proce-
dure.

Rule 11 provides that the Conference may decide at any meeting, by a two-thirds majority
vote, to allow a draft resolution or motion proposed at the meeting to be discussed and voted
upon.

In the case in point, therefore, the Conference must decide by a two-thirds majority vote
whether the question should be voted upon.

Dr. LANGE (Norway). - Translation: I entirely agree with our President, and I will
even go further. I would ask whether the Conference would not be exceeding its competence
in voting upon such a proposal. I therefore move the previous question. This vote seems to me
impossible, and the Conference would be adopting an attitude hitherto unheard of in the annals
of international law if it were to concern itself with a question which is wholly outside its pro-
gramme and its competence.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: As soon as the previous question is raised by a member
of the Conference, such question takes precedence of any kind of proposal.

We must therefore decide whether this proposal should be further discussed.

It was decided not to discuss the proposal further.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: This question being now settled, there is no occasion
to put the proposal to the vote.

It accordingly rests with us now to decide upon the text submitted to us by the Drafting
Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: In this case I simply propose to
exclude from the maritime zone the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: That proposal appears to me quite acceptable. You
are therefore asked to delete the words "the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman " from the
text submitted to you by the Drafting Committee.

In this connection I would remind you of paragraph 7 of Rule 12 of our Rules of Procedure,
which says : " If an amendment striking out part of a proposal is moved, the Conference shall
first vote on whether the words in question shall stand as part of the proposal ".

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): I wish to say that we are now dealing with this
point for the first time as an actual question. If the words of this motion were accepted,
I think that my Government would consider such a decision to be a vital blow to the Conference
and I fear that I could not, therefore, accept the excision of the words " the Persian Gulf and
the Sea of Oman ".

Sir Percy Cox (India) : I have to make a similar statement on behalf of the Government
of India. If the Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman were to be excluded from the maritime
zone, my Government would not, I feel sure, be a party to the Convention.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : If no one else wishes to speak, we will proceed to vote.
We will first vote on that part of paragraph 2 of Z 1 regarding which there is general

agreement - that is to say we will leave on one side for the moment the words " the Persian
Gulf and the Sea of Oman ".

This part of paragraph 2 was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We must now decide whether the words " the Persian
Gulf and the Sea of Oman " shall be deleted or retained.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: I ask for a vote by roll-call.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I will take the vote by roll-call.

The following States voted for the retention of the words :

British Empire, Canada, Egypt, France, Greece, India, Irish Free State, Italy, Portugal.

The following States voted against :

China, Persia, Turkey.
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The following States abstained:

Abyssinia, Belgium, Brazil, Chile, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, Esthonia, Finland, Germany,
Japan, Lithuania, Nicaragua, Netherlands, Norway, Roumania, Salvador, Kingdom of the
Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, Siam, Spain (M. de Palacios, being Chairman of the Geographical
Committee, decided to abstain from voting), Sweden, United States of America.

The following States were absent:

Austria, Bulgaria, Colombia, Hungary, Latvia, Luxemburg, Panama, Poland, Switzerland,
Uruguay and Venezuela.

The retention of the words "Persian Gulf and the Sea of Oman" was decided by 9 votes
to 3, twenty-one States abstaining and eleven being absent.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: The Persian delegation protests
against this vote.

Article Z 2.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Article Z 2 reads as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties undertake not to permit arms, ammunition and
implements covered by Categories I, II and III to be exported to places within the
special zones unless a licence has been issued in conformity with the conditions defined
in Article Z 3.

" The High Contracting Parties also undertake, each in respect of any territory
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special
zones, not to permit arms, ammunition and implements covered by the categories
above mentioned to be imported into such territory unless their import has been
authorised by the authorities of the territory concerned ".

Article Z 2 was adopted.

Article Z 3.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation: This Article reads as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake not to issue export licences required
under Article Z 2 unless they are satisfied that the conditions stated in paragraphs
(a) or (b) hereunder are fulfilled, as well as the conditions laid down in Articles B,
D, G and E in all cases where arms, ammunition and implements covered by
Categories I and II are concerned:

(a) That, if an export is being made to the territory under the sovereignty,
jurisdiction, protection or tulelage of a High Contracting Party, all arms, ammu-
nition or implements covered by Categories I, II and III (1), to which the licence
applies, are required for lawful purposes and that the authorities of the territory
to which they are consigned are willing to admit them; in the case of arms,
ammunition or implements covered by Category 111(2) and (3), it is only required
that a copy of the licence issued should be sent to the authorities aforesaid
before the export takes place.

" (b) That, if an export is being made to territory which is not under the
sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage of a High Contracting Party,
all arms, ammunition or implements covered by Categories I, II and III are
required for lawful purposes and will not be used in any manner contrary to the
provisions of this Convention and any other international agreement."

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America) : I desire to move a motion
to strike out the last five words of Article Z 3: " and any other international agreement". It
seems to me that this phrase is altogether too indefinite. It is presumed that international
agreements would be respected, but such a clause would impose upon a country the respon-
sibility of obtaining information in regard to any and all international agreements, some of
which might not be brought to its attention. It seems to me that paragraph (b) of Article Z 3
is complete without those words.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Mr. Burton's amendment seeks to delete the last words
of Article Z 3. I will put it to the vote according to the Rules of Procedure. I mean that,
since this proposal involves the deletion of certain words, I will ask you to vote on whether
the words in question shall stand.

The amendment by the delegate of the United States put to the vote and adopted and
paragraph (b) of Article Z 3 was adopted as amended.

Article Z 4.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The text of Article Z 4 reads as follows :
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"The High Contracting Parties undertake to publish, in addition to the statistical
returns provided for in Article C and . . .. [new article] in respect of the arms,
ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III (1), a return of
arms, ammunition and implements covered by Category III (2) and (3) exported
to territory situated within the special zones. This return shall be published within
the same time-limit and at the same intervals as those provided in the 1st paragraph
of Article C, and shall contain, as far as possible, the same particulars. 

Article Z 4 was adopted.

Article Z 5.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Article Z 5 reads as follows:
" The High Contracting Parties agree that arms, ammunition and implements

covered by Categories I, II and III shall only be admitted into territory within the
special zones by such ports or other places as the authorities of the State, colony,
protectorate or mandated territory concerned shall designate for this purpose.

" An authorisation must be given by a duly authorised officer of the authorities
aforesaid in each case before any such arms, ammunition or implements may be
reconsigned to any place outside the territory to which they have been admitted.

" Trade in such arms, ammunition and implements within the special zones
shall be subjected to the supervision of agents of the authorities aforesaid.

" The admission and transit of and trade in such arms, ammunition and imple-
ments within the said zones shall also be subjected to the provisions of Section I,
paragraphs 1, 2 and 3, a of Annex II of the present Convention, to which provision
the High Contracting Parties undertake to conform. "

Article Z 5 was adopted.

Article Z 6.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of Article .Z 6 reads as follows:
" The manufacture, assembly and repair, within the special zones, of arms,

ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III shall be subjected
to the provisions of Section I, paragraph 4, of Annex II of the present Convention,
to which provisions the High Contracing Parti es undertake to conform. 

Article Z 6 was adopted.

Article Z 7.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: Article Z 7 reads as follows:
" The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory

under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special
zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition or materials
covered by Categories I, II or III, unless their transport to their destination is assured
and unless, in all cases where their destination is another territory also situated in
the special zones, the authorities of such territory have authorised their import.

"If for the purposes of transport to a territory situated within the special zones
it is necessary to utilise a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones,
the transit shall be permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the pre-
ceding paragraph, at the request of the authorities of the importing territory, pro-
vided that such authorities guarantee that the arms, ammunition or material in respect
of which the request is made shall not at any time be sold, otherwise transferred,
or in any way used contrary to the provisions of the present Convention.

" Nevertheless, if the attitude or the disturbed condition of an importing State
constitutes a threat to peace or public order, permission for transit may be refused
to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous territories until this threat
has ceased to exist. "

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: The fourth line in the text proposed by the Drafting
Committee says " not to permit the transit across such territory of arms . . . ".

The Geographical Committee, when called upon to study this clause, decided, on the
proposal of the Italian delegation, to insert after the word " transit " the words " by land ".
I do not know whether this article with its present wording has the same meaning as when
the words " by land " were included. I simply desire to point out the omission of those words.

The PRESIDENT. -- Translation : Does M. Matsuda propose to introduce the words " by
land " after the word " transit " ? If so, I would ask him to submit his amendment to us.

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy). - Translation: I desire to support the proposal of M. Matsuda
that the words " by land " should be inserted in Article Z 7 at the place mentioned. These
words were adopted by the Geographical Committee.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): When this Article passed through the Geographical
Committee I made a reservation in regard to paragraph 4. In the original text the third line
of paragraph 4 read as follows: " Permission for transport shall be refused to such State,
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etc. " ; and an amendment was moved by which the word " may" was substituted for " shall ".
Personally, I should prefer to revert to the original word " shall", for the following reasons.
The first paragraph of the Article reads :

" The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory
under its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special
zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition or materials
covered by Categories I, II or III, unless their transport to their destination is assured
and unless, in all cases where their destination is another territory also situated in
the special zones, the authorities of such territory have authorised their import."

If the word " may " is retained and the Power to which the arms are being transported
exercises its rights, it can hold them up. Let us consider the case of a country, on the one side
of the importing country in the special zone, through which the arms are imported; there is
a possible danger, unless the word " shall " is retained, of arms being transported which may be
of danger to a third country, whereas if the word " shall " is retained this danger cannot arise.
I think therefore that in order to safeguard more completely the general peace it should be
obligatory on countries to stop the transit of arms if those arms should be thought to be detri-
mental to a third party.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The British amendment consists in substituting the
word " shall " for the word " may " in the last paragraph of Article Z 7.

We now have two amendments before us, the Japanese amendment and the British amend-
ment.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation : During the discussion in the Geographical
Committee, the following wording was adopted:

" The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to transit
through the special zones of consignments of the arms, ammunition and appliances
specified in Article 1 for a destination in the territory of one of the Contracting Parties
but not in a special zone. "

This sentence has disappeared from the Article now under discussion. I would ask
M. Matsuda to be so good as to explain to me why it has been suppressed.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I am sorry to say that I cannot answer this question.
I do not know why the Drafting Committee excluded this sentence, and he must apply to
that Committee for an answer.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation: The gist of the paragraph referred
to by the Turkish delegate is contained in the report. This is perhaps why the paragraph
was not inserted in the Article under discussion. At the same time, we have no objection
to its being re-inserted in the article as proposed by the Turkish delegate. The same sentence
could be inserted in the text with which we are now concerned.

The PRESIDENT.--- Translation: The Committee has heard the answer given by the
Rapporteur in reply to the Turkish delegate. We might therefore introduce the sentence in
question into Article Z 7.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation : It was agreed by the Geographical Com-
mittee that it was necessary for the sentence on transit through the special zones to figure
in the article integrally and clearly. It should not be incorporated in a paragraph, but inserted
in the Article in some distinct manner.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Committee now has to decide on three points:
the Japanese amendment, the British amendment and the proposal made by the delegate
of Turkey. The Japanese amendment consists in adding the words " by land " after the
words " not to permit the transit " in the first paragraph of Article Z 7.

The Japanese amendment was voted upon and approved.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The British amendment is to substitute the word " shall "
for the word " may " in the last paragraph of Article Z 7.

The British amendment was voted upon and approved.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The proposal by the Turkish delegation is to introduce
into Article Z 7 the following sentence :

" The prohibition referred to in the above paragraph shall not apply to transit
through the special zones of consignments of the arms, ammunition and appliances
specified in Article 1 for a destination in the territory of one of the Contracting Parties
but not in a special zone. "

Before putting this amendment to the vote, we might consider the question of referring
it to the Drafting Committee if it is adopted. It is therefore subject to its being referred
to the Drafting Committee that I now ask you to decide on the inclusion of the above-mentioned
paragraph.
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The proposal by the Turkish delegate was voted upon and adopted, and the Article was referred
to the Drafting Committee.

Subject to the above amendments, Article Z 7 was adopted.

M. COBIAN (Spain), Rapporteur. - Translation: Now that the Committee has decided
to refer Article Z 7 to the Drafting Committee, I should like to point out that some doubt
may arise concerning the text as at present worded. The first paragraph says that the High
Contracting Parties " undertake . . . to prohibit .. . transit by land ". Is
the Committee of the opinion that this excludes inland waterways ? It would be well for
the Committee to pronounce upon this matter in order that the Drafting Committee when
modifying the text may conform exactly to the meaning intended.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I mentioned to the Committee just now the words
"by land ", which had been proposed by the Italian delegation. M. Cobian is anxious to
define the exact meaning of the words. I think that the Italian delegation intended to include
also inland waterways. This addition will give greater clearness to the text. As Rapporteur,
I agree with M. Cobian.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The words " by land " are in opposition to " by sea"
and not to " inland waterways ". If the General Committee is agreed upon this-interpretation,
the Drafting Committee will take note of it.

Agreed.

72. Special Provisions: Chapter IV of the Draft Convention: Abyssinian Declaration and
Application of its Provisions to other Territories in the Special Zones.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The following is the text of the Abyssinian declaration
proposed by the Drafting Committee for insertion in the Special Provisions:

" Abyssinia, desirous of rendering as effective as possible the control of trade
in arms, munitions and implements of war, which is the subject of the Convention
of to-day's date, hereby undertakes, in the free exercise of her sovereign rights, to
put into force, so far as concerns her own territory, all regulations which may be
necessary to fulfil the provisions of Articles 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13 of the said Convention,
relating to exports, imports and the transport of arms, munitions and implements
of war.

" The High Contracting Parties take note of the above undertaking, and, being
in full sympathy with Abyssinia's desire to render as effective as possible the control
of the trade in arms, munitions and implements of war, hereby undertake to conform
to the provisions of the above-mentioned articles so far as concerns Abyssinian territory
and to respect the regulations put into force, in accordance with the said undertaking,
by Abyssinia as a sovereign State. "

Mr. GRAVES (Egypt) : I wish to ask a question before a decision is taken on this matter.
In the event of any other State, which is not in the special zone, being desirous of making a
similar declaration, would there be any objection to its doing so, and would the engagement
of the High Contracting Parties found in paragraph 2 of this Declaration apply to such a
country ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : As regards States included in the special zone, we will
deal with this question when we come to discuss the amendment proposed by the United
States delegation, but, to avoid confusion, I will ask you first to pronounce upon the Abyssinian
Declaration. The text proposed by the Drafting Committee is now put to the vote.

The text was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Committee has before it an amendment by the
United States delegation, and the delegate for Egypt has just raised a question which is to
some extent connected with it. The proposal by the United States delegation is as follows :

" If a State at present included in the special zone should, at the moment of its
adherence to the present Convention, assume the same undertakings as those outlined
in the first paragraph of this article, the High Contracting Parties declare that they
will consider that State as excluded from the said zones from the date that its adherence
becomes effective as specified in Article W and accept herewith the obligations set
forth in the second paragraph. "

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: I must apologise for again rising to speak.
After having examined the amendment proposed by the United States delegate, I think it my
duty to pay my tribute to the spirit of conciliation which underlies this amendment - a spirit
which accords with the traditions of the noble and large-hearted American people. I am in
full sympathy with the amendment proposed to us, and I approve it as a compromise. But
I am nevertheless unable to accept its application to the Republic of Liberia. I would venture,
with all respect to the United States delegate, to say that his amendment appears to inform
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Liberia that, if she adheres to the Convention, she is a sovereign State, but if not, she is a
Protectorate. It seems to me that such language conflicts with the principles of international
law and with the Covenant of the League of Nations, which proclaims the juridical and political
equality of all States.

If that view is held, why should we not speak in the same way of other States which are
not represented at this Conference, as well as those which are here but which may not sign
the Convention ?

I consider that the question is badly put. I also give credit to the declarations by the
delegates who share the opinion of the United States delegation, and I venture to submit the
following observation. Among the considerations invoked this morning, one was the proximity
of Liberia to certain countries which prefer to support the United States amendment. I do
not think that 'these considerations have any legal basis. In this case, we are on juridical
and political ground, and we have always proclaimed as an axiom the legal and political equality
of States. I must repeat once more that Liberia is a State in complete possession of her internal
and external sovereignty, while her civilisation and her political, commercial and industrial
development are worthy of all praise; she is also an original Member of 'the League of
Nations. It seems to me that we should be committing an injustice and violating the
principles of the Covenant if we were to regard Liberia as a prohibited zone.

We have been told that Liberia preserves her status quo as a special prohibited zone, as
established by the Convention of Brussels. Unless I am mistaken, Abyssinia is in the same
position as Liberia. Why, then, should there be a difference of treatment between these
two States ? Liberia's geographical position and her absence from this Conference are cer-
tainly no reasons for attempting to violate the most elementary rights of a sovereign State
and an original Member of the League of Nations.

In the interests of international law, and in virtue of Article 12 (1) of our Rules of Procedure,
I will ask the President to obtain the opinion of the General Committee by roll call upon
the question whether it considers it fair to regard Liberia as a prohibited zone.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): It is evident that Liberia
is not the least among the nations of Africa, judging from the aggressive support that she is
receiving here. Those who before did not know where Liberia was located certainly know
now and -the arguments on her behalf reach even a high degree of intensity. Let us, however,
consider the facts. First, Liberia is in the geographical zone, both by a vote already taken
by this Conference and, as I recall it, by 'the terms of the Brussels Convention. The question
before us is how she can relieve herself of that condition. After a long discussion in the case
of Abyssinia, a method was piroposed. It is now proposed that 'the same method should be
applied to Liberia.

I cannot accept the argument that Liberia is a Member of the League of Nations. Peculiar
conditions may exist in any country, whether a Member of 'the League of Nations or not. In
the neighbourhood of Liberia there are savages and warlike tribes ; moreover, the possessions
of at least two countries of the world are liable to be greatly disturbed if arms can be sent
freely into Liberia. Though I cannot deny that she naturally belongs in 'the prohibited zone,
I desire to say that there is no country in the world that has a greater interest in Liberia than
the United States. We feel responsible for the establishment of that country. It was intended
as a place of refuge for freed slaves in the days when slavery was a very acute problem in the
United States. We have sought to exercise a friendly interest in and a kind of guardianship
over Liberia ever since. If I were asked the question " Should Liberia not be included
in the geographical zones where special regulations are to be enforced ? ", I should certainly
be compelled to say that there are very cogent reasons why she must be placed in a special
position.

I -trust that this amendment will be adopted with substantial unanimity as being most
in the interests of that country.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: If no one else wishes to speak, I will ask M. Sottile
whether he insists upon the word " Liberia " being included in Paragraph 1 of Article Z 1.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: I do, Sir.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : That is a right which every delegate has.
We must therefore pronounce upon the inclusion of the word " Liberia " in Article Z 1,

in such place as you think fit.

M. SOTTILE (Nicaragua). - Translation: It might be inserted after "Abyssinia ".

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Very well. I put M. Sottile's proposal to the vote.

IM. Sottile's proposal was rejected.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We now have to deal with an amendment proposed
by the United States delegation and one by the Egyptian delegation.

As regards the article which refers to the determination of the territorial zone, I would
remind youthat it was amended this morning on the proposal of the Turkish delegation.

It was decided to say " at less than 100 marine miles from the African coast ". I would
point out, however, that, if we decide upon this text, we are likely to cause confusion or mis-
takes. We must obviously say " less than 100 marine miles from the coast of the zone thus
defined ". It is perfectly clear that we are concerned, not with the whole African coast, but
with a part of it.

I presume that the Turkish delegate will have no objection to this purely formal correction.
25
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MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: I agree.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The following is the text of the Egyptian proposal:

" If a State, not being in the special zone, undertakes at the moment of its ad-
herence to the present Convention to enforce in its own territory all or any of the Articles
9, 10, 11, 12 and 13, mentioned in the first praagraph of this article, the High Contract-
ing Parties declare that they will accept herewith the obligations set forth in the
second paragraph."

The proposal by the Egyptian delegate is, therefore, practically a repetition of the Abys-
sinian Declaration made to apply to States which are not included in the special zones.

The point of view of the United States and the Egyptian delegation are perfectly distinct.
If no one else wishes to speak on the United States proposal, I will put it to the vote.

The proposal submitted by the United States delegation was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: As regards the Egyptian proposal, I assume that it
should follow after the United States amendment which has just been adopted.

If no one desires to speak on the Egyptian amendment, I will venture to make one remark
about it, which I have made every time that a proposal was thus submitted to us at the last minute.

If this proposal is adopted, I presume that you will have no objection to its being referred
to the Drafting Committee to be properly worded and made to harmonise with other articles.

If there is no objection to this proposal, this will be decided upon.

The Egyptian proposal was adopted.

73. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Supervision on Land: Report of the
Drafting Committee.

§1.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of § 1 relating to supervision on land
within the special zones proposed by the Drafting Committee reads as follows:

" Arms, ammunition and implements required for the equipment of the national
forces or for the defence of the territory are exempted from all formalities in connection
with deposit in or withdrawal from a public warehouse.

"All arms, ammunition and implements covered by Categories I, II and III
admitted into the territory of a State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory
situated in the special zones, except arms and ammunition imported by individuals
for their personal use under an authorisation issued by the authorities of the territory
concerned, shall be deposited by the importer at his own expense and risk in a public
warehouse maintained under the exclusive custody and supervision of the authorities
aforesaid or their agents, of whom at least one must be a member of their military
or naval forces and who shall keep an official record of their deposit.

" Every withdrawal from a public warehouse must be authorised beforehand
by such authorities. No such authorisation shall be given except for the purposes
of transfer to another public warehouse or to a private warehouse duly approved
by the said authorities or for delivery to individuals who have proved to the satis-
faction of the said authorities that the arms, ammunition or implements are necessary
to them for their personal use. "

The Drafting Committee has made the following observations on this paragraph:

"The text proposed by the Geographical Committee exempts only arms and
ammunition imported by individuals for their own use from the obligation of being
placed in a public warehouse on their arrival. The Drafting Committee asks whether
the omission of the word ' implements ' is in accordance with the intentions of the
General Committee or not" .

What we want to know, therefore, is whether implements imported by individuals for
their own use are or are not subject to the same regulations as arms and ammunition imported
by such persons.

In order to forestall criticism, the Drafting Committee wishes to know our views. I will
particularly ask those delegates who took part in the work of the Geographical Committee
whether they do not think that the word " implements " should be added to the words " arms
and ammunition " in the case of importations made by individuals for their personal use.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: I desire to support the re-insertion of the word
" implements ", and I will use an argument which will perhaps find favour with delegates from
the more sport-loving countries. Suppose a big-game hunter travels by aeroplane into a country
in a prohibited zone. Unless the word " implements " were added to the text, it would be
necessary to place this aeroplane in a warehouse, which would naturally cause great inconve-
nience to its owner or to those in charge of it. I think, too, that we are dealing with rather
rare cases and cases which cannot present any serious obstacles from the particular point of
view of our Conference, which is concerned with the control of the trade in arms, munitions
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and implements of war. Personally, I think it would be a good thing to re-insert the word
"implements ".

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I agree with M. Clauzel, the French delegate.
As permission to import the implements is dependent upon the authorities of the territory
concerned, I do not see any objection to adding the word " implements " to the text.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : If no one else wishes to speak, I will ask the General
Committee whether it approves of the insertion of the word " implements " after the words
"arms and ammunition ".

The insertion of this word was approved.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire): I only want to draw attention to what I think may be a mistake
in the copying. In the text as passed by the Geographical Committee it says that the ware-
house referred to in the first paragraph must be under the control of the authorities or their
agents, of whom one must be a civil official or a member of the military or naval forces. The
words " civil official " seem to have been omitted from the text before us, I think by accident.
It is important to retain the phrase because in these cases the control is ensured by civil officials
and not by naval officers.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I will ask Mr. Orde to be good enough to submit his
amendment in writing.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire). - I have just been given an explanation which removes my
difficulty.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I will now put to the vote the text of the first paragraph
in its entirety with the amendment which we have just adopted.

§ 1 was adopted.

§ 2.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The text of § 2 reads as follows:

" No private warehouse for arms, ammunition or implements covered by Cate-
gories I, II and III shall be allowed within the special zones unless authorised by
the authorities of the State, colony, protectorate or mandated territory. An autho-
rised warehouse must consist of enclosed premises reserved for that purpose and
having only one entry, which must be fitted with two locks, one of which can be
opened only by the officers of the authorities.

"The person in charge of the warehouse shall be responsible for all arms, am-
munition or implements deposited therein and must account for them on demand
by the authorities.

" Such arms, ammunition or implements must not be withdrawn from the ware-
house nor be transported or transferred without a special authorisation.

"The particulars entered on such authorisations shall be noted in a special
register numbered and initialled.

" Every arm must be registered and stamped on withdrawal from a private
warehouse. The mark stamped thereon shall be noted in the licence to carry arms
issued by the authorities."

As regards this paragraph, the Drafting Committee informs us that the General Committee
must decide whthter the registration and stamping of arms is to be required only on with-
drawal from a private warehouse or also on entering the special zone. According as you decide
in favour of one or the other alternative, it will be necessary to adopt or reject § 3. This is
clearly a somewhat technical question, but the Drafting Committee is anxious to know the
wishes of the General Committee.

The Committee decided in favour of these formalities being required only on withdrawal from
a private warehouse.

§ 2 was adopted.

§ 4.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The text of paragraph 4 reads as follows:
" The manufacture or assembly within the special zones of arms, ammunition

or implements covered by Categories I and II (and III) is prohibited otherwise than
at arsenals established for the defence of the territory or maintenance of public order
by the authorities of the territory concerned, or in the case of mandated territory
by such authorities under the supervision of the mandatory Power.

"The repair of such arms, ammunition or implements shall only be carried out
at the arsenals established by the authorities or in private establishments which
shall have been authorised for this purpose by the said authorities.

" Such authorisation shall not be granted without guarantees for the observance
of the rules of the present Convention. "

The Geographical Committee's text referred to the manufacture or assembling of arms,
ammunition or implements of war covered by Category I only. The Drafting Committee
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asks us whether the omission of Categories II and III is in accordance with the intentions
of the General Committee.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I imagine that the text must refer to the manufac-
ture or assembling of arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by all three categories,
since the itext which the Geographical Committee examined was based upon the original
Article 1, which referred only to Categories I, II and III.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium). - Translation: If Belgium decided to vote against the inclusion
of Category III - that is, against the proposal to require the assembling and repairs of arms
to be carried out in Government arsenals - the reason is that I am convinced that very few
Government arsenals would be capable of assembling flint-locks, for example. Category III
includes flint-locks and percussion-guns. I do not see why these guns should have -to be repaired
in arsenals when their import is practically unrestricted. Moreover, I repeat that it is almost
impossible to maintain in arsenals complete machinery for repairing these obsolete arms.
Repairs of this kind would require a staff which arsenals are unable to maintain, and it is
always better to leave this kind of work -to specialists, who can be easily supervised.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire). - I would ask the Belgian delegate whether he has not over-
locked the second paragraph, which enables repairs to be conducted in private establishments if
they are so authorised ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Now that the experts have given their opinion it is for
the General Committee to decide. The question is whether in the special zones the manu-
facture and assembling of arms of all -three categories may or may not be carried out else-
where than in official Government workshops.

As regards Category I, I think there is no doubt; we all agree with the text. But in the case
of Category II, and, therefore, Category III as well, opinion appears to be divided.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium). - Translation : I hasten to admit, as a result of the remark
made by the delegate for the British Empire, that the last paragraph of § 4 allows the repairs
of which I spoke to be carried out in private workshops, the only condition being that these
workshops should have previously been approved by the local authorities. This clause
entirely removes my objections.

The PRESIDENT. Translation: The question is now sufficiently clearly defined, and I
will ask the Committee to decide on this question: " Sha!l the condition provided for in § 4
apply to arms in Category I, Category II and Category III ? "

This question, which was asked in respect of each category, was voted upon and replied to in
the affirmative.

§ 4 was adopted.

74. Chapter I of the Draft Convention: Article 1: Report of the Drafting Committee on
certain Questions referred to it by the General Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The Committee now has to take a decision on the points
in Article 1 which were submitted to the Drafting Committee for examination.

We will therefore consider the text of Article 1, which the Drafting Committee has sub-
ritted -to us and which reads as follows:

Article 1.

For the purposes of the present Convention, four categories of arms, ammuni-
tion and implements are established:

CATEGORY I.

Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for
Land, Sea or Aerial Warfare.

A. - All arms, ammunition and implements which have or shall have been
exclusively designed and intended for land, sea or aerial warfare which are or shall
be comprised in the armament of the armed forces of any State, or which if they have
been are no longer comprised in such armament, are capable of military use to the
exclusion of any other use, except such arms, ammunition and implements which,
though included in the above definition, are covered in other categories.

Such arms, ammunition and implements are comprised in the following twelve
headings:

1. Rifles, inmskets, carbines;
2. (a) Automatic rifles, machine-guns and machine-pistols of all calibres.

(b) Mountings for machine-guns.
(c) Interrupter gears.
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3. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraphs 1
and 2 above.

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

5. (a) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre less than 5.9 inches (15 cm.);
(b) Cannon, long or short, of a calibre of 15 cm. or above;
(c) Mortars of all kinds;
(d) Gun carriages, mountings, recuperators, accessories for mounting.

6. Projectiles and ammunition for the arms enumerated in paragraph 5.
7. Apparatus for the discharge of bombs, torpedoes, depth charges and

other kinds of projectiles.
8. (a) Grenades;

(b) Bombs;
(c) Land mines, submarine mines fixed or floating, depth charges;
(d) Torpedoes.

9. Appliances for use with the above arms and apparatus.
10. Bayonets.
11. Tanks and armoured cars.
12. Arms, ammunition and implements of war covered by Section A and

not specified in the above enumeration.

B. - Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by Section A
above, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly or repair of the said articles
or as spare parts.

CATEGORY II.

Arms and Ammunition, Assembled or Component Parts entirely finished, capable of
Use both for Military and Other Purposes.

1. 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.

2. Firearms 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. Other rifled firearms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm.
or above, not included in Category I, with the exception of rifled firearms with a
"break-down " action.

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

4. Swords and lances.

CATEGORY III.
1. Aircraft, assembled or dismantled, aircraft engines.
2. Gunpowder and explosives, except common black gunpowder.
3. 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 firearms 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, firearms firing rim-fire ammunition,
muzzle-loading firearms, ammunition for the above.

CATEGORY IV.

Vessels of War and their Armament.

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.

M. CLAUZEL (France). - Translation: If my question is in order, I should like to touch
upon a matter which is not upon our agenda but which is directly referred to in the Drafting
Committee's report - viz. the opinion expressed by the Drafting Committee as to 'the logical
sequence of the categories; the principle adopted by the Drafting Committee is that of a decreas-
ing order of the measure of control and publicity to be exercised.

I know that in all the discussions which have taken place in the technical committees,
and particularly in the Drafting Committee, great pains have been taken to agree upon the
logical order. But since I have the honour to represent the country of Descartes, although
my country does not claim a monopoly in logic or in anything else, I venture to state what
it seems to me should be the sequence of the categories upon which the General Committee
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is now required to decide. There can be no discussion about Categories I and II once the prin-
ciple of categories is accepted, and I think the Committee is practically unanimous in adopting
this system of categories. My remarks are therefore directed towards the respective order
of Categories III and IV, and not that of Categories I and II.

I gather that Category III was placed before Category IV mainly out of consideration
for the question of special zones. This is a classification which I might call a special one, more
particularly in view of the voting of this morning and afternoon, in which I belonged to the
majority, and of which it may be said that the abstentions were far larger in number than the
votes of the majority. It may therefore be concluded that the real majority of our Committee
does not attach overwhelming importance to the zones, but more to control and publicity,
and this appears to be a perfectly logical point of view. Now, from this point of view, it would
seem to me more logical - since we are talking of logic - to reverse Categories IV andyIII,
since the latter does not provide for control but does nevertheless provide for publicity, which
was not considered in the second part of the present Category III.

Three articles are included in the present Category III. The first of these is aircraft,
in regard to which a limited publicity has been agreed to; this is followed by gunpowder
and ammunition and a number of other articles under No. III, for which no publicity is
provided.

I venture therefore to submit an amendment to reverse the order of Categories III and IV,
to divide the original Category III into two categories, which will become Category IV: Air-
craft, and Category V: (a) Gunpowder and explosives; (b) Other arms - and finally
to instruct the Drafting Committee to insert these modifications into the text of the
Convention.

The PRESIDENT.-- Translation : As regards Article 1, the only proposal before us is the
amendment of which M. Clauzel has just given notice.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation : What I am going to say has little importance.
Category III speaks of " Arms and ammunition other than those covered by Categories I
and II ", and Category IV refers to " Vessels of war of all kinds ; arms, ammunition, imple-
ments of war mounted on board vessels of war . . . "

Account should be taken of this wording, and Category III should read: "Arms and
ammunition other than those covered by Categories I, II and IV ". I simply desire to draw
the attention of the Committee to this point, since, in addition to the arms covered by Cate-
gories I and II, there are those included in Category IV.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We will now vote on Article 1 Category by Category.
When we-come to Category III, we shall be faced with the proposal of the French delegation.

Article I : For the purposes of the present Convention four Categories of arms, ammunition
and implements of war are established.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : This paragraph is put to the vote subject to the result
of the French delegation's proposal for a fifth category.

The paragraph was adopted.

Category I : Arms, Ammunition and Implements of War exclusively designed and intended for
Land, Sea and Aerial Warfare.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : I think it would be well, in the first line of para-
graph A, to add, after the words " all implements ", the words " of war ", which appear
to have been omitted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : When we say " all arms, ammunition and implements
which have been or shall be exclusively designed for warfare . . . it is not necessary, I think,
to include the words " of war" in the first line.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: I quite agree.

The text of Category I was adopted.

Category II : Arms and Ammunition, Assembled or Component Parts entirely finished, capable
of Use both for Military and Other Purposes.

The text of Category II was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : We have now the French proposal to reverse the order
of Categories III and IV. We will vote upon this proposal.

The proposal was adopted.

Category III : Vessels of War and their Armament.

The text of Category III was adopted.

Category IV : Aircraft.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: Here again we have to deal with a proposal by the
French delegation to subdivide Category IV (formerly Category III). We should then have
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Category IV: Aircraft, and Category V: (a) Gunpowder and Explosives ; (b) Other Arms.
I put this proposal to the vote.

The proposal was adopted.

The text of Category IV was adopted.

Category V: (a) Gunpowder and Explosives;
(b) Other Arms than those covered by Categories I, II and 111.

The text of Category V was adopted.

The PRESIDENT. -- Translation : Article 1 being adopted, we will now refer it to the
Drafting Committee, which will make any changes that are required as a result of our amend-
ments.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation: I would ask the Drafting Committee to give its
very close attention to the wording of Article 1 as just adopted, since we have made several
alterations in it.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation M. Matsuda's remark will be communicated to the Draft-
ing Committee.

The Committee rose at 7.15 p.m.

TWENTY-FIFTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Friday, June 12th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

75. Special Provisions: Chapter IV of the Draft Convention: Abyssinian Declaration and Appli-
cation of its Provisions to other Territories in the Special Zones: Report of the
Drafting Committee on the Egyptian Delegation's Amendment.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : You will remember that the Egyptian delegation pro-
posed to the General Committee a text authorising the Powers to include any or all of their
territory in the special zone. (See Section 72.)

The Drafting Committee's report on this question reads as follows:

" The Drafting Committee has taken the liberty of again referring to the General Committee
the Egyptian amendment to the article regarding the Abyssinian declaration.

" It feels some doubt whether the very wide scope of the wording of the amendment has
been appreciated and whether it corresponds to the intentions of the General Committee.
The effect of the wording of the amendment would be to enable any part of the world to become
subject to the severer restrictions of Chapter III and would thus leave signatory States in
entire uncertainty as to the geographical areas in respect of which -they might have to conform
to these restrictions.

"The Drafting Committee ventures to ask the General Committee whether it was its
intention, when it accepted this amendment, to create the possibility of extending the area
of these restrictions beyond the continent of Africa.

" Further, the amendment as worded enables a State to undertake to apply only some
of the provisions of Chapter III with regard to its territory and yet create an obligation on the
part of all other States to undertake all the obligation of Chapter III with regard to the same
territory.

" The Drafting Committee ventures to suggest that this would produce an anomalous
condition of affairs.

" In these circumstances the Drafting Committee takes the liberty of submitting two
texts:

" First Text.

" If the Government of a territory in the continent of Africa specifically. men-
tioned in paragraph 1 of Article Z' as not included in the special zone undertakes
at the moment of its ratification of or adherence to the present Convention with
regard to this territory the same obligations as those defined in the first paragraph
of this article with regard to territory so specifically mentioned over which it
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exercises sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage, the High Contracting
Parties declare that they will undertake, with regard to such territory, the obligations
defined in the second paragraph of this article.

" Second Text.

"If a State not being in the special zone undertakes at the moment of its ratifi-
cation or adherence to the present Convention with regard to its own territory the
same obligations as those defined in the first paragraph of this article, the High
Contracting Parties declare hereby that -they will undertake, with regard to such
territory, the obligations set forth in the second paragraph.

As you see, the Drafting Committee has submitted to you two texts. The first, which
I will call the " restricted " text, only applies to the continent of Africa, while the second
has a much wider scope.

The United States delegation has just submitted a new text in connection with the sub-
ject under discussion.

This new text reads as follows:

The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sover-
eignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones
described in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility for carrying out the
measures of control provided by Articles Z 5 (paragraphs 2, 3 and 4), Z 6 and Z 7 and
§ 1, § 2, § 3 and § 4 of Annex II to Chapter III and also provided by the Articles
relating to maritime supervision as yet unnumbered. "

The United States amendment, although on the same subject as the Egyptian delegation's
proposal, should be discussed separately. We might, then, open the discussion on the
Egyptian amendment, and I will ask the members who wish to speak to consider whether,
in their opinion, the " restricted " or the wider version should be adopted. The " restricted "
version provides that the new right granted to the High Contracting Parties will only apply
to territories in the continent of Africa.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): I am convinced 'that the
General Committee, in acting yesterday as it did regarding this proposal, did not understand
the scope of what it was doing. Such a text would make it possible for any country in the
world 'to consider itself as coming within the categories described as part of the geographical
zones in which there are certain prohibitions, or, as they were originally called, the barred
zones. The delegation of the United States could not accept the second proposal, making
this general.

The proposed amendment has come before us with startling suddenness. No one has had
an opportunity, so far as I know, to consult his own Government in regard to it, and it is
entirely outside the general intention of the Conference. The agenda confined the so-called
barred zones to the continent of Africa and to neighbouring 'territories. I do not think that
anyone coming to this conference expected any proposal of such large scope as the one which
is now pending. I therefore trust that the first proposal, as recommended by the Drafting
Committee, will be adopted.

Sir Percy Cox (India) : As one of the delegates interested in this question, and speaking
without special instructions, I think it might be of advantage and interest to India to have
the power provided for in the second paragraph of the text before us, and I see no reason why
the provision should be restricted to Africa; neither do I see any harm in allowing such
a Power to state its adherence to the Convention. I beg, therefore, to support the second
text.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I do not want to emphasise the arguments againstl
the view taken by Mr. Burton, but it seems to me that the view which Sir Percy Cox has adopted
is one which deserves consideration, because, after all, the text is merely permissive; nobody
need accept the conditions unless they wish to do so. It is a purely voluntary matter, and if
a country thinks that it is to its interest to have these advantages, surely it may be allowed
to make application for them.

I do not want to press the point uinduly, but it does seem to me that such a provision
would be helpful to many countries, thlough perhaps not at present. Circumstances might,
however, arise in which they might wish 'to avail themselves of the power granted in this pro-
vision. I wonder, therefore, whether it is advisable absolutely to bar the door by only includ-
ing the continent of Africa in these provisions. If 'they should apply to Africa, why not
elsewhere ?

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We have before us two texts, and I will remind you
that the previous Conventions, and particularly the Act of Brussels concluded in 1890, referred
more particularly in most of their provisions to the African continent to the exclusion of
other territories.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia). - Translation: The Persian delegation seconds
the United States proposal.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation: Yesterday evening I did not fully grasp the
purport of the Egyptian proposal, and I am still far from clear on the subject. I asked the
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Egyptian delegate which were the States that desired to be placed in the prohibited zone and
to which his amendment was intended to apply. So far, the tendency has been to withdraw
States from prohibited zones, but this proposal has precisely the opposite effect. I asked
the Egyptian delegate whether his own country wished to enter the prohibited zones, but
he said it did not. Consequently, I should like to know what are the States to which the
Egyptian delegate intends his amendmlent to apply.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium). -- Translationl: The Belgian delegation takes the United
States delegation's view. We are surprised to find it regarded as a favour to be included in
the special zone. Yesterday various countries endeavoured to avoid being included in that
one, yet to-day we find others regarding it as an advantage to enter it. This is an extraordi-

nary position. I myself look at the matter simply from the point of view of freedom of com-
merce, and I would ask youn also to examine this aspect of the question. When a country is
placed in a special zone its commercial freedom is restricted, not merely voluntarily but subject
to our approval and co-operation. Even arms i Category III, such s sporting rifles, ordinary
pistols, or revolvers of a calibre of less than 6.5 mm. cannot enter such a country except through
a specially appointed port. On arrival, they will be placed in a public warehouse, from which
they cannot be withdrawn in order *to be stamped and numbered except with the approval
of the authorities of yth e contry. Fom teehe point of view of commercial freedom there is
obviously a very serious danger, which is by no means counterbalanced by the benefits -to
internatiolal peace and quiet. That does not come into question, since arms which would
endanger international peace are specially dealt with by our Convention. By including certain
countries in the prohibited zone we are, in my opinion, placing needless obstacles in the way
of the trade in those arms which the Technical Committee declares to be of no military value.

MAHMOUD Fahmy EL KEISSYv Pasha (Egypt): The text as proposed by the Drafting
Committee does not comply with the proposal of the Egyptian delegation. Our country will
not benefit by the text as it stands. We consequently do not stand by our amendment.

'he PRESIDENT.- Translationl: This is an astonishing situation ! The discussion which
has taken place was brought about by a proposal put forward by the Egyptian delegation.
Having accepted this proposal in principle, we referred it to the Drafting' Committee, which
examined it, reported on it and submitted to us two texts, one restricted and the other somewhat
wider in scope. But neither has any raison d'etle unless the Egyptian delegation maintains its
proposal. Otherwise " accessorium sequitur principale ", as the jurists say, and the two texts
submitted to us have no longer ay basis at a ll unless the United States delegation now submits
_- as it is fully entitled o do - its own amendment as the main proposal.

The lHon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - The delegation of
the United States has no desire for a vote on either of these proposals. The suggestion or amend-
ment proposed by the Egyptian delegation was made yesterday. It seemed objectionable and,
of the two forms presented by the Drafting Committee, the first was regarded, I may say, as
less objectionable than the second. My delegation has no interest whatever in either.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: We have now no longer either a main proposal or a
subsidiary amnendment. Under the Rutles of Procedure I have nothing to put -to the vote, and
unless any member of the Committee makes a fresh proposal we will pass to the second item
on our agenda.

As no proposal has been made, I take it that the General Committee considers that no
clause of this kind should be included in our Convention.

This was agreed.

76. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention : Report by the Drafting Committee
on Articles Z 2 and Z 3.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The Drafting Committee proposes, in order to bring
Articles Z 2 and Z 3 into line with Article G, that we should add after the first paragraph
of Article Z 2 the following clause:

" An export declaratioin, if filed with and approved by the competent authorities
of the exporting State, may take the place of a licence.'

If the General Committee thinks that in certain circumlstances an export declaration may
take the place of a licence, the clause which it is proposed to insert should he adopted, and
Article Z 3 correspondingly amended, by adding, in the second paragraph, after the words
" to which the licence ", the words " or export declaration ". Similarly, five lines lower down,
the words " or export declaration " should be added aftelr the words " copy of the licence ".

I put the proposed addition to the vote.

The additional clause proposed by the Drafting Committee was adopted, together with the
proposal regarding Article Z 3.
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77. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Report by the Drafting Committee
on Article Z 7.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : The amendments which we adopted at our last meeting
have been embodied in the final text submitted to us by the Drafting Committee and which
reads as follows:

" The High Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under
its sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage situated within the special zones,
not to permit the transit by land across such territory of arms, ammunition or imple-
ments covered by Categories I, II or III where their destination is another territory
also situated in the special zones, unless their transport to their destination is assured
and the authorities of such territory have authorised their import.

"The provisions of the preceding paragraph do not apply to the case of transit
across territory situated within the special zones of arms, ammunition and implements
above mentioned to the territory of a High Contracting Party not situated in the
said zones.

" If, for'the purposes of transport to a territory situated within-the special zones,
it is necessary to utilise a contiguous territory likewise situated within the said zones,
the transit shall be permitted, subject always to the conditions laid down in the pre-
ceding paragraph, at the request of the authorities of the importing territory, provided
that such authorities guarantee that the arms, ammunition or implements in respect
of which the request is made shall not at any time be sold, otherwise transferred,
or in any way used contrary to the provisions of the present Convention.

" Nevertheless, if the attitude or the disturbed condition of an importing State
constitutes a threat to peace or public order, permission for transit must be refused
to such State by the authorities of all such contiguous territories until this .threat
'has ceased to exist."

I note an omission in the fourth line of the first paragraph of the Article (French text).
After the words " le transit" the words "par voie terrestre" should be added. This was proposed
by the Turkish delegation and adopted by this Committee. I think the omission is simply a
clerical error.

Then at the end of the Article you will remember that it was decided to substitute " shall"
for " may ". This has been done, and I now open the discussion on this Article.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - With reference to the second paragraph of this
article, I should like to point out that it seems to me to go a great deal further than the para-
graph which was left out of the article by the Drafting Committee.

I think it was the intention of the Committee that arms and so forth transported across
territory in the special zones should be assured of a destination. An amendment in this sense
was brought forward by the Portuguese delegate, if my memory does not fail me, and I think
it was arranged that the transport of arms across special zones should be assured of a destina-
tion in all cases, whether they were to go to other territories in the special zone or to territories
outside it.

This article, as drafted by the Drafting Committee, will have the effect of permitting the
transit of arms across territory in the special zone for delivery to High Contracting Parties
outside the special zone, without any assurance of their arrival at a destination. Such a pro-
vision seems to me to be obviously unsound, and it was certainly not the intention, as I under-
stood it, of the Geographical Committee. If, therefore, it should be the general view of this Com-
mittee that my point of view is correct, I would venture to suggest that the matter should be
referred back to the Drafting Committee in order that the necessary modification may be made
in the text of this article.

The PRESIDENT. Translation : Article Z 7 was supplemented by he General Committee
as the result of a proposal by the Turkish delegation to introduce in this article a clause which
already existed in Article 8.

The British delegation thinks this clause goes too far. Nevertheless, the General Committee
must surely decide whether it intends to include it befor r eferring the text to the Drafting
Committee. We cannot simply send the article to the Drafting Committee without taking a
decision first.

Before asking you to decide whether to refer this text to the Drafting Committee or not,
I should like to clear away any misunderstanding in order to avoid involving *the Drafting
Committee in any difficulty. If I understand the British delegate aright, he considers that
this text goes further than the original text. The original text read: " the prohibitions referred
to in the above paragraph ", whereas the present text reads: " the provisions of the preceding
iaragraph "; but "the above paragraph " and "the preceding paragraph " do not mean
the same thing and I think that, before the text is referred to the Drafting Committee, the
General Committee should make its views known.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). Translation: The Portuguese delegate on the Geogra-
phical Committee made certain observations which referred only to the transport in transit
across a special zone of consignments to a special zone. This reservation was duly noted, and
at the end of the first paragraph the words " unless their transport to their destination is assured "
were added. M. Ferreira declared himself satisfied.
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The second paragraph only refers to the conveyance of materials in transit across a special
zone to territory not situated in the said zone. On this point an agreement was also reached
and the sentence was drafted as the President has just read it. I myself am prepared to accept
the original text.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation The misunderstanding is due to the substitution of
one verb for another in the Drafting Committee's text. The original text read : " The High
Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of any territory under its sovereignty situated
within the special zones, not to permit the transit across such territory of arms covered by
Categories I, II and III where their destination is another territory also situated in the special
zones, unless their transport to their destination is assured and the authorities of such terri-
tory have authorised their import ". The verb " prohibit " was substituted for the words
" not to permit ". The Turkish delegate tells us that for his part he favours the restoration
of the word " prohibit ", and in that case we should say in the paragraph to which the
British delegation refers " The prohibition referred to in the preceding paragraph ". If
this is what the British delegation intends, it will be sufficient to inform the Drafting Committee.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). Translation: We ought logically to draft the second paragraph
on the same lines as the first, since the case referred to is the same.

M. MATSUDA (Japan). - Translation : Yesterday the Turkish delegate asked whether
we had omitted to insert in Article Z 7 the paragraph beginning with the words " the prohi-
bitions referred to in the above paragraph ". The Rapporteur replied that, although this
paragraph had been omitted, he did not object to its beig inserted here. I did not express
my own opinion, but I thought that, even if we omitted the second paragraph from the text
submitted by our Geographical Committee, the principle would still be implicit in the first
paragraph. If we wish to adopt the second paragraph, beginning with the words " the prohi-
bition referred to in the above paragraph ", it would be better to go back to the original text;
otherwise I should prefer the paragraph to be left out altogether.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire). - I think the observations made by tM. Matsuda
are most apposite, and perhaps the best solution of all would be to suppress this paragraph.
It would be misleading, and I do not think that it corresponds with the intention of the
Geographical Committee as I recollect it.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: Lord Onslow and the Portuguese,
French and Spanish delegates on the Geographical Committee agreed that this text should
be inserted, and I am surprised to find that to-day it is proposed to omit it. At this rate,
Committees are useless; if everybody agreed to accept this sentence I see no reason why it
should be omitted now.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : We must look at the question as a whole. The High
Contracting Parties undertake, each in respect of the territory situated within a special zone,
to prohibit the transit across such territory of arms, ammunition and implements destined
for the special zones, unless they have an assurance that the authorities of the thecountry of desti-
nation have granted a licence. This is a principle on which we should all be agreed. The
Contracting Parties will not permit arms and munitions of war to be conveyed with impunity
across territory which is placed in the special zones. On that point there is no doubt whatever.

But the question has arisen - and this is the point of the Turkish delegation's amend-
ment - whether this prohibition of transit, or these special conditions governing transit, should
hold good in the case of a consignment of arms destined for the territory of one of the High
Contracting Parties which is not within the special zones. If the Committee desires to revoke
any of its decisions, it is, I think, entitled to do so ; all I have to do is to put this question to
the vote - namely, whether the prohibition provided for in the preceding paragraph shall
not apply to the case of transit through the special zones of arms to the territory of one of the
Contracting Parties not situated within the special zones.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey). - Translation: Yesterday we adopted the paragraph
in the form in which it appears in the document just distributed to us; yet to-day the Presi-
dent wishes to put the same question to the vote a seond time. I feel bound to draw your
attention to this point.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: The General Committee referred the text to the Drafting
Committee, which in its turn has submitted a proposal to us; accordingly, the General Com-
mittee is at liberty to take a decision or even to revoke its previous decision. All I can do is
to ask the General Committee to take a decision. If the text had already been approved in
its final form, it would, of course, be out of the question for me to put it to the vote, but the
text in question has come back to us from the Drafting Committee, to which we had referred
it, and accordingly, if a delegation asks for a vote to be taken on it, I am obliged to comply
with the request.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal). - Translation: I desire to be clear on one point. If the wording
of the second paragraph is kept in its original form I am willing to accept it, but I cannot agree
to the new text.

In point of fact, when a consignment crosses a prohibited zone the position is the same,
whether its destination is another prohibited zone or a non-prohibited zone.
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The PRESIDENT. Translation In these circumstances, I will ask the Committee to
decide whether the text proposed by the Drafting Committee should be embodied in Article
Z 7 in its final form. The paragraph in question is the second, which reads as follows:

"The provisions of the preceding paragraph do not apply to the case of transit
across territory situated within the special zones of the arms, ammunition and imple-
ments above mentioned to the territory of a High Contracting Party not situated
in such zones."

The paragraph was rejected.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation If the Committee has no further observations to make
on Article Z 7 (the second paragraph being omitted), I will put the article to the vote.

Article Z 7 wuas put to the vote and adopted.

78. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: New Article proposed by the United
States Delegation.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: At the beginning of our meeting, when we examined
the proposal which was originally put forward by the Egyptian delegation, I read you a
nerw article proposed by the United States delegation. The text is as follows:

"The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sovereignty,
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones described
in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility for carrying out the measures
of control provided by Articles Z 5 (paragraphs 2, 3 and 4), Z 6, Z 7 and § 1, § 2, § 3
and § 4 of Annex II to Chapter III and also provided by the Articles relating to
maritime supervision as yet unnumbered."

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - Mr. President, the presen-
tation of this additional article or amendment does not indicate any lack of interest in the
troubled situation which makes necessary the designation of the so-called special zone. Nor
does it indicate any lack of interest, on the part of the United States, in the maintenance of
order in the world. We firmly adhere to the provisions in this chapter controlling the
exportation of arms. But, happily, we are not the neighbours of any countries where such a
provision is necessary. Such countries are remote from our own jurisdiction. We regard the
regulations in respect to the establishment of warehouses, transit across countries and all the
restrictions which are provided as beyond our concern, as subjects in relation to which we
should assume no responsibility. I may say frankly that the delegation from the United States
wouldhave preferred to see these provisions incorporated in a separate Treaty to be entered
into by the countries specially interested.

By reason of this situation, which pertains not merely to the United States but to many
other countries, it was thought proper to introduce an article disclaiming any duty relating
to supervision and disclaiming any obligation. I would, moreover, add something which
should be conclusive as regards our own action. When the Brussels Treaty of 1890 was
negotiated, the United States Senate, in giving its consent to ratification of -that Treaty,
incorporated .a reservation somewhat more severe than the one which we are presenting to the
Committee. Inevitably, the United States Senate, pursuing the established policy of the
country, would, if this Convention should go before it, make reservations similar to the one
which we propose, before consenting to ratification.

Sir Percy Cox (India). - Mr. President and honourable delegates, the object for which
we have met here is to concert measures for improving the provisions for the control of the
illicit trade in arms. It is recognised by the Conference that there are special zones, terres-
trial zones and maritime zones which are, for present purposes, a danger spot from the point
of view of this trade. I submit that all measures for the control of this danger spot and for
the restriction of this illicit trade constitute a subject which is of interest to every Power repre-
sented here. If, however, any Power finds it inconvenient or impossible to participate in the
general work, it is open to that Power to make a reservation at the time of signing the Convention.
I do not feel that there is any reason for a separate article. I submit that this matter is one
for a reservation and not for a special article.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America). - Mr. President, I think
that the honourable delegate from India hardly understood my remarks. He possibly does
not understand the purport of this provision. We admit our obligation in everything that
pertains to the export of arms and stand firmly by the Convention; that would include
Articles Z 2, 3 and 4, and part of Z 5 if I understand it rightly. But the other regulations pertain
to control by the respective Governments, their internal regulations as regards transit and
as regards the stamping of -the arms before they are given out. These latter provisions are
minute in character, and these duties must be performed in the immediate locality in question.

Again, I may say that, as regards anything in the nature of testing the flag of a country
or search at sea, we would not wish our nationals to have that duty imposed upon them.
It would be going far. I may say, further, that I think that this reservation is not one which
interests the United States alone. It interests equally every other country which is remote
from the location of these special zones.



397 -

I think, also, that we should, in every possible way, avoid the necessity of reservations
in connection with ratification by the respective countries. If there is a reservation which a
country would make as a condition to its adherence to this Convention, it would be far better
to provide in the Convention itself for such a reservation. I feel very certain that not only
the United States but other countries would feel that they must disclaim their obligation to
perform these duties which pertain to internal regulations in the immediate scope of the special
zones.

Major DE CARVALHO (Brazil). - Translation : The Brazilian delegation seconds the United
States delegation's proposal ; it thinks that a provision of this kind should be included in the
Convention in view of the fact that a number of delegations did not vote on the -text relating
to the special zones.

Sir Percy Cox (India) : I only wish -to say that I am grateful to the United States delegate
for the further enlightenment which he has been good enough to give me, but I still maintain
that this matter should be the subject of a reservation and not of an article. It would be easy
to put it in the form of a reservation, and it is my opinion that it does not come well as an
article in the Convention which we are now endeavouring -to prepare.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire): As I understand it, I think the explanation of
Mr. Burton is very clear. Mr. Burton and representatives of other States which have no imme-
diate interest in countries situated in special zones have made it clear by this article that
their obligation only applies 'to the general principles of the articles governing -the special zones
and that they do not wish to be obliged to put into force the actual measures of control, which
they think should be left to the countries situated in the special zones themselves, or, rather,
to their Governments or to -those who are actually on the frontier.

This distinction seems to me to be very clear, and I am sure we should be very grateful
'to Mr. Burton for -the manner in which he has explained it. It seems to me 'that the distinction
between the duties and liabilities of 'the several States - those which are actually adjacent
to these countries and those which are far away from them - is very clearly laid down by
Mr. Burton and by this article.

MV. VON ECKARDT (Germany). - Translation: I venture to point out that the delegate
for India is opening up the possibility of reservations, and though I will not go into the question
at length, I must state that I am absolutely opposed to reservations. If I understand aright,
every Government must give its consent. I think a stipulation of this kind will delay the rati-
fication of the Convention. We must do everything we can to avoid reservations.

M. DE PALACIOS (Spain). - Translation: I think the United States delegation's proposal
is justified in view of the fact that there are a number of States in the same position. I realise
-that it would perhaps be preferable to allow these States 'to make reservations should they
so desire, but, as the German delegate has just pointed out, such a course may prove some-
what hazardous.

In my view the United States proposal is too rigid. The intention is 'to give States freedom
of action, but the effect would be precisely the contrary. The article proposed by the United
States delegation states that " the High Contracting Parties which have no territories under
'their sovereignty, jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones
described in Article Z 1 accept no obligation or responsibility . .. Some States might,
however, wish to accept such obligation or responsibility. We might compromise by adopting
a wording on the following lines:

"The High Contracting Parties which have no territories . .. ay, on
signing, ratifying or adhering to the Convention, declare that they accept no obligation
or responsibility . . "

We should 'thus allow those States which have no territories in the special zones to make
a reservation which would not be subject to the consent of the other Powers, and would ipso
facto be accepted.

In 'this way Mr. Burton's object would be fulfilled, while at the same time Sir Percy Cox's
view would still be met.

If Mr. Burton, Sir Percy Cox and the General Committee accept my proposal, the Drafting
Committee would be instructed to find a formula, on the lines I have suggested, which might
satisfy all parties.

M. HENNINGS (Sweden)..-- Translation : After what has been said by previous speakers,
I will not prolong the discussion. I merely wish 'to say that the Swedish delegation fully
approves 'the idea behind the United States amendment. In my view, this amendment in its
present form is preferable to the text proposed by the Spanish delegate, although, of course, if
a compromise had to be sought, 'the Spanish delegate's text could serve as a basis.

The lHon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America): The delegation of the United
States has no objection to the proposed reservation made by the honourable delegate for Spain.
If there is any country in the world that is anxious 'to intrude itself into the interior affairs
of Africa, we certainly have no objection. I would suggest, however, that it does not seem
to me quite fair that there should be an express reservation made in each case. Possibly, by
the addition in -the English text of the word "need" (" need accept no obligation "), just the
addition of one word, the case might be met. This is probably a question for the Drafting
Committee to take up, but, as I say, if any country desires to take part in affairs elsewhere,
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we have no objection. Indeed, I question whether the phraseology of the proposed amendment
would not give liberty to any country to intervene in the barred zones without the addition
of the words which the delegate from Spain suggests.

Sir Percy Cox (India): I would like to say that the proposition kindly put forward by
the delegate for Spain would entirely meet my point of view. I am grateful to him for suggest-
ing a solution on that basis, which I strongly support.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: M. de Palacios has not put his proposal in the form
of an amendment, but, if I understand him aright, he wishes to alter the wording of the United
States proposal to approximately the following: "The High Contracting Parties reserve
the right, at the time of signing the present Convention, to declare that they accept no respon-
sibility, etc. . .

Before referring this text to the Drafting Committee we must, I repeat, give that Committee
clear instructions.

The Hon. Theodore E. BURTON (United States of America) : It does not seem -to me that
it is necessary to make a formal reservation at the time of signing. The Article itself can be
made sufficient, and then each State can be left to decide for itself whether it desires to disclaim
or to abstain from responsibility or not. I should much prefer that this provision be included
in the article and that it be complete.

As regards the general question of liberty to -take part, as suggested by the Spanish delegate,
I have no objection to it whatever. I would suggest that this question be referred -to the
Drafting Committee with two principles established - first, the general idea of no responsibility
on the part of any country ; and, secondly, that responsibility may be assumed if any country
so desires. We can then leave it to the Drafting Committee to adopt such a phraseology as
it may think best.

The PRESIDENT.- Translation : We have, then, to find a new text which will reproduce
the United States delegation's text, namely:

" The High Contracting Parties which have no territories under their sovereignty,
jurisdiction, protection or tutelage within or adjacent to the special zones described
in Article Z 1, accept no obligation or responsibility . . .

It has been observed that this text is somewhat too rigid and that provision should be
made for the case of those High Contracting Parties which do wish to accept responsibilities
or obligations. They are, after all, entitled to take this view of their international duties.

If I understand Mr. Burton aright, he suggests referring this text to the Drafting Com-
mittee, at the same time modifying the words " accept no obligation or responsibility ". We
might say, for example " The High Contracting Parties assume no obligation or responsi-
bility ". We should thus avoid any reference to reservations, but we should leave it open
to the High Contracting Parties, should they so desire, to accept an obligation or responsibility
without being prevented by the Convention.

If no one else wishes to speak, I conclude that it is agreed that the Drafting Committee's
new proposal should be worded on these lines.

I therefore ask the members of the Committee who are present to take a decision on the
principle contained in the United States proposal, on the understanding that, if this is adopted,
it will be referred to the Drafting Committee.

The principle of the United States proposal was put to the vote and adopted, and the text of
the proposal was referred to the Drafting Committee.

79. Procedure to be adopted with regard to the Signing of the Instruments of the Conference.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation: I wish to draw your attention to the procedure to be
adopted with regard to the signing of the Acts of the Conference:

Five Acts have been drawn up in conformity with the decisions of the Conference, viz.:
1. A Convention;
2. A Protocol regarding Chemical and Bacteriological Warfare;
3. A Declaration concerning Ifni;
4. A Protocol of Signature;
5. A Final Act.

The last two must be signed by the delegates of all the Governments which have taken
part in the work of the Conference. The Final Act states the results of the Conference and
contains the declarations which have been approved; the Protocol of Signature allows those
who may be prevented from signing immediately to sign the other three Acts, which are also
open for signature at the same time, up to September 30th, 1926.

I call your attention to these various provisions, and the Bureau will be pleased to give
any information which may be required.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China). - Translation : I should like information on one point. Should
delegates who have not received full powers to sign the Convention sign the Protocol of Signature
or only the Final Act ?
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The PRESIDENT. - Translation : I cannot claim to answer that question, which is a some-
what delicate one, but I think that delegates who are in the position to which Dr. Tcheou Wei
refers may without difficulty sign the Final Act.

TWENTY-SIXTH MEETING

Held at Geneva on Monday, June 15th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

President: Count CARTON DE WIART.

80. Departure of M. Cobian, General Rapporteur: Communication by the President.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : Our Rapporteur, M. Cobian, has written that unavoid-
able duties compel him to return to Madrid and that he deeply regrets to have been obliged
to leave the Conference before the conclusion of our work.

As both our General Rapporteurs have had to leave, you will no doubt authorise the Bureau
to appoint a substitute for them should it be necessary to draw up a supplement to the general
report of the General Committee.

Agreed.

81. Special Zones: Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Articles 19 to 27: Revised. Text
proposed by the Drafting Committee.

The PRESIDENT. - Translation : he next item on our agenda is the discussion of Articles
19 to 27 and Section II of Annex II. You have before you the final text - subject to our
discussion to-day, which will doubtless continue into the next meeting. I shall propose for
discussion in their order Articles 19 -to 27.

Sir Percy Cox (India): Mr. President and honourable delegates, before we begin the detailed
discussion on the draft articles forming the first item on our agenda this morning, I am most
anxious to ensure that the Committee may have a perfectly clear understanding of the problems
on which it has to decide, and I beg you to bear with me while I make a clear statement of their
portent from the point of view of this delegation. The question involved in the operation of
these articles is of the most fundamental importance to India in particular, but I hope to
convince you, gentlemen, that it is of very great importance to every State that has the broad
objects and the successful working of this Convention at heart - that is to say, to every
State represented here.

I should first like to pay a hearty tribute to the courage and pertinacity with which the
delegates for. Persia have sought to promote what they believe to be the interests of their
country.

The lengthy discussions which have taken place in the Geographical Committee seem to
me to have brought out three salient points. My honourable colleague General Habibolah
Khan will correct me if I am wrong.

First, the Persian delegation claims to have the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman
recognised as the " home waters " of Persia and excluded from the maritime zone under this
Convention.

Secondly, it claims for vessels flying the Persian flag in the maritime zone a special dispen-
sation from the operation of the regime provided for all native vessels lying in those waters.

The grounds on which these demands have been made are: (1) that in both cases the
sovereign rights of Persia will be infringed ; (2) that legitimate Persian trade will be crippled,
if not exterminated ; (3) that the classing of Persian vessels in the category " native vessel "
for purposes of the Convention is incompatible with the dignity and sovereignty of Persia.

As regards the first claim, this Committee has already endorsed the view, presented by
-the Legal Committee specially appointed, to the effect that the Gulfs of Persia and Oman
are open seas from the point of view of international law, and this Committee has decided
that they must remain within the maritime zone. This decision is undoubtedly completely
justified.

One of the main objects of the Convention is to suppress or control the illicit traffic in
arms, especially rifles and revolvers, in those parts of the world where their possession by local
inhabitants constitutes a menace to peace and order. The shores of the Persian Gulf and Gulf
of Oman, both shores, are the tracts of all others which fulfil this description at the present
day. The pitch to which the illicit traffic can attain is surprising. I have already mentioned
at an earlier meeting of this Committee that, in a single period of six months, nearly 12,000



- 400 —

rifles were captured in -these waters; 290 pistols and over 2,000,000 rounds of ammunition.
This, of course, takes no account of the arms successfully run in the same period.

Gentlemen, I do not wish it to be -thought for a moment that the Persian delegate's extreme
solicitude for Persian craft can be interpreted as portending a desire to encourage the traffic;
on the contrary, I have here a letter from the Persian Government to H. M. Minister, dated
May 7th, in which it is stated: " the control of arms traffic which is beneficial to India is equally
of great importance to the internal security of Persia ".

I cannot help thinking, however, that the Persiani d(legale's attitude is based mainly
on sentiment, and, gentlemen, we cannot frame an Arms Traffic Convention on on a basis
of sentiment. I must state frankly that, even to-day, not only traffic in arms but piracy and
traffic in claves intermittently occur in the waters which we are discussing. The latter two
phenomena are only rendered possible by the existence of the illicit -traffic in arms and the
plentiful supply available. The evils are only kept under fortunately to a considerable
extent - by the presence and vigilance of he vessels of the British East India Squadron and
co-operative liaison between the consular and local authorities in -the main Gulf ports.

Here I would expose a fallacy contained in the claim of the Persian delegates that Persian
vessels deserve -to be treated on a different plan from those of other riparian authorities in
the native vessel zone. There is not the slightest foundation for such a claim. I believe
the honourable Persian delegate has never visited the shores of the Persian Gulf or the Gulf
of Oman. If he has, he, at any rate, forgets that, fora long period of history previous to the
close of the eighteenth century, all the coast and ports and islads of the Persian Gulf were
inhabited by Arabs and in Arab occupation. The inhabitants of the Persian coast have still
a large leaven of Arab blood and Arab residents among them. Moreover, Persia has a pro-
vince called Arabistan, peopled by Arabs, and must have about a million Arab subjects.

It is these mingled types that man the sailing-vessels emanating from the Eastern shores
of the Gulf. They differ in no way in character or standard of civilisation from 'the people
of the islands or of the opposite shore. They all participate to a greater or less extent in the
pearl fisheries, which provide a livelihood for between 20,000 and 30,000 denizens of this
region. There are naturally pirates and scallywag elements on both shores. I may mention
that I myself participated, with the co-operation of the local sheik, in the capture of a gang
of pirates who had their headquarters in a village not 20 miles from my own consulate at
Bu hire. They had committed a long series of piracies with wholesale murder on harmless
trading vessels passing up or down he faiay of the faia Gulf with valuable cargo. Guilt was
brought home to three of their number, but, as capital punishment is regarded with disfavour in
Mahommedan countries, they got off with sentences of life-imprisonment.

Again, even to-day, inhabitants of Persian Mekran, on the east coast of the Gulf of Oman,
among others, are from time to time caught selling their children or their captives in tribal
raids for arms or money. They flit across the Gulf to the Arab side, sell their human freight
and bring back arms. None of these malpractices would be possible were it not for the existence
of the illicit traffic. I am sure the Persian delegate does not realise the portent of what
lie asks.

As the result of our Convention, are these backward and turbulent communities to be
allowed - nay, even to be encouraged - by the immunity of their flag to resort to these mal-
practices, when the spirit moves them, with greater impunity and greater immunity than at
present ? Is it -to be supposed -that the.Government of India, on whichn, through the British
East India Squadron, all -the brunt of supervision falls, will become party to a Convention
which, if framed on the lines of sentiment advocated by my Persian colleagues, would make
their work harder and more thankless than ever ?

Gentlemen, the suggestion that legitimate trade is crippled in the process is, I assure you,
mere moonshine. The trade of the Gulf by 'these sailing craft is a very important one, and
is participated in by vessels from India, from East Africa and the Gulf of Aden. Is it to be
supposed 'that they will allow their trade to be crippled without raising their voice ? Moreover,
the human element is no negligible factor in the matter of the application of the supervisory
regime. The overhauling of dhows on the high seas is a most difficult and unsavoury duty,
which is exceedingly obnoxious to all naval officers, and their natural inclination is never to
do it except on the very best information and for good and sufficient cause.

Gentlemen, I 'think we are all at one in -the belief that a most potent factor for 'the success
of a Convention like ours is international solidarity in 'the working of it. I was rather afraid
on Friday, when the proposal now embodied in Article 27 of this draft was put forward by the
delegate for the United States of America, that, if inserted as an article in the Convention,
it might appear to the public, in quarters where it would be most important, as a sort of gesture
of dissociation from the regime devised to control illicit traffic and a detraction from the
solid aspect of the Convention. I devoutly hope that my misgivings may prove unfounded.

I do ask you, in the spirit of solidarity, though you disclaim, and rightly disclaim, respond
sibility and obligation, to give your solid support to the passing of this regime as it stands.

The Earl of ONSLOW (British Empire) : I rise only to add a few words and to say that I
support most sincerely every word spoken by my colleague from India. I have every possible
desire to meet the delegates from Persia and to conciliate the point of view which has been
put forward by them, and I should like to say that I join with Sir Percy Cox in sincerely con-
gratulating our honourable colleagues from Persia on the courage and ability and skill with
which they have presented their case. But, although having every possible desire to meet
them if I can, I deeply regret that I can see no method of controlling the trade in arms unless
the principles laid down in these articles receive general support and general application, so


