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31. Article 1, Category I: " Component Parts ".

General RUGGLES (United States of America) said that the United States delegation
proposed to add, after sub-paragraph 3, a new sub-paragraph (c) to the following effect:

" (c) Component parts of the items contained in (a) and (b) above, if capable
of being utilised only in the manufacture or repair of the items contained in (a)
and (b) above for land, sea or aerial warfare."

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) recalled the fact that during the first meeting he had given reasons
for which it was desirable to define more clearly " component parts ". He wished to add certain
further considerations.

In his opinion the Committee should ascertain whether half-finished material ought or
ought not to be considered as also coming within the scope of the Convention. It was obvious
that any extension at some future date of the terms of the Convention to half-finished material
intended not only for direct employment in the manufacture of the arms and munitions
enumerated in the Convention but also in their production, would considerably increase the
organisations set up by the various Governments to exercise the control provided for in the
Convention, especially in regard to Customs offices, which would encounter difficulties in
applying any regulations for any form of control.

Also, in regard to statistics, such an extension would, in his opinion, involve complica-
tions which would be difficult to overcome. With a view to simplification of the matter,
which several delegates had favoured, he proposed that the Committee should approve in
principle the following definition of component parts, e.g.:

"By component parts of arms, munitions and other implements of war mentioned
in Article 1 shall be understood all material wrought and designed for the sole purpose
of entering into the composition of such arms, munitions and implements of war,
and which do not require to undergo any subsequent mechanical or chemical treat-
ment, except assemblage."

General DE MARINIS (Italy) agreed with the Swedish proposal and the American proposal.
They seemed to him to have much the same object and to be in much the same terms. He

proposed therefore to combine the two proposals as follows:

"Component parts of arms, ammunition and war material contained in (a) and
(b) above, entirely finished, and capable of being utilised only in the manufacture
or repair of the items contained in (a) and (b) above for land, sea or aerial warfare."

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium), without wishing to discuss the proposal of the Italian delegate,
thought nevertheless that it should be very carefully examined, for it seemed to go beyond
the scope of Article 1. Article 4 of the Draft Convention concerned the conditions under
which certain private factories should be authorised to receive component parts. In his opinion
such factories would probably receive completely finished parts rather than half-finished parts.

Colonel MICHELIS (Germany) supported the Belgian delegate.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) thanked the Italian delegate for the proposal, to which he agreed.
In reply to the Belgian delegate, he pointed out, that, besides the private factories receiving
half-finished material, there were also, in certain States which were not producing States,
State factories in receipt of such materials.

General RUGGLES (United States) thanked General de Marinis for his proposal, which the
American delegation was happy to accept.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium), in reply to the Swedish delegate, said that the Belgian dele-
gation thought that it should be understood that the supervision of trade provided for in
the draft applied not only to arms and munitions privately manufactured but also to those
manufactured by the State, including obsolete weapons.

The Belgian delegation was sure that States manufacturers did not intend to obtain exemp-
tion from the application of the Convention and for this reason it could be maintained that
all obsolete arms, which in certain States were the only weapons possessed by their regular
forces, would escape the Convention, while those manufactured by private firms would fall
within the scope of the Convention.

The discussion stood adjurned.
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FIFTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 13th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

Chairman: General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

32. Article 1, Category I, Component Parts (Continuation).

The following amendment, submitted jointly by the delegations of Italy, Sweden and the
United States, was read:

"Add to Article 1, Category I, the following paragraph:
(c) Component parts of the articles covered in (a) and (b) above, entirely

finished, if capable of being utilised only in the assembly, repair or as spare parts of
the said articles."

M. BOLT-JORGENSEN (Denmark) begged to submit a purely formal proposal. As a result
of the votes taken in the Committee, nothing remained in paragraph 2 of Category I except
tanks. He would therefore propose: (1) to suppress paragraph 2 of Category I; (2) to
place tanks under (c) in paragraph 1; and (3) to indicate by (d) the paragraph submitted
by the delegations of Italy, Sweden and the United States, which was at present put under (c).

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought that the proposals of the delegates of Italy, Sweden
and the United States were intended chiefly to indicate that the term " component parts"
referred to parts which were completely finished. The Belgian delegation, for various reasons,
accepted this definition. Before, however, proceeding to a vote on the subject, he would
like to present an observation of a practical character.

In Belgium, he himself would probably be called upon to apply the proposed Convention
in that country, as was the case in respect of the Conventions which the present Convention
was to replace. He would find it extremely embarrassing to identify or cause to be identified
by his agents the component parts, even though completely finished, of certain machines falling
under Category I, and belonging to the military material of a Power as to whose armament
there was little information available.

With the best will in the world, it might be impossible to exercise complete supervision,
as it was not possible to discover without exception all the component parts of all the military
materials of all Powers. Doubtless it was logical, if the uncontrolled export of machines
recognised as being exclusively designed for warfare were prohibited, to take the same measures
in respect of their component parts. He would, therefore, ask, in order to obtain some direction
for the services responsible for the delicate work of supervision, that the international central
organisation to be set up should be informed as to the details of construction and form of the
various parts to be supervised, in order that this information might be communicated to all
the organisations entrusted with the application of the Convention in the territories of the signa-
tory Powers. He was well aware that such a request would not perhaps be acceptable to certain
Powers which were represented at the Conference. He found it necessary to draw the attention
of his colleagues to this point, as in practice this part of the Convention would give rise to
very serious difficulties, and it would hardly be possible to reproach a country if it allowed
certain component parts to evade control in spite of its sincere desire to make that control
effective.

Colonel REQUIN (France) thought that the difficulties to which the Belgian delegate had
drawn attention would be very real and quite insurmountable if the control contemplated
by the Convention were understood in this particular way. Such, however, was not the case.
It was not for the Customs officials, for example, to verify the component parts, which were, as
a matter of fact, very difficult to identify. Any system of control must be based on the good
faith of the exporters and on the carrying out of engagements subscribed. The fundamental
basis of the system would be the licence established by the exporters themselves. The Customs
services would only have to register these licences when the goods left the country, and would
merely make a note of them. The work in question was statistical and not a work of verifi-
cation. He did not think the provisions under discussion could be otherwise understood.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) agreed with the delegate of France. This was above all a
question of good faith on the part of the Governments which would ratify the Convention.
The Governments of the exporting countries would, of course, be in a position to know whether
the private party furnishing the material was or was not a manufacturer of war material. As
it must be assumed that the Governments would act in good faith in applying the Convention,
there was no need to fear the difficulties to which the Belgian delegation had drawn attention.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) was surprised to learn that the service of control to be set
up would consist merely in administrative formalities. He would point out, however, that,
however unimpeachable might be the good faith of the Governments and the services establish-
ing the licences, it would not be possible to question the good faith of the manufacturers if
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they did not ask for a licence, because they often manufactured component parts from models,
or simply from a description, without even knowing their destination. It was owing to the fact
that the service of control had endeavoured honestly to apply the Convention of St. Germain
that it was so well aware of the difficulties which might be encountered. If the task of the
service were to be as summary as had been indicated, he associated himself unreservedly with
the proposal.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) said he fully appreciated the force of the observations of the Belgian
delegate ; all the more so as the Swedish delegation felt misgivings of the same kind with regard
to certain points and reserved the right to submit certain considerations when the question
of explosives came to be discussed. As regards component parts, however, and the application
of the Convention in general, it seemed advisable to rely upon the moral obligation of the States.
So long as the Convention was applied within the limits of what was practical, nothing further
could be reasonably required.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) realised the force of the observations submitted by the Belgian
delegation in regard to possible evasions. He did not think, however, that it was possible, in
a Convention of the kind which was being discussed, to provide against all possibilities of fraud.
It was necessary to rely on the good faith of the Governments and even of private parties.
The jurists themselves could not hope to provide in a penal code against all possible crimes.
Was it then possible in an international convention to draft a veritable encyclopedia covering
all the possibilities which might arise in the course of its application ? He associated himself
with the observations of the Swedish delegate. He thought it would be useful, in the general
interests of the Convention, to include component parts, but it was not practicable to go further
than the guarantees which the Conference was endeavouring to establish by means of the
proposals contained in the Draft.

Admiral LONG (United States of America) said that he had listened with great interest
to the remarks of the Italian and Swedish delegates. If, however, the Convention were to
reach a real conclusion, delegations should proceed with the fixed idea that all nations were
going to be honest.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) observed that the delegations of Sweden, Italy and the United
States agreed with him in recognising that there would be considerable practical difficulties
in carrying to a logical extreme the application of the Convention so far as component parts
were concerned. This also was the opirion of the Belgian Government, which would apply
the Convention honestly, as it had done in the case of all previous Conventions.

Colonel REQUIN (France) thought that the misgivings of the Belgian delegate were quite
justified. So far as the question concerned Colonel Fraikin personally, however, these diffi-
culties would be less considerable than he anticipated, as Belgium did not export arms coming
under Category I.

The Committee unanimously adopted the amendment of the delegations of Italy, Sweden and
the United States.

33. Article 1, Category I: Tanks. Proposal by the Danish Delegation.

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on the proposal of the Danish delegation, to the effect
that the component parts of tanks should be included under Category I. He invited the
Committtee to take a decision on the question of principle.

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan) said that the original Japanese proposal had been for the
deletion of paragraph 2 of Ca egory I. The proposal now before the Committee, which met
with the approval of the Japanese delegation, had been made for the sake of simplicity.
However, tanks should not be considered as coming under the heading of Category I
"Materials of war "

On this understanding, he would agree with the proposal of the Danish delegate.

The CHAIRMAN explained that, according to the proposal of the Danish delegate, tanks
would be mentioned under (c), and the Italian, Swedish and American proposal relating to
component parts, which had just been adopted, would come under (d). As a result of this,
the provision contemplated under (d) would apply to all the objects enumerated in the
previous paragraphs and also to tanks.

M. BOLT-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that the heading of Category I, had clearly shown
that it was intended to cover component parts. His proposal was merely a formal one, and
was the result of the fact that nearly all the items of paragraph 2 had been deleted. There-
fore, it would be more convenient to put them in paragraph 1, together with their compo-
nent parts.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said that the British delegation supported the
Danish proposal. It involved no change. He assumed that the Committee would be consulted
as to whether: (1) tanks should be placed in Category I; (2) whether the expression " component
parts " should cover the component parts of articles included in (a), (b) and (c).
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The CHAIRMAN observed that the Committee had already decided to include tanks in
Category I.

General ENCKELL (Finland) thought that, for the reasons already given, particularly by
the Italian delegate, it would be difficult to include in Category I the component parts of tanks.
The same question had been raised when the question of sighting apparatus and aerial-
gunsights had been discussed. He thought it would be preferable to mention tanks, sighting
apparatus and aerial hts in a special s paragraph and to specify that the amendment
as regards component parts did not apply to this paragraph.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) supported the proposal of the delegate for Finland.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation did not think it advisable to
include the component parts of tanks in Category I.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that the question of the text to be adopted would be easily
settled when the Committee had decided upon the question of substance.

M. BOLT-JORGENSEN (Denmark) explained that his proposal was one of pure form and did
not in any way touch the question of the inclusion or exclusion of component parts.

The CHAIRMAN supended the ssnmeeting in" order to enable the delegates of Finland and
France to put their proposals in writing, so that they should be distributed to the members of
the Committee.

On the meeting being resumed, the CHAIRMAN said that the Danish delegation proposed
to mention tanks under (c) of Category I. The Finnish delegation proposed to suppress
the reference to sighting apparatus in (a) and to place such apparatus, together with tanks,
in (d). The second paragraph would be suppressed. He thought that these two amendments
might be superimposed. The Finnish amendment, however, went further, as its adoption
implied that the Committee was going back on its decision to submit the component parts of
aerial gunsights and sighting apparatus to control.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire), suggested, in place of the two amendments submitted,
that tanks should be transferred to paragraph (a) of Category I. As far as the title of the
category was concerned, this was not under discussion. But he understood that the French
delegation had a proposal which would make the enumeration of paragraphs unnecessary.

As regarded component parts, if tanks were placed in paragraph (a), the wording as pre-
viously adopted by the Committee would stand. The wording of paragraph (c) meant that the
Convention applied to component parts only capable of use in connection with the articles
mentioned in paragraphs (a) and (b).

As 991/2 per cent of the component parts of a tank would not thus come under control
there would be no harm in causing the stipulations of paragraph (c) to apply to all articles
contained in paragraphs (a) and (b).

M. BOLT-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that, after having studied the proposal of the British
delegate, he was prepared to support it and would withdraw his amendment.

General ENCKELL (Finland) made a similar declaration.

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan) said that the British proposal simplified the question still
further. The Japanese delegation was quite ready to agree to put tanks under (a) and was
prepared also to regard them as a weapon and not as war material.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the only amendment remaining, namely, the British amend-
ment to the effect that tanks should be transferred to (a) under Category I.

This amendment was adopted.

34. Gunpowder and Explosives: Proposal by the Swedish Delegation.

The following proposal, submitted by the Swedish delegation, was read:

" That the ITechnical Committee appoint a Sub-Committee of, say, six to
eight members to consider and advise on the following questions:

" 1. What types of explosives and gunpowder should come within the provi-
sions of the Convention ?

" 2. Which of those explosives and gunpowder should be considered as coming
under Category I ?

" 3. What kinds of ammunition should be subject to the Convention ?
" 4. In what different categories should this ammunition be placed ? "

The CHAIRMAN observed that, in view of the progress of the work of the General Committee,
it appeared to be necessary that he should be able to present his report to that Committee
at latest within 48 hours; otherwise the General Committee would not be able to continue
its work.

A question was raised by the Swedish delegate which appearedwto'require long'and detailed
study. Would the Swedish delegation agree not to insist on its proposal and to accept what
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had already been adopted. Otherwise, if the Swedish proposal were approved, the Committee
would be forced to renew the discussion on Category I.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) said that his proposal did not in any way affect the text of the Con-
vention as already established. This text would not be in any way modified by an enumeration
of the types of gunpowder and explosives. He thought it was very desirable to add to the Con-
vention by way of explanation a kind of schedule of the articles in question, and to class them
in a category. His proposal was intended to provide a schedule of this character. When the
Committee reached the question of gunpowder and explosives, he would submit explanations
as to the object of his proposal. This proposal was not in any way meant to prejudice the work
already done, or which remained to be done, so far as the text of the Convention was concerned.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Swedish delegation had no intention, as might have appeared
from its proposal, of recommending the division of gunpowder and explosives into two cate-
gories and of including one of these divisions in Category I. In these circumstances, the pro-
posal might be examined during the discussion on the sub-paragraph relating to gunpowder
and explosives.

35. Title of Category I.

Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, exclusively designed for land, sea or
aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment.

Colonel REQUIN (France) submitted an amendment in the following terms concerning
the title to be given to Category I 

"Arms, munitions and apparatus hereinafter set out exclusively designed for
land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment."

He reminded the Committee that, now that it had decided what should be placed in Category
I, all that remained to be done was to give a title to that category. For this it was indispen-
sable first to clear up a very important point which might still give rise to a certain amount
of misunderstanding after the discussion which had taken place.

In the Draft Convention before the Committee, both in its letter and in its spirit, allthe
arms, munitions, etc., mentioned in Category I were considered not separately but according to
their use - that was to say: according as to whether they were mounted on an aeroplane, a
tank, a warship, etc. There could be no doubt that this was what the Draft Convention meant.

The Italian delegate had supported the opinion expressed by the French delegation on
this point and had added that this opinion gave additional force to the Italian contention
that warships should be excluded from paragraph 2 of Category I. The only reservation on
this point had been made by the British delegate, but the discussion had not been continued
further.

A point therefore arose for decision : should the Committee adopt the point of view expressed
in the Draft Convention - that was to say: should it draw up a list of all arms, munitions,
etc., explaining that they should be covered, whatever use was made of them - or did the
Committee intend to make an exception for guns, etc., because these happened to be mounted
on aeroplanes or warships ? He pointed out that certain of these weapons were common to
various types of war material. Thus, such guns of a warship as could be landed could also be
used as field artillery.

He thought it indispensable to settle this question because the decision to be taken in regard
to the title to be given to Categoryj I depended on what was decided concerning it.

The French delegation's views had not changed, and the representatives on the Permanent
Advisory Commission of the ten States constituting the Council of the League of Nations had
unanimously agreed not to accord exceptional treatment to certain classes of war material
according as to whether they were mounted on a'warship or on an aeroplane or whether they
were exported in some other manner. The question of principle which had caused that decision
was that they had been determined to make no unjustifiable discrimination between naval,
aerial or land armaments which, taken together, formed the armament of a country for the
purpose of national defence.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire), thought that a misunderstanding had arisen.
When at the first meeting of the Committee the question was discussed as to including
warships in the Convention, he had thought that the question which the Committee had
been called upon to decide had been whether or not warships and their armaments were
to be included or excluded. On that occasion the Chinese delegate had asked whether
the proposal made by the British delegation to exclude warships from the Convention
" covered warships . . . . not carrying arms, and consequently useless for war
purposes, or whether it covered them when they were armed with guns ". He had replied, accord-
ing to the Minutes, " that his proposal covered warships and aircraft together with their arms ".

At a later stage in the same meeting he had replied as follows to the French delegate:
" With reference to the remarks of Colonel Requin, Admiral Aubrey Smith understood that
the French proposal was that all guns in warships should be licensed. It was precisely a
proposal of this kind which the British delegation considered to be dangerous to the amenity
of nations. Further, to license the armaments carried by warships was quite unnecessary,
because full details of them were known and published throughout the world ".
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In these circumstances, he thought that the point now raised by Colonel Requin was
one which had already been referred to the Committee for a decision and that a vote had
actually been taken upon it; for the Committee had, in fact, decided that warships and their
armaments were to be excluded from the Convention.

Colonel RE;QUIN (France) replied that there was no misunderstanding as far as he was con-
cerned. He desired merely to point out that the idea to which he had given expression was
not a new one, and he had referred to what the Italian delegate had said in support of his con-
tention that warships should be excluded. In the declaration of the delegates of the ten States
represented on the Council of the League of Nations, the following passage occurred (Docu-
ment C. C.I.A. 1, page 142):

"The Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give an incomplete and
controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up a list, which it believes
to be complete, of all arms which are or shall be constructed for the purposes of land,
sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment, by armies, warships,
tanks, aeroplanes, etc. The Permanent Advisory Commission has therefore included
in Category I all arms and munitions which might be utilised either by weapons
of war, such as warships or tanks, or by weapons not necessarily designed for war,
such as aeroplanes."

Consequently the French delegate was only maintaining a point of view which had already
been expressed. The British delegate had indeed made the reservation to which he
himself had already referred. He pointed out, however, that the Committee had voted on
a proposal from the Japanese delegate and not on the proposal of the British delegate. The
proposal of the Japanese delegate had been to delete paragraph 2, but it had no reference
whatever to paragraph 1, which the Committee had not yet discussed. If there were any
doubts existing in regard to this, he pointed out that the Committee had already resumed the
discussion of a fairly large number of questions upon which what appeared to be a definite
vote had been taken. The Committee would thus be in order if it took up again so important
a question and asked the various members what they had understood the vote to have meant.
If they shared the opinion of the British delegate and stated that their vote had covered warships
and their armaments, the question would then be settled.

Commander RUSPOLI (Italy) said that the Italian delegation had voted on the understanding
that the warship, together with its armament, was excluded. In actual fact, all the conside-
rations which had just been put forward had no practical value. When a warship was con-
structed by a firm, and when the representatives of the purchasing country took delivery of
it, the vessel hoisted the flag of the purchasing country. From that moment, in accordance
with the principle of ex-territoriality, the vessel was considered to be already transferred to
the purchaser and therefore the Convention would not apply.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) drew the attention of the Committee to the fact
that the vote which had taken place did not concern the original Japanese proposal, since
the Committee had decided at a later stage in the discussion to vote separately on each Article
of paragraph 2 of Category I.

Admiral LONG (United States of America) said that his delegation agreed with the remarks
of the Italian delegation. A warship purchased by a Power from another Power possessed
all the privileges of ex-territoriality.

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan) reminded the Committee that, with regard to the vote
which had been taken, the Chairman had first proposed that the Committee should vote en bloc
on paragraph 2. He had then amended his proposal and had submitted one which the Com-
mittee had adopted, to the effect that a vote should be taken separately on each Article.
The Japanese delegate had agreed to this latter proposal and was therefore able to confirm
the observations made by the British delegate.

As regards the reasons for which warships should be excluded from the Convention,
the Japanese delegation agreed with the Italian delegation.

Commander DELEUZE (France) would have desired to be able to agree with the opinion
of the British, Italian and United States delegates and to have proposed the following formula:
" Any weapon for use in sea warfare is excluded from the Convention ". Such a formula,
however, would be too drastic. It could not be maintained, on the pretext of the principle
of respect for ex-territoriality, that it was impossible to supervise the armaments
carried by a warship. One of two things happened : either the guns, for example, were placed
on board the vessel before the flag of the purchasing country was hoisted or else they were
placed on board afterwards. In cases where -the vessels, when purchased, carried neither
guns nor flag, when the guns were placed on board it that vessel still formed part of the national
territory of the vendor State. In this case any of that State's officials had the right
to go on board the vessel. When the purchaser arrived to take-delivery of the vessel, the
officials of the constructing country, during the time which would elapse before the hoisting
of the flag, had the right to take note of the number of guns, torpedoes, etc., enumerated in
Category I of the Convention which were on board and to draw up an exportation licence.
After this had been done, the flag could be hoisted, the war material would have been registered
and the principle of ex-territoriality would have been respected.

In the contrary case, the flag was hoisted on the vessel before its armament was put on
board. In this case it would be during the time when the cranes hoisted the war material
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on board the vessel that it could be said that the war material was being transferred from
the producing country to the purchasing country. The Customs officers on the quayside
would take note of the material thus hoisted on board and register it as being exported from
their country. Obviously, no official would then have the right to go on board the vessel,
and it would be the duty of the officers of the ship, as representing the importing country,
to take delivery and acknowledge receipt. In this case, too, the principle of sovereignty was
safeguarded.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that he had listened with great attention to the remarks
of Commander Deleuze, which he had thought to be very important and very true. Commander
Deleuze had said : " If you adopt such a policy, you will be placing outside the Convention all
weapons constructed for sea warfare ". But what was the nature of the control established by
the Convention ? The control in question was entirely a moral one. Members of the Committee
should call to mind the opinions expressed during the general discussion. The object of the
Convention was not to prevent the traffic in arms but to control it. How was this to be done ?
By submitting it to the approval of public opinion through the publication of statistics from
which nothing should be omitted concerning the trade in arms. As the British delegate had
said at the previous meeting, all the armament of a warship was registered and known all
over the world. If this were the case, though the Italian delegate was not quite sure that it was,
warships could not escape publicity, that was to say: they would meet the same treatment as
other armaments. It was for this reason that, when the subject had been discussed at the first
meeting of the Committee, he had entirely agreed with the remarks of the British and Japanese
delegations. He wished to take this occasion to point out that, in the Minutes of that meeting,
his speech had been summarised too shortly and that perhaps on reading it it might be
concluded that he had put aeroplanes and warships on the same footing, whereas it was
obvious that, as far as warships were concerned, he had entirely agreed with the British
point of view.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) thought that it had been understood that the Committee
could only deal with questions of a technical nature. From the speeches, however, made by
Commander Ruspoli and Commander Deleuze he had formed the impression that the discussion
was not being conducted in conformity with this rule and that the question raised was of
concern not to the Military, Naval and Air Committee but perhaps to the Legal Committee.
At the moment, members were exchanging views as to whether the rules of international law
prevented any system for the regulation of armaments from being applied to warships or
whether, in view of the restrictions of international law, a special system should be applied
to such weapons. This was a very difficult problem, and he did not think that the Committee
was qualified to solve it. He pointed out that the Legal Committee had just been discussing
the question which had been raised by Commander Ruspoli and had inclined to the view that,
as far as warships were concerned, special arrangements would have to be concluded in order
to take account of the special nature of this arm.

Personally he shared the opinion of Commander Ruspoli that it was impossible to set up
for warships the same system as that applied to material exported. Commander Deleuze himself
would, he thought, agree with him on this point, since, even in the explanations which he had
given, Commander Deleuze had drawn a distinction between cases when the national flag had
been hoisted and cases when it had not and had suggested two different systems. This meant
that he had realised that it was not possible to apply a rigid system to warships.

The Brazilian delegate said that he did not feel very sympathetic towards the system
which had been suggested. When a Power was under the necessity of ordering warships from
abroad, what would be the feelings of the officers and crew of the vessel when purchased when
they saw the Customs officers of the manufacturing country drawing up lists of the vessel's
armament ? Their feelings would be the same were the Customs officials to have the right
to come on board five minutes before the flag of their country was hoisted.

It was obvious that nobody desired to prevent any arm being controlled. If it were
desired to attain the object of the Convention, everything which was controllable would have
to be controlled, but to make it possible to apply the Convention, only that which was controllable
should be submitted to control. What was more easy to control without a special system
than a warship ?

He did not think it necessary to interpret the various classifications contained in Category I.
As technical experts, the members of the Committee ought merely to indicate what ought
to be included in Category I without concerning themselves with what system of control should
be set up in respect of warships. It seemed to him to be the duty of the Legal Committee
to decide up to what point control of the armament of a warship should be carried out, whether
that warship was constructed in a country or whether it passed through the territorial waters
of a country.

The discussion was adjourned to the next meeting.
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SIXTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, May 14th, 1925, at 4 p. m.

Chairman: General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

36. Amendment to the Minutes of the Third Meeting.

General RUGGLES (United States of America) desired to amend the statement which
was attributed to him in the Minutes of the third meeting. The cartridge of the Thompson sub-
machine-gun had the power of a pistol cartridge and it should therefore not be described as
wholly useless for war purposes but should be considered as not designed exclusively for
warfare.

The Chairman said that note would be made of this amendment.

37. Title of Category I (Continuation of the discussion).

Colonel REQUIN (France) wished to submit certain explanations to the Committee with a
view to shortening as much as possible the discussion concerning the treatment to be accorded
to arms and munitions on board warships and other material which had been excluded from
the Convention. It was obvious that the discussion had no practical interest for the Committee,
in view of the fact that it was a committee of experts, since no new technical argument had
been brought forward. Thus the Committee ran the risk of paying less and less attention, as it
continued the discussion, to the admirable method of work proposed by Colonel Lowe, which
consisted in classifying arms and munitions according to their use in warfare without prejudice
to the means proposed for the control, this being a matter which the Committee of Experts
was not called upon to determine. It could have no knowledge of what methods of control
would be proposed since it was not its duty to deal with this aspect of the question.

The discussion, however, which had taken place had been largely concerned with the
methods of control, and arguments which had nothing whatever to do with the technical aspect
of the problem had been introduced.

The real question before the Committee consisted in finding a title for the arms contained
in Category I. He had already reminded the Committee that, when excluding certain material
from the Convention, it had voted on a proposal of the Japanese delegation to the effect that
paragraph 2 should be deleted, and therefore paragraph 1 still remained for discussion, and
no decision had been taken upon it.

Certain delegations had perhaps by their vote meant to exclude the materials in question
in paragraph 1, including the armaments mounted on them. Other delegates, on the other
hand, had been perfectly within their rights in not understanding that the question had
been settled in that manner. On both sides there was equal good faith. The Committee there-
fore would now have to ascertain whether or not the vote had meant to exclude or include from
the terms of the Convention the arms and munitions enumerated in Category I when they were
mounted on a warship. He therefore submitted the following question to the Committee:
" In defining the arms and munitions which it has enumerated in Category I, as follows:
'Which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of any State and
which are exclusively designed and intended for war' - does the Committee exclude such
arms and munitions from Category I when they are on a warship, a flying-machine or an
armoured motor-car ?"

From the replies given to that question it would be easy to construct a title for Category I.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) said that, on behalf of the Swedish delegation, he associated himself
with the views of the French delegation and with their amendment,

In addition to the considerations urged by Colonel Riquin, it seemed to him that, if the
Committee decided that all armaments on board a warship should be excluded from Category I
of the Convention, it would be necessary to draft a special amendment to that effect. If this
were not done the general wording of the Convention could, in his view, hardly admit of such
an interpretation. He found it difficult to admit that the exemption of warships and the arma-
ments they carried was meant to be subject to no limitations, nor that they should be entirely
eliminated from the provisions of the Convention. If this were so, the most absurd consequences
would follow. A State, for instance, would have the right, subject to no limitation, to put on
board such vessels all kinds of guns and ammunition in order to escape the provisions of the
Convention, or, for example, it would have the right to deliver such vessels to a Government
not acknowledged by other contracting States, etc.

It was therefore, in the view of the Swedish delegation, essential that any exceptional
treatment for warships and their armaments should be dealt with in a separate Article of the
Convention.
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Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) submitted the following memorandum:

There seems to be a certain amount of doubt as to the actual meaning of the vote by
virtue of which warships have at the present moment been excluded from the Convention,
and it appears essential that some agreement on this point should be reached.

It was always the intention of the British delegation to make it perfectly clear that this
Convention should apply neither to warships nor to their normal equipment, and it considers
that, in view of the doubt that has arisen, a favourable moment has arrived for making this
clear. It therefore proposes to add at the end of Category I the following:

"The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment."

These words are introduced merely to give logical effect to the exclusion of warships and
their armament from the Convention.

The British delegation cannot admit that land and naval armaments are, in so far as
regards the normal equipment of warships, on an equal footing. The normal equipment of a
warship constitutes at the same time its mobilisation equipment. In other words, warships are
always prepared for war. On the other hand, the equipment of land forces undergoes a radical
change on mobilisation for war. Peace establishments and equipments are matters of public
knowledge, and no nation has any objection to their being so. But the additional equipment
required to bring, say, an infantry battalion up to its war establishment is quite another
matter, and nations are, in the present condition of the world and in the interests of their own
security, compelled to maintain secrecy in this respect. It is therefore clear that the publishing
of the details of the normal equipment of warships would produce inequality of treatment
as between naval and land armaments.

The result might even be that those Governments which are forced to purchase their ships
abroad would either find grave difficulties in subscribing to a Convention which places them
in a position of technical inequality with producing nations or there would be a tendency to
that much-to-be-deprecated result of non-producing nations becoming producers or even to
open the possibility of non-producing nations purchasing warships from countries which
have remained outside the Convention.

We, however, recognise the importance of satisfying public opinion and the force of Colonel
Requin's logical arguments about the possibility of exporting submarines in boxes. For this
reason, and in order to meet this criticism to a certain extent, but only to such an extent as
is compatible with the principle of not diminishing the tactical value of important figh ing
units, I have received instructions to put forward the following proposal, which is based on the
Agreement come to at the Washington Naval Conference.

My proposal is that there should be a separate chapter dealing with warships, which should
be as follows:

Warships.

If the construction of any vessel of war for a foreign Government is undertaken
within the jurisdiction of any of the contracting Powers, such Power shall promptly
inform the Central International Office of the date of the signing of the contract and
the date on which the keel of the ship is laid, and shall also communicate:

(a) The standard displacement in tons and metric tons of each new ship to be
laid down and the principal dimensions - namely: length at waterline, extreme beam
at or below waterline, mean draft at standard displacement.

(b) The date of completion of each new ship and its standard displacement in
tons and metric tons, and the principal dimensions - namely: length at waterline,
extreme beam at or below waterline, mean draft at standard displacement at time
of completion.

Note. - If the standard displacement definition of the Washington Naval Treaty
is not used by any Power, that Power should intimate that the displacement
is measured by its national rules.

The transfer by any High Contracting Power to any foreign Power, by gift,
sale, or any other method, of vessels of war which have not been constructed to the
order of the acquiring Government shall be notified to the Central International
Office as soon as the arrangements for the transfer are completed.

It will be observed from this proposal that not only will there be full publicity of the fact
that a ship of a certain size has been laid down but the world will be in possession of the know-
ledge that a contract has been signed and will consequently know that a warship or a submarine
is about to be constructed, and they will be in possession of such information some months
before it would become public under the terms of the present Draft Convention.

The British delegate added:

I would therefore ask you, Mr. Chairman, to put to the vote the first proposal I have placed
before the Committee, which, I would repeat, is to add to Category I the following words:

" The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. "

I would emphasise two points :
First, that this proposal only excludes from the Convention the actual arms and ammuni-

tion on b oard a warship and forming part of her normal equipment; it does not attempt to
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exclude such naval arms and ammunition in any other circumstances. Second, that this pro-
posal introduces no new principle; it is merely the necessary corollary of the exclusion from
the provisions of the Convention of warships together with the equipment mounted in them.

When my first proposal has been voted on, I would ask you, Mr. Chairman, to allow my
paper to be circulated to enable the delegates to study the matter conveniently. The discussion,
therefore, on my second proposal should be deferred until some later date.

The CHAIRMAN considered that the question was now quite clearly before the Committee.
Nevertheless, in view of the importance of the statements made by the British delegation, he
proposed that the discussion and decision on the question should be adjourned, as well as the
decision concerning a title for Category I, until the proposals of the British delegate had been
distributed to the members of the Committee.

Colonel REQUIN (France) noted that the first proposal of the British delegate was closely
allied to his own proposal. On the other hand, the second British proposal had nothing to do
with the question before the Committee, since the problem of the control to be exercised by
the Convention had no connection with the question of preparing a list of arms for insertion
in Category I. The two proposals of the British delegate could therefore be separated and the
Committee of Experts could decide whether the second proposal ought to be discussed by it
or referred to the General Committee.

Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) seconded the proposal of the Chairman to adjourn the question
until the amendment had been circulated.

Admiral DE SOTUZA E SILVA (Brazil) supported the proposal of the Chairman to adjourn
the question, for the same reasons as those given by Admiral Surie.

After an exchange of views between Colonel REQUIN and the CHAIRMAN, Colonel RE1QUIN
explained that his question had been put with the object of hastening the work of the Committee.
As the Chairman had, at the preceding meeting, pointed out, it was necessary to bring the
work to a conclusion as rapidly as possible. He did not wish his proposal to be discussed
before the Committee had the text of the British proposal before it in writing. He desired
that at that moment they should begin by voting on his proposal.

The CHAIRMAN took note of the statement made by the French delegate and said that
the discussion on the title to be given to Category I was adjourned to the next meeting.

38. Category II.

Arms and munitions assembled or component parts capable of use both for military and other
purposes.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the same procedure should be followed in examining this
category as had been adopted for the first category- that was to say, that the various items
should be first examined and then finally the title.

39. Pistols and Revolvers.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the Committee had decided to exclude pistols and revolvers
from Category I. The Committee would therefore have to decide in what category to put the
weapons in question.

The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE read the first paragraph of a Belgian-Spanish amend-
ment, which was as follows:

"Quick-firing pistols, automatic or self-loading pistols, and developments of the
same or of calibre greater than 8 mm. and a length of barrel greater than 10 cm."

General RUGGLES (United States of America) asked that the Belgo-Spanish amendment
be modified to rais the calibre from 8 mm. to 8.5 mm.

Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) wished to make a general observation, which- did not
apply solely to the amendment proposed by the Belgian and Spanish delegations but also
to Category II as a whole. Article 6 of the Draft Convention was concerned with the
arms and munitions contained in Categories II and III and provided that the Government
of the exporting country, when the consignment to be exported consisted of arms or munitions
contained in Category II, should " undertake to determine from the size, destination and other
circumstances of each consignment whether these arms and munitions are intended for war
purposes ". If they were found to be intended for such purposes, such consignments would be
submitted to the same regulations as the arms and munitions contained in Category I. It was
obvious that it could not yet be known whether that Article would or would not be adopted
as it stood. Nevertheless, the Committee ought to take it into account when discussing pis-
tols, gunpowder and explosives. The non-producing country might have urgent need, in
perfectly good faith and for purely civil use, for example, of gunpowder and explosives of a
quantity far greater than usual.
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The Governments of the exporting countries might take offence at such a request and in
all good faith might adopt measures which might prejudice the importing countries. There
would accordingly be a position differing considerably between the producing and the non-
producing countries. If gunpowder and explosives were placed in this category it would be
advisable to draw up a very detailed list. When a purchasing country gave an order which
was in excess of its customary orders, it did not necessarily follow that this country had warlike
intentions. It appeared to him that the Swedish delegate had submitted his amendment
with the same idea in mind. The considerations which the Spanish delegate had just brought
forward did not merely refer to pistols but applied also to the whole of Category II.

The Spanish delegation was in no way opposed to the amendment proposed by the dele-
gation of the United States and agreed to raise the calibre from 8 mm. to 8.5 mm.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILvA (Brazil) reminded the Committee that the Brazilian dele-
gation, during the discussion of the Temporary Mixed Commission on this category, had
made reservations owing precisely to the inequality of position which would arise in regard
to facilities for the acquisition of pistols and revolvers as between producing and non-producing
countries. He accordingly supported the Spanish amendment, the object of which was to
remedy this inequality.

Moreover, certain arms which were regarded as weapons of war in some countries were
not regarded as weapons of war in other countries. In countries in process of colonisation it
was necessary to be able on occasion to defend oneself against men or beasts, and for this
purpose to possess arms of a certain calibre; as it was not always possible to have rifles, it
was necessary to procure pistols or revolvers of a calibre which would permit of an effective
means of defence. He would ask the Spanish delegate why his amendment was limited to
pistols and did not extend to revolvers.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation had always 'regarded pistols
and revolvers, in the treatment of which he would not make any distinction, as having a certain
military value if they were of a calibre above 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of 10 cm. The French
delegation wished these articles, if excluded from Category I, to be placed in Category II.

As to quick-firing pistols, it would be a matter for surprise if they were placed in Category II.
He could not conceive how they could be placed anywhere else than in Category I. A quick-
firing pistol was a weapon which had essentially a tactical value for every and was actually
in use in several European armies.

Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain), replying to the Brazilian delegate, explained that in his
opinion there was a difference of principle between pistols and revolvers: the ordinary revolver
could not use cased bullets as could the pistol. The revolver could not herefore be described
as a military weapon. Personally, he considered that all pistols and revolvers should be placed
under Category III. As, however, he had been present at the meeting of the Permanent Advi-
sory Commission in which the classification of these two weapons was established, he had not
thought it his duty to bring forward this point of view.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) thought that the Committee was in a certain difficulty
in view of the fact that it was impossible to consider what to put in Category II without defin-
ing the title to be given to that category. What should be placed in it should consist of what
might be called " doubtful " weapons - e.g. those which could be used both for war and other
purposes. If the Committee agreed with this point of view it could not fail to put certain
kinds of revolvers in Category II. The British delegation was in agreement with the French
proposal to transfer revolvers and pistols with a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. and a length
of barrel of more than 10 cm. to Category I, since, in its opinion, such weapons could be used for
war purposes. Further, quick-firing pistols (pistolels-mitrailleurs) should be put in Category I.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Committee might at once begin the discussion in detail
of Category II in view of the fact that all the delegates agreed that this category applied to
weapons which served a twofold purpose - military or otherwise - and that only slight
textual amendments had been submitted in respect of this category.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation realised as well as any other
delegation the almost insurmountable difficulties which would arise if an attempt were made
to classify pistols and revolvers. With a view to simplification, and in order to facilitate the
discussions, the Belgian delegation was prepared to support the Spanish proposal as well as
the amendment of the delegation of the United States. He invited his colleagues, however,
to put aside for the moment purely military considerations, and would ask their permission
to bring forward, as regards the non-military types of pistols and revolvers, certain new
arguments.

The Belgian delegation had asked that quick-firing pistols of all calibres should be placed
in Category II. It made its request as a result of the explanations which had been furnished
by the delegate of the United States, from which it appeared that the weapon known under
the name of " Thompson sub-machine-gun ", which was a quite recent invention, had not
been manufactured exclusively for warlike purposes. It was therefore not possible logically
to include this weapon in Category I. The Belgian delegation, however, recognised that a
quick-firing pistol had a certain military value, whatever its calibre might be, owing to the
rapidity of its fire. It might be submitted either to the regime intended for Category I or
to the regime intended for Category III, according to the character and destination of the
consignments made.
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The Belgian delegation proposed, moreover, to insert in Category II automatic pistols
of a calibre superior to 8.5 mm. and of a length of barrel superior to 10 cm. The question of
calibre might be discussed indefinitely. The Belgian delegation had adopted the calibre 8 mm.
because experience during the last war had shown that the calibre 7.65 (that of the Browning
pistol) had no military value. These weapons were only of use for civilian purposes. When
it was necessary to give to a pistol of 7.65 cm. a military value, it was necessary to transform
it into a " parabellum " with a long barrel. It thus fell within the category of weapons having
a military value, but if the barrel was less than 10 cm. in length it was no longer a weapon
of precision or attack. It was of use only for defence.

The Belgian delegation had, as a compromise, associated itself with the proposal that
the limit for the calibre of these weapons should be 8.5 mm., as the United States had recognised
that it was necessary to accept the calibre of 7.65 mm., even for civilian purposes.

As regards revolvers, to which certain delegations attributed a military value, the Belgian
delegation had asked that they should be placed in Category III, because it did not think
that there were any means of establishing an acceptable distinction between weapons having
a military value and those without any military value at all. At present, revolvers were
manufactured with a long barrel, which were loaded shot by shot and provided with caps.
For example, there was the Colt, which had a barrel of 25 cm. In these circumstances was
it possible to class revolvers according to the length of barrel ? But there were also certain
weapons which had been used for a very long time in certain Balkan countries or in the East.
The length of the barrel was not a suitable criterion for distinguishing between weapons
designed for warfare and weapons designed for civilian use.

Belgium had decided to exercise any control decided upon in a practical manner, but no
means of rational discrimination had been found as regards revolvers, which were mere weapons
of defence and had everywhere been abandoned as weapons of attack in favour of the automatic
pistol. If the Convention were to be seriously applied it was necessary to adopt a practical
classification.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that, after having heard the various declarations which
had been made, the Italian delegation associated itself entirely with the proposals of the
delegations of the United States and Spain.

Nevertheless, he felt obliged to say that his conviction of the desirability of the proposed
amendments was strengthened by the discussions and recommendations of the representatives
of all the munitions industries of the various countries which had assembled at Paris. Doubtless,
the present Committee was exclusively technical, and its members must consider their task in
the first place as technicians. However, there were other secondary considerations which ought
to be taken into account. So far as he was concerned, he regarded his task as one of collaboration
in an endeavour to make the Conference successful ; for this reason he could not remain indiffe-
rent to any considerations, even if they were not exclusively technical. If all the Committees
merely considered the questions submitted to them from the particular point of view in which
they were interested as experts they would run the risk of presenting proposals which would
be continually sent to and fro between them and the General Committee. For this reason,
taking his stand on the nature of the task which had been given him as a member of the present
Committee, he would like to say that he was still more firmly persuaded of the utility of the
proposals which had been made.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) thought that the Chairman had ruled that these items
were to be discussed without taking account of the principle involved. If this were so, no
question of compromise could arise, and the Committee would have, as experts, to consider
what articles should be placed in that category. In view of this fact, articles of even small
military value would have to be in Category II.

In regard to the remarks of the Belgian delegate, he would inform the Committee that a
distinguished body of military experts had investigated the classification of pistols and revolvers.
The object of this investigation was, it was true, different from that of the present Conference,
but the results of their labours had been adopted by the Permanent Advisory Commission and
the Temporary Mixed Commission as a basis of classification.

Further, it should not be forgotten that revolvers were not only used for self-defence;
they were the official weapon for the use of infantry officers in the British Army.

If the Committee were ready to adopt a limitation of calibre and length of barrel in the case
of pistols, why should it not do so for revolvers as well ?

In regard to quick-firing pistols (pistolels-mitrailleurs) and the remarks of the Belgian delegate
regarding the Thompson sub-machine-gun, he thought that a slight misunderstanding had
arisen. The American delegation had been asked whether the Thompson sub-machine-gun
could be used exclusively for military purposes. The reply was that it could be used for military
and other purposes. The question really should be: could the Thompson sub-machine-gun be
regarded as a pistolet-mitrailleur ?

In conclusion, he urged the members of the Committee to look at all these questions purely
as experts. If they did so they could not fail to reach the conclusion that pistols and revolvers
of a calibre greater than 6.5 mm. possessed a certain military value.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said he would like to reply to three observations of the British
delegate.

1. The British delegate had reminded the Committee that on a previous occasion a com-
mittee of experts, on which a Belgian officer was serving, had decided to class weapons according
to the calibre and the length of barrel mentioned in the Draft Convention. He would remind
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the Committee that the decision thus taken had never been applied. As a proof of this, it was
only necessary to look at certain weapons which were placed on sale in all the shops. The
Belgian delegation wished to avoid the difficulties which had been encountered by the members
of the Permanent Advisory Commission and to arrive at a practical and acceptable Convention.

2. It was asked why it was possible to adopt a limit of calibre and length of barrel for
automatic pistols and not for revolvers. The reason was simple: the first revolver dated
back three-quarters of a century. Since then, various types had been invented, which, in coun-
tries other than those of Western Europe, had acquired a certain notoriety and which were
in general use.

This was the case in regard to the Colt pistol, for which there was still a demand. Buyers
desired a revolver for which cartridges were not needed. Here there was not only a purely
commercial point to be considered but also a technical point. He would remind the Committee
of the Montenegrin revolver to which he had referred and which had a very long barrel. Auto-
matic pistols, on the contrary, were very recent inventions, and their use was only just beginning
to be widespread. All countries were at present adopting internal regulations with a view
to controlling the use of these weapons, but the question did not yet concern the League of
Nations from the international point of view. When the question of revolvers had been examined
in Belgium it was noted that the only possible solution would be to make a complete list of the
various types and to state in respect of each of them whether they were intended for use in war or
for civilian purposes. Such a list would be interminable. The conviction had accordingly been
formed that it was necessary to recognise that a revolver was in fact only a weapon of personal
defence and not a weapon of attack, and with a view to simplification it seemed desirable to
include all these weapons in Category III. If a decision was taken to treat them like automatic
pistols all consignments abroad would have to be submitted to control. If such a control
could not be carried out in practice, it would be better to abandon the Convention. He would
point out that certain small countries were morally obliged to render an account of their
consignments.

3. It had been said that the present Committee was composed of experts and should
not worry in regard to the decisions to be taken touching the system of control. He would
point out, however, that at the beginning of its discussions the Committee had reserved the
question of warships precisely so that it might await the decision to be taken on the question
of control. He would beg to support the views of the Italian delegate. The members of that
Committee must not confine themselves to technical considerations. The discussions would
be resumed in the plenary conference. In these circumstances, it would be better to take at
once a clear, simple and final decision which would not compel the delegates indefinitely to
prolong their debates.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) said that, without wishing to deal with the technical aspect, he
would point out that, according to documents and information which had come to his knowledge,
a pistol could not be regarded as having no military value. In the Far East certain generals
had organised detachments of 500 to 600 soldiers armed solely with long pistols, and very
rapid results had been achieved by this means.

The CHAIRMAN observed that all the arguments had now been advanced from both sides,
and he thought it would be well to take a vote on the amendment presented by the Belgian
and Spanish delegations. He would point out that the first paragraph of this amendment
involved a modification of the first paragraph of the original text of Category I. The
following procedure should therefore be adopted.

As the Belgian amendment consisted of four different parts, four votes would have to be
taken:

1. Was it necessary to add to the text as it stood in the Convention " quick-firing pistols
of all calibres " 

2. Was it necessary to suppress the words "designed for single-handed use or fired from
the shoulder " ?

3. Should the calibre be raised from 6.5 mm. to 8.5 mm. ?
4. Was it necessary to remove revolvers from Category II ?

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) asked the Chairman, before submitting the four questions
on which the Committee would be called upon to vote, to ask it to decide the following question :
" In considering the items which should be enumerated in Category II, does the Committee
consider that pistols and revolvers of a calibre of 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of 10 cm. have
or have not a military value ? "

The CHAIRMAN said that the question raised by the British delegate would be settled
when the Committee came to vote on the calibres of the pistols and revolvers to be inserted
in Category II. The Committee, however, was free to begin by settling the point raised by the
British delegate.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that the British delegation would be grateful if the
Committee would decide first of all in regard to the question which he had just raised.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said he wished to make an observation in the interests of clear
procedure and the right method of discussion. He had no intention, in so doing, of raising
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any further difficulty. He would ask that the British amendment, as it had been brought
forward at the moment of voting, should be distributed, as had been done in the case of the
other amendments, before the Committee was asked to take a decision.

The CHAIRMAN observed that the British delegation had not formulated an amendment
but had merely put forward a proposal on the procedure to be adopted. The British delegation,
if he rightly understood its proposal, asked that the Committee should decide first as to the
calibre and length of the weapons under discussion.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) thought that the question raised by the British
delegate placed the members of the Committee in a difficult position. If, for example, the
question was asked whether cotton had a military value, it would be necessary to reply in
the affirmative. It would not, however, follow that consignments of cotton should be sub-
mitted to control. He would therefore again feel obliged to reply in the affirmative to the
question raised by the British delegate without in any way prejudging the vote which he would
give on the substance of the question.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said he entirely associated himself with the observations of
the Brazilian delegate. He did not quite appreciate the advantages of the British proposal.
It would appear that all weapons included in Category II had a military value.

The CHAIRMAN asked the British delegation whether it insisted on its proposal.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that the British delegation desired to press its proposal.
What the Committee had to decide was precisely what items should be included in Category II,
and it could only base its decision on the answer to be given to the question which he had just
submitted.

Commander DELEUZE (France) explained that, if it was decided that pistols and
revolvers from 6.5 mm. had a military value, and if the Belgian, and Spanish proposals were
adopted, it would mean that the Committee recognised that pistols and revolvers of
calibres between 6.5 mm. and 8.5 mm. had no military value. In the contrary case these
weapons must necessarily be included in Category II, and it was not possible to accept the
amendment.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that when it 'was asked whether pistols and revolvers
with a calibre of more than 6.5 mm. and a length of barrel of more than 10 cm. had a military
value, an affirmative reply must necessarily be given, since it was admitted that pistols with
a calibre of more than 8.5 mm. had a military value. The question must be put in a
different way. It should, for example, be asked whether the Committee considered that
pistols - putting the question of revolvers on one side - with a calibre of more than 6.5 mm.
and less than 8.5 mm. had a military value. The problem would, in these terms, be clearly
defined, and the Committee would decide whether pistols, for the exclusion of which the
Belgian delegation was asking, had a military value.

Commander DELEUZE (France), further defining the question, said that the French dele-
gation, like the British delegation, was asking whether a revolver had a military value begin-
ning with a calibre of 6.5 mm. or with a calibre of 8.5 mm.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that, in the view of the British delegation, a pistol
or a revolver acquired military value when it was of a calibre equal or superior to 6.5 mm.

The question was put to the vote in this form, and the Committee decided, by 14 votes to 11,
to maintain the calibre of 6.5 mm. mentioned in the original text of the draft.

Quick-firing pistols of all calibres.

The Committee decided, by 14 votes to 8, to add quick-firing pistols of all calibres to Category II.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation made a reservation in regard
to the vote which had just been taken and asked that the following declaration should be
inserted in the Minutes:

"The French delegation formulates an express reservation as regards the
inclusion of quick-firing pistols under Category II. It considers that a quick-firing
weapon of a speed varying from 500 to 4,000 rounds per minute, in accordance with the
models at present in use in various European armies, and capable of accurate fire up
to about 500 metres, can only be regarded as a weapon of war and cannot be placed
elsewhere than in Category I."

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that the British delegation associated itself with
the declaration which the French delegation had just made.

The CHAIRMAN said }that [these] declarations would_be& inserted in the Minutes of_the
Committee.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) explained that
he had voted for the Belgian and Spanish proposal on the understanding that the question
before the Committee was whether the weapons in question should be inserted in Category II
or in Category III. As in reality the question turned upon the possible inclusion of quick-firing



- 495 

pistols in Category I, he desired to withdraw his vote, as he considered that the weapon in
question should be placed in Category I.

The CHAIRMAN noted the declaration of the delegate of the Kindgom of the Serbs, Croats
and Slovenes, observing that it did not affect the results of the vote which had just been taken.

Inclusion or suppression of the phrase: " Designed for single-handed use or fired from the
shoulder ".

The CHAIRMAN invited the Committee to decide as to the maintenance of this phrase.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) said that the Belgian delegation would not insist on its proposal.
The Committee decided to maintain the words in question.

Inclusion or suppression of revolvers in Category II.

The Committee, by 13 votes to 9, decided to maintain revolvers in Category II.

The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE read the text of the first paragraph of Category II
as determined by the votes taken in the Committee:

" Quick-firing pistols of all calibres, 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 a length of barrel of more than
10 cm".

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) noted that, in the text that had just been read, the term
" automatic " applied to revolvers as well as pistols. He would willingly agree to the text
as understood in this sense.

The CHAIRMAN said the interpretation was correct.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) concluded that in these circumstances non-automatic revolvers
were not subject to control.

40. Article 1, Category II, Line 1.

Firearms designed or adapted for non-military purposes that will fire cartridges that can be
fired from firearms in Category I.

The following British amendment to this line was read:

"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."

The text, as amended by the British delegation, was adopted.

41. Article 1, Category II, Line 2.

All other rifled firearms, firing from the shoulder, of a calibre of 6 mm. or above, not included
in Category I.

The CHAIRMAN explained that four amendments had been submitted to the original text
of this sub-paragraph:

1. The French amendment: to suppress the words " firing from the shoulder ".
2. The British amendment : to add at the end of the sub-paragraph " and of a non-military

design ".

3. The Belgian and Spanish amendment: to add to the end of the sub-paragraph the
words: " with the exception of rifled firearms with a break-down action ".

4. The German amendment: to add after the words " calibre of 6 mm. or above " the
words " and inferior to 9 mm. ".

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought that the amendment presented by the German dele-
gation was based on the same idea as his own amendment. In asking that the calibre of these
weapons should be fixed between the limits of 6 mm. and 9 mm., the German amendment
was doubtless intended to cover rifled weapons using large cartridges for big-game hunting.
The large express carbine had always the break-down action. As this characteristic made it
useless for war, it might be said that, except in rare cases, only sporting weapons were in
question. He accordingly thought it possible to go further than the German amendment and
asked that these weapons be excluded from Category III.
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The French amendment, on the other hand, went further than the decision taken as to
automatic pistols, for which a limit of 6.5 mm. had been adopted, whereas, in accordance with
the present amendments, the limit was reduced to 6 mm.

Colonel MICHELIS (Germany) concurred in the interpretation given by the Belgian dele-
gate to the German amendment. The weapons in question were at present manufactured for
big-game hunting. For this reason it was asked that they should be transferred to Category III
since there was no danger of these weapons being used for warfare. Moreover, so far as he
was aware, no army used a rifle of a calibre greater than 9 mm.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) regretted that he could not agree with the German delegate
on this last point. There were weapons in existence of a calibre greater than 9 mm. fired from
the shoulder. This was why the Belgian delegation had proposed its formula, which in reality
only applied to sporting weapons. Certain weapons designed for big-game hunting came under
Category II in order that, if need be, the regime designed for Category I might be applied to
them.

The CHAIRMAN put the amendment of the French delegation to the vote.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that, as this amendment might give rise to certain doubts,
the French delegation would withdraw it.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the German delegation.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the British delegation.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said that the British delegation withdrew its
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the amendment of the Belgian delegation.

The amendment was adopted.

SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, May 15th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

CHAIRMAN General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

42. Article 1, Category II, Paragraph 3.

Ammunition for the arms enumerated above.

The CHAIRMAN said that the British delegation had submitted an amendment with a view
to drafting this item in a more precise manner:

"Ammunition for the firearms classified in the above three paragraphs."

The paragraph thus amended was adopted.

43. Article 1, Category I, Paragraph 4.

Gunpowder and explosives.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the British delegation had proposed that common gunpowder
should be excluded from Category II and placed in Category III.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) thought that the expression "common gunpowder" was not
accurate. What had been intended was, he thought, ordinary black powder. In regard
to this substance, in his view, the discussion on ordinary black powder could take place when
his proposal was examined by the Committee. He did not think it necessary to make a special
exception for black powder.
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The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations wished
to modify their amendment and to delete entirely the item " powder and explosives ". Since
this amendment was the most at variance with the original text, it would be the first to be
discussed by the Committee.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) said that the Italian delegation entirely agreed with the pro-
posal to exclude the item in question from Category II for the following reasons:

When the categories of Article 1 had been drawn up it had been thought that the articles
mentioned in Category II ought to be excluded from the licensing system. In the preliminary
Draft Convention, powder and explosives had been placed in the first category, but after dis-
cussion, and in view of the arguments submitted, especially by the Italian delegation, powder
and explosives had been inserted in Category II, mainly because it had been desired to exclude
them from the licensing system. The Italian delegation had explained that, because of the
geographical configuration of Italy, a large number of persons engaged in industry required
gunpowder and explosives, sometimes of the most powerful character, for work in connection
with road-building, etc. If his memory served him rightly, the Permanent Advisory Commission
had emphasised the necessity of placing these substances in Category II, so as to exempt from
the licensing system orders for explosives for civilian use.

The General Committee, however, had just expressed the view that the articles in
Category II ought to be submitted to a licensing system. The question was not perhaps
definitely settled since the decision of the General Committee had been submitted to the
Technical Committee for their observations. Nevertheless, the Italian delegate thought
that it would be better to include gunpowder and explosives in Category III so that private
firms which had need of them would be able to procure them freely without licences. If, as
a principle, all the articles of Category II were to be submitted to the licensing system, it would
not be possible for the Italian delegation to agree to the inclusion of powder and explosives
in that category.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the Belgian proposal went further than the request of
the Italian delegate since it was to the effect that no mention of powder and explosives should
appear in the Convention.

Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) reminded the Committee that at the preceding meeting he had
submitted certain general considerations in regard to Category II. These considerations
supported the Belgian and Spanish proposal to the effect that the item in question should be
deleted. When he had put forward these considerations he had not thought that the fears
which he had expressed in them would be so quickly realised. As the Italian delegate had
pointed out, the General Committee had decided in principle that export could only be conducted
under a licensing system, although, according to the original scheme, exports in principle could
be carried on without a licence. The arguments which he had put forward had therefore
still greater force. In regard to -the Italian proposal, the Spanish delegate saw no difficulty
in accepting it and was ready to agree that gunpowder and explosives should be included in
Category III.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) reminded the Committee that he had previously submitted the
following proposal concerning ammunition, gunpowder and explosives (see Section 34).

He said that he had no desire to develop his proposal at the moment because it was based
upon the Draft Convention then before the Committee, according to which gunpowder and
explosives would be included in Category II. Since the general tenor of the preceding speeches
had been to the effect either that this item should completely disappear from the Convention
or else be transferred to Category III, he wished to make the following statement.

" The Swedish delegation has thought it its duty to propose that the Committee should
carry out a special examination into the practical application of the Convention to gunpowder
and explosives only because it desired to facilitate the application of the Convention and to
assure that as far as possible it should be uniform in the various countries ".

It appeared to the Swedish delegation that the short definition contained in the scheme
might give rise to certain difficulties and even misunderstandings in this respect.

In the first place what is an explosive ?
Personally, during 35 years I have been enabled to gain a certain experience in powder and

explosives as well as in artillery and ammunition, first as personal assistant to Mr. Alfred Nobel,
inventor of dynamite and of smokeless powder for propellant purposes, and now as head of
the Industrial Section of the Central Administration, part of whose duties is to carry out the
official inspection of explosives. If necessary, therefore, my duty will be to give the final
opinion in regard to the interpretation of the Convention in this respect. Nevertheless, I must
confess that I could not undertake to give a general and practical reply even to the question
which I have just asked. As far as I am aware there is no definition of the term " explosive '"
which could be adopted by the whole world over and by every country.

Allow me to give certain examples in order to explain the reasons for my views.
Trinitrate of toluol may be considered, according to its degree of purity and its solidi-

fying point, either as an explosive - and even in some cases as an explosive used solely for
military purposes, and, as such, according to Article 6 of the Convention, to be subjected to
the provisions of Articles 2 to 5 - or as a substance forming part of the composition of an
explosive but which could not be used by itself as an explosive.

32
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Also there are certain qualities in nitro-cellulose and other gunpowders which would make
it possible for these substances to be used in warfare, whereas they possess other qualities which
render them useless for military purposes.

Nitrate and perchlorate of ammonia are employed as component parts in the manufacture
of explosives, including military ones. I think, however, that they should not be placed in
the Convention in view of the fact that they are generally considered as ordinary chemical
products. The same observation applies to chlorate of potassium, which is nevertheless con-
sidered, unless I am mistaken, in China as an explosive, the import of which is forbidden.

I could multiply the examples if I did not fear to take up too much of your time and exhaust
your patience, but allow me to add that the uncertainty to which I have referred occurs in
several instances in regard to ammunition.

I have no desire to propose that the text of the Convention itself which has already been
drawn up should be changed or burdened by a complete list of explosive gunpowders and ammu-
nition considered to come within the scope of the different categories. I think, however,
it is very desirable that a kind of general schedule of these articles, together with the reasons
for their insertion in the various categories, should be added to the Convention for the purpose
of explanation.

This schedule, for example, might also serve as a guide to the various countries when
interpreting the provisions of Article 6.

It is obvious that most explosives destined for technical use, as the Italian delegate has
explained, are not usually employed in manufacturing the armaments of the military forces
of a State, and consequently ought to be exempted from all import restrictions.

My proposal therefore concerns the drafting of such a schedule.

Colonel REQUIN (France) stated that when the authors of the present draft had been
asked to classify gunpowders and explosives they were doubtful as to whether these articles
should be included in Category II or Category III or in both categories. They had come to
the conclusion that, although it might be possible, if necessary, to differentiate between gun-
powders, it would not be possible to do so for explosives. For this reason these articles had
been classified in Category II. They would have supported the proposal of the Swedish dele-
gate if it were to make such a classification, for no other procedure was possible. If this
hypothesis were discarded it would be useless in the present Convention to insist on this pro-
cedure. Discussions which had taken place between the experts in explosives had led to no
result, and it was doubtful whether the present Committee could arrive at any practical results.

The observations of the Italian delegate were extremely important, and the conclusion
to be drawn from them was that it would be necessary to co-ordinate and adjust the results
obtained by the Technical Committee and the decisions of the General Committee. The ques-
tion as to who was to undertake this work of co-ordination was a question of method. It
would seem that the General Committee was responsible for the complete Convention and
would have to decide what articles or categories were to be excluded. In his opinion, therefore,
powders and explosives should not be excluded from Category II, because such articles were
naturally included in this category, since it was reserved for articles capable of use both for
military and for other purposes.

The French delegate supported the British amendment and pointed out the advantages
of following the method proposed by Colonel Lowe to disregard questions outside the considera-
tion of the Committee. He believed that this method had the approval of the Committee.

General ENCKELL (Finland) stated that he had understood that the decision adopted
that morning by the General Committee was a decision of principle. The control to which
arms and munitions in Category II should be submitted had been adopted as a general principle,
but in proposing that this decision should be referred to the Technical Committee the Presi-
dent of the Conference had emphasised the fact that the decision adopted was without prejudice
to the application of the principle. They did not yet know what exceptions the Committee
which had been entrusted with examining this article might make, nor the practical methods
of applying this control. He considered therefore that a resolution taken by the Committee
based solely on a general principle would be premature. It would seem impossible, as things
stood at present, to decide whether gunpowder and explosives should be transferred from one
category to another or be excluded from the Convention. For this reason he supported the
opinion of the French delegate. He believed that the Committee had already decided to leave
aside all considerations outside its terms of reference. If any other method were adopted, the
Committee would be obliged to reconsider decisions arrived at in accordance with proposals
made by other technical committees.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) approved generally the remarks made by the French
delegate. The present Committee had only to classify the articles to be included in the three
categories, it being understood that a final decision would be taken by the General Committee.
There was a difficulty, however, in regard to explosives and propellant powders: technically,
these articles should be included in Category II, because they had a military value, but the
British delegation was still doubtful as to whether they should be included in Category II or
in Category III. In any case they should not be excluded from the Convention.

Colonel MULLER (Switzerland) asked if powders and explosives used in munitions should
not be classified as component parts. In fact, such munitions were frequently prepared in
advance, compressed and moulded to be used as cartridges. Munitions thus prepared were
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transported separately. He therefore considered that the Committee should further examine
the question of their classification.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) supported the remarks of Colonel Requin and approved the British
proposal to exclude black powder from Category II or even from the Convention. He
considered, however, that there would always be difficulty in regard to the uniform application
of the Convention in different countries, for the question would arise as to whether a certain
explosive should be subject to licence or not. He did not therefore think it possible to avoid
trying in one way or another to find a solution to this problem. If this question was not taken
up now, it would reappear later. He therefore asked the Committee to adopt his proposal that
a beginning at least should be made by the Committee in studying this question. For example,
a small Sub-Committee might be instructed to examine within the next week the value of
drawing up a preliminary draft classification.

Colonel REQUIN (France) thought that gunpowder and explosives ought, according to
Colonel Muller, to be included in Category I under the item " Ammunition and appliances for
the above arms and apparatus ".

General DE MARINIS (Italy), alluding to the remarks made by the British delegate, explained
that he was quite ready to agree that gunpowder and explosives should be included in Cate-
gory III. The question therefore arose what title should be given to Category III. The title
in the Draft Convention was as follows: " Arms and munitions having no military value".
Obviously, however, gunpowder and explosives possessed a paramount military value. He
suggested the following wording: " Arms and munitions having no military value and chemical
products which, though possessing a military value, are largely used for commercial purposes ".

In this way the military value of gunpowder and explosives would not be called in question
but an explanation would be given as to why they were included in Category III.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania) thought that the question in what category gunpowder
and explosives should be included had not great practical importance, for, even if these sub-
stances were put in Category II, it was obvious that when they were used for civilian purposes
they would be delivered to the purchasers without licence at the request of the Governments con-
cerned. It was an open question whether it would be a good thing, in view of the fact that the
articles in question could be used both for military and other purposes, to make an exception
for them and to transfer them from Category II to Category III.

Major URRUTIA (Chile) made the following declaration:
The Chilian delegation agrees with the proposal submitted by the Belgian and Spanish

delegations, provided that the articles contained in Category III be not subjected to any
licensing system. As far as my country is concerned, the free import of explosives is indis-
pensable in view of the fact that our principal resources, such as the exploitation of nitrate
deposits, the mining industry, work on our commercial harbours, construction of means of
communication, especially railways, irrigation works, electric-power works, and, in fact, all
our national industry would be unable to be carried on without the extensive use of the
explosives which we are now employing.

For this reason I agree with the proposal of the Spanish and Belgian delegations, pro-
vided that the substances contained in Category III should be entirely free from all licence.

The CHAIRMAN said that this statement would be inserted in the Minutes.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) recalled the fact that he had already explained the practical
reasons which had induced the Belgian delegation to agree to the Spanish proposal. The observa-
tions of the Swiss, Chilian and Italian delegates showed that it would be difficult for an export-
ing country to decide, especially when the export in question was destined for a country
overseas, to what use the consignment of gunpowder and explosives would be put. The offi-
cials whose duty it would be to deliver the licence would be quite unable to obtain this informa-
tion. As, in practice, licences would have to be granted for nearly all consignments except
in cases of war - and it was an open question whether the Convention would apply in such
cases - it would be better to transfer these articles to Category II and amend, if need be, as the
Italian delegate had suggested, the title of this category in order to prevent the adoption of an
illogical decision.

Further, even with regard to prepared gunpowder, to which the Swiss delegate had already
referred, he thought it would be difficult to accept the proposal of the French delegate to put
these substances in Category I. If they were included in Category I, dynamite cartridges,
which were prepared articles, would be included in Category I although they were in daily use
in mines and quarries.

The Swedish delegate had proposed that a sub-committee should be appointed to inves-
tigate the question of gunpowder and explosives. Colonel Fraikin, in this connection, pointed
out the interesting exhibits now to be found in the Exhibition in London at the explosives
and gunpowder stand, which showed the numerous uses to which these articles were put uses
which were nearly all civilian in nature. This fact showed the industrial importance of gun-
powder and explosives and the necessity for such countries as Chile, for example, to be able to
import them without licence.

Colonel REQUIN (France) desired to clear up a slight misunderstanding. He was not urging
the inclusion of dynamite cartridges in Category I. He had merely read the item of Category I
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which referred to ammunition and appliances " for the above arms and apparatus ". It was
obvious that the explosives in question could not come within this category.

The Committee decided, by 14 votes to 11, to adopt the Spanish and Belgian amendment to
the effect that gunpowder and explosives should be excluded from Category II.

44. Article 1, Category II.

Swords and lances.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that, on the proposal of the United States of
America, it had decided to exclude swords and lances from Category I. The United States
delegation proposed that they should be transferred to Category II.

The Committee adopted this proposal.

45. Title of Category II.

Arms and munitions, assembled or component parts, capable of use both for military and
other purposes.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that two amendments had been submitted as
regarded the title of Category II. The Spanish and Belgian delegations had proposed that
the words " assembled or component parts " should be deleted from the title.

The French delegation proposed that the title should be completed in the following manner:
" arms and ammunition, assembled or component parts, and materials, etc. ".

In regard to the amendment of the French delegation, he pointed out that, since the Com-
mittee had already decided to exclude aircraft from the Convention - and the object of the
French proposal was to place aircraft in Category II - there was now no reason to change the
title of this category in the manner proposed.

Colonel REQUIN (France) agreed with the Chairman. The French delegation propose to
raise the question again in the General Committee, but at the moment the amendment in
question has no object.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) and Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) withdrew the amendment
presented in the name of their joint delegations.

The title of Category II as contained in the Draft Convention was adopted.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that in the text adopted the word " munitions " in the
English text should be replaced wherever it occurred by the word " ammunition ".

46. Category III.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to follow the same methods as the Committee had previously
adopted - that was to say that the items should be discussed one by one and that the title
of the category should be decided at the end.

All the arms and munitions other than those defined in Categories I and II.

This item was adopted.

Rifled weapons of a calibre of less than 6 mm. designed for firing from the shoulder.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the French delegation proposed to delete
the words " designed for firing from the shoulder ".

Colonel RE1QUIN (France) said that the French delegation withdrew its amendment.

The item was adopted.

Proposal of the Belgian and Spanish Delegations.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed
to insert a new item in the following terms :

" Rifled weapons with a ' break-down ' action ".

These weapons had not been included in Category II at the request of these two delega-
tions.

The proposal was adopted.

Revolvers and automatic pistols of a calibre of 6.5 mm. or less and length of barrel of 10 cms. or less.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed
that this item should be replaced by the following text:

" Automatic pistols not specified in Category II ".

Further, an additional item would be inserted mentioning " revolvers ".
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Colonel LOWE (British Empire) thought that an amendment would not be necessary in
view of the fact that revolvers had been included in Category II. He had thought the revolvers
and pistols which it would be necessary to include in Category III were such as were of smaller
calibre and length of barrel than those included in Category II.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) thought that there was a misunderstanding. It had been
explained at the preceding meeting that the items in Category II covered automatic revolvers.
Consequently, other revolvers ought to be placed in Category III.

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the Belgian delegate. He suggested, nevertheless, that the
Belgian and Spanish amendment should be modified as follows:

" Pistols and automatic revolvers not specified in Category II ". " Non-automatic
revolvers ".

After an exchange of views, Colonel LOWE (British Empire) proposed the following wording:

"Revolvers and pistols of all models not included in Category II ".

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) and Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain) supported the proposal of the
British delegate.

The text of the proposal of the British' delegation was adopted.

Smooth-bore shot-guns.

Adopted.

Double-barrel shot-guns of which one barrel is rifled, the other smooth-bore.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian and Spanish delegations proposed
an amendment in the following terms:

"Guns with more than one barrel, at least one of which is a smooth-bore ".

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) explained that guns with three and even four barrels were
being manufactured.

The amendment was adopted.

Firearms firing rim fire ammunition.
Adopted.

Muzzle-loading firearms.
Adopted.

Life-saving rockets.

The CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that there were two amendments to this item
submitted by the British and Swedish delegations to the effect that it should be deleted.

The Committee decided to delete this item.

Guns for whaling and other fisheries;
Signal and saluting guns;
Humane cattle-killers of all sorts.

The Swedish delegation asked that these items should be deleted.

Colonel REQUIN (France) supported the Swedish proposal.

Colonel FRAIKIN (Belgium) asked that,before the Committee took a decision in regard
to the amendments proposing to delete these items, he should be allowed to remind
it that the only reason for keeping such a list of arms in this category would be
to prevent any mistakes being made by Customs officials. The deletion of certain of these
articles from Category III might give rise to difficulties, since over-scrupulous Customs
officials might try to oppose the import of articles of no military value.

M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) desired to submit the reasons for which the Swedish delegation
proposed to delete certain articles in Category III.

As far as he understood, the object of including various weapons in Category III was to
avoid an undesirable traffic in those arms in certain prohibited zones and to enable signatory
States to exercise an effective control over the sale of such arms, which might otherwise fall
into the hands of native tribes or bandits and thus constitute a danger to the general order
and advancement of civilisation in those parts of the world.

He desired to ask, however, in what way a life-saving rocket, a whaling-gun or a humane
cattle-killing apparatus could ever be a danger to civilisation even in the hands of the most
uncivilised native tribes.

For the benefit of those members of the Committee who might not be familiar with the
construction of a whaling-gun, M. Sohlman pointed out that it had very little in common with
an ordinary gun except in name. It was merely an apparatus for the shooting of a large harpoon,
and in fact the native tribe or bandit in whose hands such a gun fell would be extremely puzzled
as to what to do with it.
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This applied, he thought, to the other items which he had mentioned in the amendment.
The matter was one of not very great importance, but he believed that the Committee

should avoid exposing the Convention to a certain ridicule; having omitted submarines, tanks
and aeroplanes, etc., from the terms of the Convention, it might seem somewhat curious to
insert humane cattle-killers.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire), in reply to the Belgian delegate, thought that,
when the Convention came to be applied by the various signatory States, it would be necessary
for them to expand in greater detail the list of arms in Category III so that their Customs
officials should be enabled to have definite instructions.

The Committee decided to delete these three items.

Ammunition for the above.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the British delegation had submitted the
following amendment to this item:

"Ammunition and propellants for the above, except common gunpowder .

Since the Committee had decided to transfer gunpowder and explosives from Category II
to Category III, the Chairman thought that there was no longer any reason for this amend-
ment.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that the British delegation proposed that black
powder should be excluded from the terms of the Convention.

Commander DELEUZE (France) pointed out that, if this were adopted, countries which
favoured the maintenance of prohibited zones would find that black powder would be freely
imported into those zones.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire), in reply, said that his country was one of those most concerned
with prohibited zones and that whether or not black powder was imported into those zones
was a matter of little practical importance.

The amendment was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Chinese delegate had withdrawn his amendment as to arms in
museums.

47. Title of Category III.

Arms and munitions having no military value.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Italian delegate, in view of the
fact that gunpowder and explosives had been transferred from Category II to Category III,
had proposed that the title of Category III should be as follows:

"Arms and munitions having no military value and chemical products which,
though possessing a military value, are largely used for commercial purposes "

Colonel REQUIN (France) feared that the expression " chemical products " would give
rise to misunderstanding and that its adoption might involve unforeseen consequences. It
might be maintained, for instance, that it should include gas. If gunpowder and explosives
were inserted in Category III, why should they not be called by name ?

After an exchange of views between the CHAIRMAN, General DE MARINIS (Italy), Colonel
FRAIKIN (Belgium) and M. SOHLMAN (Sweden), the Chairman adjourned the meeting in order
that members could agree on a final formula for the title of Category III.

On the meeting being resumed, the CHAIRMAN informed the Committee that the Belgian
delegation proposed as a compromise the following title.

"Arms and munitions with no military value and gunpowder and explosives ".

This was adopted.

48. Title of Category I.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it would have to take a decision on the title
to be given to Category I. Nevertheless, itwould be unable to take this decision before certain
very important questions had been settled. It was necessary to be quite certain whether, in
excluding from the Convention warships, aircraft and armoured cars, the Committee had
meant also to exclude the armaments mounted upon this war material. This was the object
of the question submitted by the French delegation to the following effect :

" In defining the arms and munitions which it has enumerated in Category I
as follows : ' which are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces
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of any State and which are exclusively designed and intended for war'-does the
Committee mean to exclude such arms and munitions from Category I when they
are on a warship, a flying-machine or an armoured motor-car ?"

The Committee would have to decide this question first in regard to warships and then
in regard to aircraft, and lastly in regard to armoured cars; it should begin by deciding it
in regard to warships. Were the Committee to decide that it intended to exclude from the
Convention the arms and munitions on board warships, it could then examine the first proposal
submitted by the British delegate to the effect that, at the end of Category I, the following
paragraph should be added:

"The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment".

In regard to the second proposal of the British delegate, this could be examined after the
Committee had decided upon the title to be given to Category I.

The Chairman thought, however, that the Committee should bear this proposal in mind
since it was closely allied to the first proposal. He considered also that the examination of the
second British proposal ought to be entrusted to a committee of naval experts, which might
be composed of nine members.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILvA (Brazil) raised a point of order. The Committee was faced
with two points of view entirely opposed and of an exclusively technical nature. Further, the
Chairman had proposed that a sub-committee of nine naval experts should be instructed to
investigate the question. He thought that this was a most judicious proposal, since every
member of the Committee could not be expected to be an expert in naval matters. If the naval
experts were successful in drafting a formula, their opinion would enable the Committee to find
a rapid solution of the difficulty. He hoped that the proposers of the two motions would not
oppose such a procedure, which would shorten the discussion.

Colonel REQUIN (France) reminded the Committee that at the preceding meeting he had
asked that his proposals should be discussed first. He then made the following statement:

1. The British delegation states that it has always been of opinion that the Convention
should not apply either to warships or to their normal armaments. It proposes accordinglyto
insert the following at the end of Category I:

"The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances
on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment.

The French delegation does not contest the statement that this point of view has been
held by the British delegation since the beginning of the Conference. It has confined itself
to noting the change that has taken place since the meeting of the Permanent Advisory Com-
mission on May 20th, 1924, and points out that the Commission's report, which was unani-
mously adopted by the delegations of the ten States represented on the Council, contained
the following words:

" The Permanent Advisory Commission, rather than give an incomplete and
controversial list of war material, has preferred to draw up a list, which it believes
to be complete, of all arms which are or shall be constructed for the purposes of land,
sea or aerial warfare, whatever their mode of employment by armies, warships, tanks,
aeroplanes, etc.

"The PermanentAdvisory Commission has therefore included in Category I all
arms and munitions which might be utilised either by weapons of war, such as warships
or tanks or by weapons not necessarily designed for war, such as aeroplanes. " (Doc.
C. C. I. A. 1. page 126.)

Every delegation is, of course, entitled to change its opinion from one year to another.
The French delegation, however, adheres to the point of view adopted in 1924 and indicated
by the title of Category I as adopted in the Draft Convention.

II. The British delegation states that it cannot recognise that land and sea armaments should
be regarded as being on an equal footing in so far as concerns the normal equipment of warships.
It considers that the normal equipment of a warship is also its mobilisation equipment, whereas
the mobilisation of land forces for war involves a radical change in their establishment. According
to the British delegation's statement, the effectives of land forces and their peace-time armament
are known, but their mobilisation armament is kept secret. Accordingly, the publication of
details concerning the normal equipment of warships would, according to the British memo-
randum, always be tantamount to establishing a difference of treatment between naval and
land armaments to the detriment of the former.

The French delegation, however, is directing its efforts to the express object of preventing this
difference of treatment. If, therefore, both delegations have this same elid in view, it should
be possible to reach an agreement on the most suitable ways and means of attaining it. The
French delegation might venture to draw attention to a certain inconsistency in the British
arguments. The British delegation, which, at an earlier meeting, proposed that warships should
be excluded from the Convention on the grounds that " full details of them were known and
published throughout the world " (many delegations endorsed the British view on the strength
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of this argument), now declares that these armaments cannot be published and must even
remain secret. A discussion of this point would, however, be useless, and the French delegation
prefers to state that, in this matter, as in all other sections of the Convention, its object is the appli-
cation of a principle of justice and strict equality. Being unable to admit privileged treatment
for one kind of armament rather than another, it is unable to accept the British delegation's
view, although it is glad to know that the latter's efforts are directed to the same end as that
desired by the French delegation. The question at issue is that of armaments exported by
producing States to non-producing States for the requirements of their land, sea or air
defence.

If a certain amount of secrecy is demanded by the requirements of the national defence
of a State, whether a producing or non-producing State, the French delegation considers
that these conditions should apply no less strictly to imported armaments, of whatever kind,
or for whatever destination; armaments for land, sea or air defence. That, for the French
delegation, is the entire question. The French delegation cannot too strongly urge this point.
It considers that the ways and means of the control to be established should be examined
by the General Committee, when it will be prepared to give the fullest consideration to the
legitimate desires of all the non-producing States, whether they be military or naval Powers
or both. For this reason it cannot accept any attempt to provide in advance for a different
treatment of the various kinds of armaments which the non-producing States might all
equally require - a treatment based on a classification of arms, which, on the pretext of
certain untenable technical arguments, would result in what can only be termed a special
privilege in favour of naval armaments. The British argument might conceivably be valid if
the non-producing State was only obliged to import its peace-time land armaments, but
such is not the case. The non-producing States - the only ones with which we are here
concerned - must establish the mobilisation land armaments for their mobilised land forces
by importing them in peace-time. The fact of mobilisation .does not, in the case of the
non-producing State, involve an increase in the armament of the troops constituting its land
forces any more than in the equipment of the ships constituting its naval forces. Mobilisation
consists in putting into use existing material means, just as a naval Power, on mobilisation,
has to complete certain naval units which are maintained in reserve in peace-time with their
complement of personnel.

The British argument accordingly is incompatible with the object which the French
delegation will continue to aim at, namely: to establish an identical and equally acceptable
treatment for the non-producing Powers, both naval and military, and for the different kinds
of armament exported, without, however, anticipating in this Committee the actual form
which this treatment might take. It considers that, making every allowance for the assistance
a country's national defence may derive from secrecy, the question is not whether such secrecy
should apply to one form of armament rather than to another but merely how this principle
of secrecy should be applied to all exports of armaments in conditions compatible with the national
dignity and safety of the importing State. The French delegation lays great stress on this point,
not in the interests of France, which, as a producing country, is not concerned, but in the interests
of the small nations and of all non-producing States, which are obliged to procure abroad the
armaments required both for their naval and for their land and sea forces and which need no
more reveal the secrets of their land mobilisation than the secrets of their naval mobilisation.

In response to the observation made by the French delegation as the result of the resolu-
tion excluding warships from the Convention, the object of that observation was to make
clear to the other delegations one of the consequences of the decision that had just been taken
- the British delegation is now authorised to make a proposal based on the Washington Naval
Agreement. This proposal, according to the British delegation, should form a separate chapter
dealing with warships. Without discussing now a proposal the examination of which the
British delegation itself has asked to have postponed, the French delegation nevertheless
points out that this proposal is not in its opinion consistent with the precise object of the present
Conference, which is to establish a control of the trade in arms and munitions, and which
cannot accordingly be met by a clause providing merely information as to the length and
breadth of the hull of a ship, the armament of which would, officially at least, not be known.

The British delegation asks that its first proposal (the addition to Category I) should be
submitted to the Committee, and emphasises two points:

1. That this proposal only excludes from the Convention the actual arms and ammuni-
tion on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment - it does not attempt to
exclude such naval arms and ammunition in any other circumstances.

2. That this proposal introduces no new principle. It is merely the necessary corollary
of the exclusion from the provisions of the Convention of warships together with their normal
equipment.

The French delegation confines itself to making the following observations.
(a) It appreciates the British delegation's desire to compensate for the disadvantages

involved in the resolution completely to exclude warships from the Convention, but, in order
to prevent any misunderstanding, it wishes to explain that, in drawing particular attention to
the disadvantages connected with the clandestine traffic in submarines, it in no way intended
to make a distinction between the different kinds of surface warships and submarines as regards
the treatment to be applied to them. The French delegation has always been and will always be
firmly opposed to any such distinction.

(b) The British proposal, based on the principle of an extension of the Washington Naval
Agreement, is in any case a new proposal, which ought first to be considered by the General
Committee. The French delegation wishes to make it quite clear that it will not accept rules



505

of publicity which provide for more complete and more detailed publicity regarding the armament
of an unmobilised unit of the land forces of a non-producing State than regarding the armament
of a mobilised unit of its naval forces.

(c) The French delegation has already had occasion to state, and wishes to repeat, that
the resolution excluding warships referred to a Japanese proposal which expressly concerned
paragraph 2 of Category 1 as drafted by the Preparatory Commissions of the League of Nations accord-
ing to the letter and spirit of the Permanent Advisory Commission's report mentioned above. The
resolution, therefore, referred to the exclusion or inclusion of warships and expressly reserved
the question of arms, munitions, etc., dealt with by the Permanent Advisory Commission in
paragraph 1. The British delegation is therefore mistaken in regarding as final a resolution
which may become so when the Committee has answered the question put to it by the French
delegation but which has not yet been replied to. Indeed, it is no fault of the French delega-
tion that a reply to this simple question has not yet been given. The French delegation
has asked, and continues to ask, for this reply, as it desires above all that the position should
be perfectly clear and that each State should shoulder its responsibilities in the face of public
opinion. For its own part, the French delegation has not hesitated to do so.

The French delegate desires, in conclusion, to draw the attention of all members of the Com-
mittee, especially those representing non-producing States, to the fact that the proposal of the
French delegation in no way touches upon the methods of control, which it was not within
the terms of reference to the Committee to investigate, and which the French delegation in no
way desires to prejudge. The French delegation understands its proposal to mean that the
dignity and security of all non-producing States, without distinction, was entirely preserved,
and that its proposal concerns only those States which possess primarily a naval power, or
those States which possessed both a military and a naval power. By according to naval arma-
ments special terms, not only would inequality between producing and non-producing States
be created but there would also be inequality between the various non-producing States.

Further, it was obvious that the British delegation is equally anxious to prevent such
an inequality from arising. The only divergence between -the two [delegations concerns the
method of attaining that end.

For the various reasons which it has just put forward, the French delegation desires to
lay special emphasis on the maintenance of the following principle: equality of treatment
for all armaments. It hopes that all its colleagues will follow the example of the French
delegation and bear in mind their responsibilities in this matter.

The CHAIRMAN said that the statement of the French delegate would be distributed to
members of the Committee, and adjourned the discussion to the following meeting.

EIGHTH MEETING

Held on Monday, May 18th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

49. Title of Category 1. (Continuation of the discussion.)

Armament carried by warships, aircraft and armoured cars.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that two memoranda had been submitted to it
from the delegates of France and Great Britain, and that the first duty of the Committee would
be to answer the question put by Colonel R6quin, and also to decide on the first proposal of
Admiral Aubrey Smith, since both the question and the proposal were closely connected. Were
the Committee to decide to exclude from the Convention arms and munitions when they were
mounted on a warship, in accordance with the first proposal of the British delegation, the logical
consequence would be to adopt the clause to be inserted at the end of Category I, also proposed
by the British delegation.

In order to show still further the connection between the question put by the French
delegate and the first proposal of the British delegation, the Chairman asked permission of
the French delegation to redraft the question as follows:

" Does the Committee exclude arms and munitions on board a warship and
forming part of its normal equipment ? "

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said he desired, before the Committee voted
upon the question submitted by the French delegation, to reply to some of the points raised
by Colonel Requin at the preceding meeting. He continued as follows: In reply to the
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French delegation's memorandum, let me first repeat briefly the attitude of the British
delegation with regard to warships and their armament.

The British delegation is inspired by a sincere desire to see this Conference attain tangible
and useful results. For this reason we share the desire for practical simplicity that was empha-
sised by the representatives of Japan, Italy and other nations. We feel that to allow the
Convention to include anything that is not absolutely essential will add to its complications,
and is therefore undesirable.

We believe that the natural publicity which attaches to a warship and her armament
-which the British delegation regards as an indivisible unit- provides the very information

which public opinion desires, and which it is the object of this Convention to obtain. Since
this publicity is inherent and cannot be removed from a warship, and because of the
practical and vexatious difficulties which would arise if warships and their armaments are
included in the Convention difficulties which, it must be remembered, will not be
encountered in the case of other arms we consider it better to treat warships and their
armaments in a special manner so as to avoid the possibility of friction and disagreement
arising in the execution of the Convention.

Finally, bearing in mind the inequality that exists to-day between producing and non-
producing countries as regards their preparation for war, we are conscious of the emphasis
that will be laid on this inequality if warships and their armaments are treated like other arms
and ammunition.

For the reasons, therefore, that I have just repeated, we have, and must continue, to take
the line we have adopted.

Before dealing with more important matters in Colonel Requin's memorandum, let me
refer briefly to the charge of inconsistency which he brings against the British delegation.
To this charge I plead guilty with no sense of shame, since Colonel Requin himself has admitted
the perfect right of a delegation to change its mind. I understand that the female sex may
change its mind, and that the word " delegation " in the French language is of feminine gender.
In pleading guilty, I do not wish to escape the consequences of my guilt ; but, like many another
criminal, I intend that any fellow criminals whom I can betray should suffer whatever punish-
ment fate has in store for me. If Colonel Requin and my colleagues at this table will turn
to page 120 of the Brown Book (C. C. I. A/I), I will ask them to study a statement made
by the French delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission on May 17th, 1924. This
statement is found halfway down the page to which I have referred, and you will observe that
the French delegation, which included Colonel Requin, referred there to the fact that a warship
without its arms " would not in reality be a weapon of war "

The French delegation on Monday last voted to retain warships in Category I. At the
time I thought that the French delegation was voting for the inclusion within the Convention
of that terrible engine of war, a warship together with all her armaments. I find, however,
ohat this was not the case. The French delegation was voting merely for the inclusion in
Category I of a warship without her weapons. In view, however, of that delegation's declaration
of faith which I have just quoted, this seems to me to have been a most extremely inconsistent
attitude to adopt ; for, if a warship without arms has no military value, either it should appear
in Category III or it should not appear in the Convention at all ; and it appears from the French
delegation's point of view, unless indeed it has changed since last year, or even since last
Monday, that the Committee expended a considerable amount of time and thought on the
discussion of the retention in Category I of an article of no military value. I think that, if I
am guilty of inconsistency, Colonel Requin should at least take his place in the dock beside
me, and I feel sure he will frankly acknowledge his guilt.

To pass from this to a more pleasant subject, I would now deal with the principal point
which has been brought out in the memorandum of the French delegation. In this memo-
randum appear certain words, from an earlier British memorandum, which read as follows:
" Full details of them ", i.e., warships, " were known and published throughout the world ".
The French delegation pay us the compliment of admitting that some delegations were led by
this statement to adopt the British view, but state that the British delegation now declares
that the armaments in question cannot be published and must even remain secret. I would
point out that there are at least two important tactical factors in a ship's fighting value.
These are: (a) the number of guns, and (b) the number of rounds of ammunition per gun
which she carries. The former is the more important. This is always known, it is much dis-
cussed in the newspapers of the world, and it was this factor that was referred to in the
British memorandum. But the second is by no means negligible, and no non-producing country
will want such details of its warships' equipment disclosed. The aversion to such disclosure
was pointedly expressed by Admiral de Souza e Silva when criticising Commander
Deleuze's remarks about Customs officers noting the material hoisted by cranes on board
a foreign warship.

The French delegation contend that, if a certain amount of secrecy is demanded by the
requirements of the national defence of a State, such secrecy should apply equally to imported
armaments of whatever kind, whether for land, sea or air defence. They also point out
that non-producing States must import in peace-time not only the armament necessary
for their land forces on a peace footing but also the total mobilisation armament of these forces.
The inference to be drawn from these two contentions is that, since, under the licensing and
publicity provisions of the Convention, the mobilisation or total armament of the land forces
of a non-producing State must be made public, so also should the mobilisation or total
armament of its sea forces be made public.

This is an argument which may be hard for some minds to resist, although it might well
be claimed by a non-prducing country that, even if the sum-total of its land armaments is
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necessarily divulged, that is no reason why its naval secrets should likewise be exposed. But
this was not the British argument on this point. The British delegation maintains that the
disclosure of the total mobilisation armament of a country's land forces, corresponds, in the
naval sphere, to the disclosure of the total number of ships, torpedoes, ships' guns and ammu-
nition possessed by a country, not only those actually carried on board ships but also those
in reserve in arsenals and store-ships, whereas the disclosure of the ammunition carried by any
particular ship is in no way analogous to the two cases quoted above, and is a far more vital
matter.

Now, when ships fight, they go into action with their magazines full, except in very rare
cases, but they have no reserve to draw on once those magazines have been emptied, unless
they return to port and draw fresh supplies from the armament depots. The amount of am-
munition, therefore, that a ship can carry in her magazines is a definite tactical factor. The
enemy knows that when a ship has expended a certain amount of ammunition she will have to
return to port to replenish her supplies, but and this is the important point - the enemy
does not know at present how much ammunition the ships of foreign countries carry. This is a
closely guarded naval secret in all countries, but it will necessarily be divulged, in so far as
concerns ships belonging to non-producing countries, if the quantity of ammunition that the
ship takes on board on leaving her building port is known to all the world. Ships, naturally,
leave these ports with their magazines full; otherwise heavy freight and insurance charges
will have to be incurred in sending the ship's ammunition to the purchasing country by cargo
steamer.

The French delegation cannot surely claim that any such tactical secrets are disclosed
in the case of land armaments by the publication of total imports of land arms and ammunition.
On the other hand, it can scarcely fail to admit that the disclosure, by means of a licensing
system, of the quantities of ammunition that a ship is capable of carrying, results in the disclo-
sure of an important naval tactical secret.

The only method, it would appear, by which the secret could be guarded would be to import
as cargo in a merchant steamer the normal ammunition outfit of a warship, together with the
reserves which are probably bought at the same time, and thus hide the fact of what propor-
tion of the total number of rounds of ammunition imported constitutes the normal outfit of
the ship. If non-producing countries are driven to do this, then we are indeed arriving at the
very end we all profess to be avoiding, that of destroying the simplicity of the Convention,
bringing complications of a vexatious and expensive nature into its execution, and imposing
on non-producing naval Powers conditions that emphasise the natural inequalities existing
between producer and non-producer.

I want to make the position perfectly clear.
We contend that the normal ammunition outfit of a warship is a secret tactical factor that

has no counterpart in land warfare. In the case of a non-producing country, the view of the
French delegation is that this important naval tactical secret should be disclosed. This is in
grave contradiction to the express desire of the French delegation "' to secure equality of
treatment as between land and sea armaments " . We, the British delegation, are concerned not so
much with this form of equality as with the much more important point of the inequality of
treatment accorded to producing and non-producing countries respectively. Countries have
very naturally their national pride and sensitiveness, qualities which all nations appreciate
and respect, but we do not fear the results of according inequality of treatment to varying
types of dumb and insensitive material, such as arms and ammunition, if this inequality of
treatment of material makes for the simplicity and therefore the success of the Convention.
It is to be feared that the French delegation, in its anxiety to assure similar treatment to
both land and naval armaments, is in danger of losing sight of that other and more important
aim, which is that of equality of treatment for both producing and non-producing countries.

Finally, we must repeat that we maintain our basic objections to the French point of view.
Equally with France we are a producing country, and, as such, this question of warships and
their armaments is not of such vital importance to us as to the smaller or non-producing coun-
tries, except in so far as it imperils the safety of the Convention, which must always be a matter
of the greatest importance to all nations, large or small, producing or non-producing.

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan) said that, following the example of the British delegation,
he wished to explain the position of Japan in regard to the matter. He then continued as
follows: At this juncture of the controversy concerning warships, the Japanese delegation
wishes to make its view clear, which it has held since the beginning of the Conference.

The Japanese delegation proposed the suppression "6 en bloc " of Category I, paragraph 2,
which contained warships, aeroplanes, tanks and armoured cars under the heading of
" Implements of war and component parts ".

As will be seen from the Minutes of May 8th, the first reason for the Japanese proposal
was its faithful adherence to the recommendation of the Permanent Advisory Commission
(May 1924) with regard to the categories. A glance at page 143 of the Brown Book
(C. C. I. A. /1) will show that the three categories which were drawn up and agreed to unani-
mously by Government representatives make no mention of warships, aeroplanes, tanks or
armoured cars.

The Japanese delegation has not changed its view for twelve months as to the correctness
of this omission from the categories and it clearly stated so at the second meeting of this
Committee, when it proposed the omission of " Implements of war and component parts "
from the Convention.

The Japanese delegation, during the discussion in this Committee, agreed, simply in a
spirit of conciliation, to examine separately each item under the heading of Category I,
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paragraph 2, and voted for the exclusion of warships. When the vote was taken, the Japanese
delegation held the view that the term " warship "included not only the ship but its normal
equipment also, which view the Japanese delegation still holds. Further, it believes that
it is a universally accepted interpretation of the term " warship ". Therefore the result of
the vote, which was taken on the question of the exclusion of warships from Category I, para-
graph 2, was considered by the Japanese delegation to mean the entire exclusion from any
kind of control of the ship and its normal equipment of arms.

The Japanese delegation wishes to insist that a warship and its normal equipment are
inseparable elements in the popular conception of the term " warship ".

This fundamental and popular conception of the term " warship ", in the opinion of the
Japanese delegation, clears up the whole controversy in which the Committee is now engaged.

When the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission (May 1924), on which the French
memorandum bases its argument, is studied in the light of this definition of a warship, it will
be quite evident that the arms referred to in the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission
are arms entirely isolated from a warship and not the arms which form the normal equipment
of a warship; in other words, the report of the Permanent Advisory Commission quoted by
the French memorandum does not take account of the inseparable elements that go to make
up a warship.

The Japanese delegation regrets the occurrence of this kind of controversy, especially
in this Technical Committee, and desires to emphasise, what was so strongly urged by its first
delegate at the opening of the Conference - that is, the necessity of simplifying the Convention,
omitting all ambiguities and avoiding, as far as possible, going to logical extremes, which
generally lead to deplorable results.

Commander DELEUZE (France) said that he had listened with satisfaction to the only
technical argument in favour of the exclusion of the armaments of warships. However, he
did not agree with the British delegate as to its value. The British delegate had laid stress on
the necessity of avoiding at all costs the disclosure of the number of rounds per gun taken
on board, even at the cost of excluding warships from the Convention. This figure was known.
It was practically the same in all navies of the world with very small differences. Thus, according
to the theory put forward by the British delegate at the end of his memorandum, if a non-
producing country were not allowed to embark on the ship constructed abroad the whole of
its munitions, but only a part of them, and took the rest on a cargo boat, not only would no
inconvenience result but that country would even obtain a tactical advantage by adopting
this method, for it would be able to mislead any country with which it might find itself one
day at war as to the amount of ammunition carried by the new warship.

Further, if the State desired to avoid publicity being given to the quantity of munitions
taken on board and wished thus to deprive itself of the tactical advantage pointed out above,
it must not 3e forgotten that it was only the publication of statistics which must be made perio-
dically that would provide the necessary publicity. Further, as a new warship could not sail
without a reserve of ammunition either on board or on a cargo boat, it was the total figure
(both battle and reserve stocks) which would be shown in the statistical table. As it would
not be possible to distinguish between ammunition on board the vessel and the reserve rounds
carried, this would mean that other countries would be unable to conclude from the total shown
in the statistics the number of rounds per gun on board and in consequence the number available
per gun.

The British delegate had said that, apart from this secret, everything else was known
in regard to the armament of warships, and the Draft Convention actually demanded less
than was at present known. This proved that no technical reason existed for justifying exclusion
of warships from the Convention - at least, as far as concerned their armaments.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILvA (Brazil) congratulated the British and French delegations
on their interesting memoranda, submitted during the discussion, on whether warships should be
included or excluded from the Convention. Once more he desired to express his admiration for
the knowledge and experience shown by the representatives of two great naval Powers whose
prowess was reflected in every page. of history, and who had been the forerunners and teachers
of other countries in regard to seafaring matters.

After reflecting on the various arguments which had been submitted, he had come to the
conclusion that the French point of view was based on an exaggerated desire to apply the
principles in question and on too rigid a determination to omit nothing from the classification
contained in the Categories. On the other hand, the British theory appeared to him to regard
the question from a more practical standpoint and to combine theory with practice.

The question as put by the French delegate obviously had not been put to those members
of the Committee who had voted in favour of the exclusion of warships, for there could be
no doubt that those who had voted for the maintenance of warships understood the question
to have meant the maintenance in the Convention of warships with their armaments. There
would be no reason to justify their maintenance in Category I without their armaments.

He felt bound to state that he recognised the force of certain arguments put forward by
the British delegation, especially in regard to the secret of the amount of ammunition per gun
carried by a warship and the difficulties which would be placed in the way of a non-producing
country in keeping this secret. He thought that the following phrase used by Admiral Aubrey
Smith was irrefutable: " We contend that the normal ammunition outfit of a warship is a
secret tactical factor that has no counterpart in land warfare ". It was obvious that repre-
senting, as he did, a country which did not produce war material, since it had not yet succeeded
in constructing its fleet, which it would be extremely useful for it to be able to do (in view
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of the necessities of its security and development), he entirely agreed with the British delegation
concerning the inequality which would result between constructing countries and non-construct-
ing countries from the fact that a warship would be considered without its armaments. From
an exclusively technical point of view, he did not think that there was any expert present
at the Committee who would maintain that a warship ought to be considered apart from its
armament, for it was precisely its armament which gave it its war value, and there would
be no reason to maintain in the Convention the hull, for that part of the vessel had no war
value. If, therefore, the Committee decided to exclude warships, it was obvious that they
must be considered together with their armament as forming a whole. This, indeed, was
inevitable, since, in the classification contained in the categories, the Committee had adopted
as a method the principle of individual units of armaments. A warship was an individual
unit of armament and was composed of its hull, its engines, its armour, its implements of war,
its ammunition, etc. This was obviously the point of view of those who had voted in favour
of the maintenance of warships. They had voted regarding the warship as a whole, hull and
armaments.

The Brazilian delegate, who had voted for the exclusion of the complete unit, had based
his decision on technical reasons, reasons connected with the need of security for his country,
and also acting on the instructions from his General Staff. There could be no doubt concerning
the fact that it would not be possible to exclude hulls while at the same time submitting the
armament of warships to detailed rules covering guns ammunition, shells, torpedoes, etc. He
did not wish to insist on the reasons which had been so clearly put forward by the British
delegate. He added that, in his view, the arguments submitted by Colonel Requin and Com-
mander Deleuze strengthened the British point of view, and he wished to present a certain
number of observations to the French delegate.

When a constructing country exported a warship, it exported the warship as a complete
unit. It constructed a warship in the full sense of the word. How would it be possible when
it came to export that warship to separate the hull from the armament if these two things
were inseparable ? If an attempt were made to do so, the consequence would be the following :
supposing Country A constructed a warship for Country B. If only the hull of that ship were
excluded from Category I, there would be no licence necessary to construct the hull. Never-
theless, once built, it would have to have its armament put on board it and when the moment
came for the constructors to place the armament on board the hull, they would find themselves
obliged to procure a licence. What would happen if that licence were refused ? Country B
would have had its warship constructed, and would have paid for it, and yet it could not have
the armament on board the hull if the licence were refused. He saw no means of avoiding
such an absurdity if, in the application of the Convention, warships, considered as indivisible
units, were not excluded.

Another case might arise. Country A sold a warship to Country B. If the warship as
a unit were not excluded from Category I, Country A could sell the hull, but not the guns
and ammunition. Would it, therefore, be necessary to have a special licence for these ?
It would evidently be necessary to consider a warship as a whole and to exclude everything
on board from the system of prohibition.

The Swedish delegate had expressed certain fears'especially to the effect that the exclusion
of warships would lead to all kinds of abuses and would result in the intensive export of
armaments greatly in excess of the normal armament of a warship.

The Brazilian delegate did not think that the proposals of the Japanese and British delegates
could ever give rise to such abuse. There were indeed two distinct kinds of cases. The first
case concerned the ordering of a warship. The guns and ammunition on board corresponded
in principle and value to a naval unit. Those who desired to exclude warships would comprise
the whole vessel including its armaments, but this meant the armament of the unit in
question.

If, on the other hand, the warship in question returned to the country of contruction in
order to take on board a fresh set of guns and munitions which did not belong to its normal
armament, a licence would be necessary. There was, therefore, no need for prohibition in
this respect.

The Brazilian delegate wished to assure the French delegation of his good faith and of
his regret at being unable to accept the French point of view. He appealed to that delegation
and to all other delegations to facilitate as far as possible the task of the Committee, which was to
co-operate in the success of the work of the Conference. This consideration should, as the
British delegate has pointed out, not be lost sight of. The draft contained in the Convention
implied that a country could ratify or adhere partiallyor condition ally to it. The Brazilian
delegate, however, did not think that the Convention, which ought to be universal and binding
upon all contracting parties, could be adopted partially, and Mr. Burton, the delegate of the
United States, had clearly expressed this point of view in the General Committee. If all clauses
which might prevent general adoption were not removed from it, there was no doubt that
the Convention would fail.

The CHAIRMAN thought that, while there was no doubt that several delegations, in voting
for the exclusion of warships, had meant to exclude their normal armaments at the same
time, the vote had, nevertheless, taken place by the raising of hands, and it had, therefore,
been difficult to count accurately. The next vote would, therefore, be taken on the question
raised by Colonel Requin, and the decision taken by the Committee in this respect would
facilitate the decision it would have to take on the British amendment.
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Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) stated that he had made an exhaustive and impartial
study of the documents submitted by the delegations of France and the British Empire. He
presented as below the conclusions that he had drawn therefrom:

The British and French delegations submitted opposing theses in regard to the question
as to what was to be understood by arms, ammunition and implements of war on board warships
in the enumeration of Category I.

The French delegate asked us if it were desired to exclude them from this category, which
had as its heading the definition, " all arms and ammunition 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 warfare " when such arms are on board a ship of war.

The British delegate, on the other hand, desires to exclude these when they are on board
a ship of war, not because these arms, ammunition and implements of war are not included in
the definition provided for in Category I, but because of the inadmissibility of carrying out a
search on board a ship of war in commission. The reason, therefore, of the objection made
by the British delegation is based upon the execution of the control and on publication, and I
am in doubt therefore if, in drawing up Article 1, we are called upon to make regulations for the
control and publication which has been set out in Articles 2, 3 and 4 of Chapter II.

If the suggestions made by the French delegate are accepted, it would merely be an admis-
sion that arms, ammunition and implements of war on board a warship are included in Category I.

The question as to whether there should be introduced into this Convention special regu-
lations for the control and publication of arms on board a warship should, in my opinion, be
considered under Chapter 11. I can, therefore, agree to the French proposal and at the
same time admit that the observations of Admiral Aubrey Smith regarding the introduction
of special regulations for warships are well founded. I therefore propose that the Committee,
in its report on Chapter I, Article 1, to the General Committee, should point out the desirability
of special regulations in regard to control and publicity concerning ships of war.

Colonel REQUIN (France) wished first to acknowledge the courtesy shown by the British
delegate in the present controversy. The discussion which had taken place had been very
useful, but it seemed to him that there was no practical importance in continuing it. He
also thanked the Brazilian delegate for his kind words. However, he did not think that, in
the actual state of the discussion, a course in naval tactics could provide the Committee with
further information. He wished to make some observations in reply to the delegate of the
British Empire and the Brazilian delegate.

1. The present misunderstanding, if there were a misunderstanding, arose in part from
the fact that the Committee was considering the text of two paragraphs of the same Article
drawn up by two different Committees, the one consisting of members whose decision
engaged the responsibility of Governments, the other of members who merely engaged
themselves. That was the origin of the misunderstanding. However, he recalled that, in the
opinion of the Permanent Advisory Commission, there had never been a question of excluding
warships and their armaments entirely from Category I. His colleagues would recall that
they had considered at length if the whole should be included or only the essential parts, and it
had been decided that it was useless to include ships of war, since the essential parts were
included. Further, it was useless to continue the discussion on these lines.

2. There was also another misunderstanding between the two theses. The British dele-
gation seemed to think that the French delegation intended to disclose secrets of naval tactics.
Nothing was further from the mind of the French delegation.

They had raised the principle that a certain amount of secrecy was necessary for national
defence and added that this principle was equally applicable to the defence by sea, land or air.
The divergence between the two theses was but the distance between a principle and its appli-
cation. Now, in regard to its application, the French delegation was disposed to accept any
methods which might be agreed upon.

If the Conference decided to exclude from the Convention all warships, that would be no
reason to exclude armaments. It was evident, indeed, that any enumeration must include
articles which had been named. The degree of control might be different and the Conference
might, indeed, decide on a special treatment in favour of naval armaments, but it could not
be said that there was a difference in the character of these arms. These were the same whether
they were on board a ship, in a coast battery, etc. The delegates there present had no intention
of making a classification of arms according to the convenience of their respective countries.
They wished - at least, that was what the French delegate supposed - to make this classi-
fication according to the military value of these armaments. Such was the point of view which
the French delegation had maintained.

3. The Brazilian delegate considered that the French delegation paid too much attention
to principles, but when principles were violated they avenged themselves and turned on their
violators.

The Brazilian delegate had also declared that the French delegation was too concerned
to omit nothing. But were naval armaments nothing ? To omit these would be to omit half
of the arms of war.

The Brazilian delegate also feared that the whole Convention would be wrecked.
The French delegate was as anxious as any other delegate to avoid this, but if the Conven-

tion was to be wrecked, it should not be wrecked by absurdity.
If it were desired to propose special treatment for mobilised naval armaments, special

treatment should also be provided for mobilised armaments on land. To sum up, the French
delegate made the following declaration:
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The French delegation declares that it cannot support a vote by which the Technical
Committee, after having rightly classed in Category I as arms and munitions of war all articles
which might be included in the equipment of warships, excludes them from the same category
when they constitute in fact the equipment of the said warships, that is to say, in the general
case.

It considers that such a specious point of view in so grave a matter would render the work
of the Committee illusory in practice and the proposed Convention partially inoperative.

The French delegation sees no technical reason not to submit to the same provisions arms
of war of the same category manufactured in the factories of one State for the use of another
State, whether they are intended to equip warships or other such units to be maintained by the
purchasing country or whatever the manner in which they are mobilised.

The French delegation in no way intends to prejudice by this any provisions that maybe
adopted by the Conference in regard to the export of arms, but, faithful to the principles of
equality and equity, it is compelled to protest against a decision which might cause, on the
one hand, naval armaments to be placed outside the regulations common to the various forms
of armaments, and thus to grant to naval armaments a privilege which no technical reason
justifies and which no moral reason can tolerate ; and which might cause, on the other hand,
the establishment of an obvious inequality between non-producing States according as to
whether those States are naval or military powers.

General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia) read the following statement:

The Czechoslovak delegation to the Permanent Advisory Commission, when voting
for the omission of warships from the list of the three categories, was guided by the principle
proclaimed at that moment, to the effect that the list should only cover arms and not materials
of war, since it was understood that the arms mounted on materials of war would be included
in Category I. The Czechoslovak delegation, since it represents a State which exports naval
armaments and also to a certain extent imports land armaments, is compelled to support
equality of treatment in the Convention between armaments, whether those armaments are
for land, sea, or air forces.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) said he had followed with great interest the statements
made by the British,. French and Brazilian delegates. In voting for the exclusion of war-
ships, he had understood that, naturally and logically, the armament of those vessels should
also be excluded from the Convention. This should also be the case regarding aircraft used
for war and their armaments, and he proposed that the Committee should adopt a proposal
to that effect.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the question of aircraft would be discussed later. The
Committee was at the moment engaged on the discussion of warships.

General DUMITRESCU (Roumania) acknowledged the force of the argument put forward
by the British delegate in regard to the publicity of the armament on board a warship. Such
publicity attached to an armament of this kind would make it possible to know what the mobi-
lisation force of the armament of a State would be, and, as a result, States which imported naval
material would encounter great difficulties in connection with the naval defence of their terri-
tories. On the other hand, the French delegate had put forward an objection concerning the
publicity given to land armaments and it was certainly obvious that, little by little, such publicity
would cause everyone to become aware of the size of the forces of non-producing States at
mobilisation. Thus the two points of view appeared to him to be equally justified and it was
difficult to find a solution.

This was due to an initial defect in the Convention. As long as the Conference was unsuc-
cessful in finding a general formula for publicity in regard to armaments, such as was provided
for in Article 8 of the Covenant, the Roumanian delegate did not see how it would be possible
to avoid the difficulties whichhe had pointed out, and which would eventually be to the
prejudice of non-producing States.

General ENCKELL (Finland) said that, having listened to the various statements made,
he was confirmed in his conviction that the present difficulty resulted from the fact that the
question of the Committee's competence had not been settled. At the very beginning of the
discussion it had been stated, both by the British and French delegates, that the Committee
was a purely technical body and that its only task was to classify arms and munitions according
to their military value. Unfortunately, the Committee had frequently departed from this prin-
ciple. The vote which would be taken would settle questions of a very important kind. Since
the first vote on the question, in which the Finnish delegate had voted against the exclusion
of warships, he felt compelled to state that the various arguments submitted had had their
effect upon him and that it would now be difficult for him to vote at all on the question
before the question of the Committee's competence had been definitely settled. He asked
therefore that the Committee should decide whether it was competent to exclude any form
of armaments from the Convention for any reasons, political or otherwise.

The CHAIRMAN explained that he had informed the General Committee of the difficulties
encountered by the Committee in respect of its competence. Other Committees had received
from the General Committee instructions concerning that aspect of their work, but this was
not the case with the Military, Naval and Air Committee. The General Committee had,
however, been unanimous in thinking that the Military, Naval and Air Committee ought to
submit definite texts to it.
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General ENCKELL (Finland) thanked the Chairman for his explanation. He wished to
remind the Committee of the proposal of the Dutch delegate, which was to the effect that,
while deciding that the arms in question ought, from a technical point of view, to be included
in the present Convention, the present Committee could, in its report to the General Committee,
make mention of various points of view and propose certain exceptions to the control to be
exercised over the arms in question. For the moment, the Committee had to decide whether
any particular arm should be included in any particular category. The Finnish delegate thought
that the Committee should proceed to take a preliminary vote with a view to settling its
competence in this matter.

The CHAIRMAN explained that, when asking for definite proposals from the Committee,
the General Committee had meant complete texts which might serve as a basis for this dis-
cussion. It was obvious that the minutes of the Naval, Military and Air Committee could contain
any statements which the Committee might decide to insert.

Commander RUSPOLI (Italy), with reference to the statement made by the British delegate,
desired to submit a question of a practical nature to the technical experts representing the
non-producing countries. If the proposal that the armaments of a warship be submitted to
control was adopted, what would be the consequences ? It would mean that all the items in
Category I would have to be licensed - that was to say, that not only the warship as such but
all she carried, such as rifles, machine-guns, range-finding apparatus, guns of all calibres, gun-
carriages, torpedoes, depth-charges, etc., would be licensed. In these circumstances, would
the non-producing States hesitate, if confronted with the choice, between having a warship
built in the yards of a State signatory of the Convention or in the yards of a State which was
not a party to the Convention ?

M. BOLT-JORGENSEN (Denmark) said that the Danish delegation supported the proposal
put forward by Admiral Surie.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the proposal of the Dutch delegate was as
follows : In its report on Article 1, the Committee would point out the necessity of introducing
into the Convention means for the exercise of a special control and special publicity in regard
to warships. Since this proposal was directly connected with the second British "proposal, he
two could be discussed simultaneously.

Colonel REQUIN (France) was anxious that the question raised by the delegate of Finland
should be settled, since it took precedence over any other and concerned the misunderstanding
which had from the beginning clouded the discussions of the Committee.

General LAIDONER (Esthonia) explained that, while the Committee was exclusively a
Technical Committee, account should be taken of the difficulties confronting countries repre-
sented by the same delegate on that Committee and on the General Committee. Personally,
he found it impossible to give a different vote in one Committee from what he had given in
the other. He had voted for the exclusion of warships, including their armaments, and he
would do the same when the question came before the General Committee.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) said that Commander Ruspoli had raised a question
of great interest to non-producing countries. When those countries had to place an important
order abroad, would they place that order for preference with a non-signatory State ? He was
not competent to reply in the name of non-producing countries. Nevertheless, personally, he
thought that the object of the present Convention was to control the trade in arms and
munitions, but that it was not drafted with the object of allowing certain Powers to investigate
the arms and munitions on board of warships belonging to another Power.

Commander DELEUZE (France) pointed out that the question raised by Commander
Ruspoli applied as much to land armaments as to naval armaments and that the argument had
the same force for both kinds of armaments.

Dr. RIDDELL (Canada) said that, representing his country on the General Committee
as well as on the Technical Committee, he was apt to regard the work of both Committees
in a similar light. It had now, however, become apparent to him that, although in theory
it would be possible to include warships and their armament in the Convention from
a practical point of view, such a course would be impossible. The paramount duty of
the Conference was to frame an acceptable Convention, that was to say, a Convention which
would be adhered to by the largest number possible of sovereign States, and therefore every
effort must be made to achieve something upon which a general agreement could be reached.

After listening with great care to the arguments made on both sides, he had made up
his mind to vote for the exclusion of warships and their armaments from the Convention.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the general discussion was at an end and reminded the Com-
mittee that the question raised by the French delegation was as follows: "Did the Committee
exclude arms and munitions when they were on board a warship and formed part of her normal
equipment ? "

Colonel REQUIN (France) asked, unless the Committee should decide otherwise, that the
vote on the French proposal should be adjourned until the question raised by the Finnish
delegate had been settled.
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The CHAIRMAN replied that obviously the Committee, as such, could only decide any
question from the technical point of view, and the considerations of a political kind entered
into the domain of the General Committee and of the full Conference.

Colonel REQUIN (France) thanked the Chairman for this statement.

General ENCKELL (Finland) said that he found himself faced with an insurmountable
difficulty if he had to vote on the question as put by the Chairman. Since he did not know
what the exact competence of the Committee was, he would have to follow the impressions
made upon him by the arguments put forward by the British and French delegations. There-
fore, he personally considered that it would not be necessary to exclude arms and munitions
on board a warship, since all the arms forming a part of the normal equipment of a warship
were already published in various publications. He saw no reason, therefore, to exclude them
from the Convention. On the other hand, in regard to ammunition, he had been convinced
by the arguments submitted by the British delegate. Consequently, if the question were put
to the Committee apart from the question of competence, he would reply in the affirmative
in regard to arms and in the negative in regard to ammunition. To permit him to do this, how-
ever, it would be necessary for the Committee to be consulted separately in regard to arms and
ammunition.

The CHAIRMAN concluded from this statement that the Finnish delegate asked that the
Committee should take a vote separately on arms and ammunition.

Commander RUSPoLI (Italy) said that, according to the Italian delegation, it would be
necessary to take account not only of arms and ammunition, but also of range-finding and
other apparatus, etc., of which the secrets were jealously guarded by nations.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) said that, since General Enckell found difficulty
in voting on the question submitted by the French delegation, would it be possible for the
vote to be taken on the proposed addition to Category I ?

" The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms and ammunition and appli-
ances on board a warship and forming part of her normal equipment. "

The CHAIRMAN consulted the Committee on the procedure to be followed. Would it vote
separately on arms and ammunition and also according to the proposal of the Italian delegate
on the other apparatus ?

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thought that the discussion arose from a misunderstanding
of the vote on the inclusion or exclusion of warships. He feared that the discussion would never
end. Although he was not a naval expert, he had, he added, felt certain doubts after listening
to the various statements made. The French proposal on which the Committee was called upon
to vote concerned exclusively arms and ammunition and made no allusion to other engines
of war, sighting apparatus, etc., which was also part of the material on board a warship. Further
these engines of war were contained in the lists in Category I as submitted to the Committee.,
The text before the Committee began as follows: " All arms and ammunition which are, or
shall be, comprised ", etc., while the French delegation proposed to add the words " all arms
and ammunition or engines of war ". On what text had the Committee to take its decision ?
It was essential for a clear understanding to be reached as to whether engines of war were
or were not included.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation saw no objection to adding the
expression " engines ", it being understood that it should cover everything not included in the
term " arms and ammunition".

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that he had not proposed to add engines of war,
but had simply asked whether the Committee would be called upon to vote upon the inclusion
or exclusion of the word " engines "

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the title would be given to Category I when
the question raised by the French delegation had been settled and when the Committee had also
taken a decision on the proposal of the British delegate.

He consulted the Committee as to its desire with regard to the proposal of the Finnish
delegate to the effect that the vote should be divided into three.

The Committee decided to reject this proposal and to vote on the question as a whole as put
by the French delegation.

The CHAIRMAN put the proposal of the French delegate to the Committee. The delegates
in favour of excluding warships and their armaments were called upon to vote " Aye" and
delegates opposing such exclusion to vote" No ".

A vote was taken by roll-call, with the following result:
In favour: 16 votes (Brazil, British Empire, Canada, Chile, Egypt, Esthonia, Greece,

Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Lithuania, Portugal, Siam, Turkey, and United States of
America).

Against: 8 votes (Belgium, Czechoslovakia, Denmark, France, Netherlands, Norway,
Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes, and Sweden).

Abstentions: 9 (Austria, Finland, Germany, Latvia, Persia, Poland, Roumania, Spain and
Switzerland).

33
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The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to decide on the first British proposal. It would seem
that the adoption of this proposal - with reserves, perhaps, in regard to certain amendments,
of form - was the consequence of the vote just taken.

Commander DELEUZE (France) asked the British delegate for a definition of the expres-
sion " arms, ammunition and appliances on board a warship ". At what moment were such
arms, ammunition and appliances considered as being on board a warship ?

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) replied that the expression " normal equipment "
meant the normal equipment of a warship at any moment.

Commander DELEUZE (France) noted this reply and suggested the following hypothesis:
Considering the case of a ship built, for example, in a port of Great Britain. If the pur-

chaser preferred to put on board this ship arms of defence constructed in France, should these
arms manufactured in France for a ship lying in an English yard be subject to any licence or
not, considering that they were to form part of the normal equipment of the warship ? Continu-
ing his argument, he considered the position of a ship built in Great Britain for another
country with its complete armament. Such ship could depart without licence either for the
ship itself or for its armament. If, however, this ship had to complete its armament by means
of arms bought in France, he asked whether such arms were subject to licence, assuming that it
was a question of completing its normal armament. Finally, when a ship was disarmed, he
asked whether the country concerned should undertake to demolish the armaments of the
ship, or must it establish a licence for the import of this material which, after having been
used on board without licence, became land armaments.

The CHAIRMAN observed that the argument which had been advanced went to the root
of the question which had been decided by the vote just taken. The Committee had for the
moment only to decide as to the form of the British proposal.

Commander DELEUZE (France) declared that he did not wish to insist on the points which
he had raised. He simply remarked that the Committee had not perhaps exactly appreciated
the value of the vote which it had given.

By 16 votes to 3, the Committee decided to adopt the British proposal.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the second part of the question proposed by the French
delegate concerning arms and ammunition on board aircraft.

By 17 votes, the Committee decided against the exclusion of the armament of aircraft.

The CHAIRMAN put to the vote the third part of the question proposed by the French dele-
gation as to the arms and ammunition carried by Armoured Cars.

By 17 votes, the Committee decided against the exclusion of the arms carried by Armoured Cars.

The CHAIRMAN stated that aircraft and armoured cars with their armaments would be
included in the Convention. He opened the discussion on the title of Category I, and recalled
that the French delegation had formulated a proposal on this subject. The text of this pro-
posal should be modified, seeing that the Committee had decided to exclude armaments on
board warships. He asked whether the French delegation wished to amend its proposal or
to withdraw it.

Colonel REQUIN (France) replied that the proposal of the French delegation was objectless
after the vote given by the Committee.

The CHAIRMAN said that its Secretariat would propose at the next meeting a formula for
the title of Category I.

NINTH MEETING

Held on Tuesday, May 19th, 1925, at 3.30 p.m.

Chairman: General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

50. Gunpowder and Explosives.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that a proposal had been submitted to it bythe
Swedish delegation (see Section 43). Since the Committee had decided to put gunpowder
and explosives in Category III, he asked the Swedish delegate whether he still maintained
his proposal.
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M. SOHLMAN (Sweden) replied that the Swedish delegation withdrew its proposal, but
desired to make the following statement:

The proposal submitted to the Committee by the Swedish delegation, to the effect that
a special investigation should be undertaken with a view to establishing a kind of schedule
of gunpowder and explosives as well as of the different types of ammunition, was based on the
supposition that a licensing system would in principle be adopted for these substances in
view of the fact that they had been inserted in Category II.

I thought, therefore, that the licensing system to be applied to these substances in normal
times should be subject to certain modifications and exceptions in regard to some kinds-of
gunpowder and explosives largely used for industrial purposes. The proposed classification
ought to have taken account of the difficulties arising for trade and for industry by a too strict
and a too severe application of a system of licensing for gunpowder, and above all for
explosives. These difficulties would have been of a practical kind, and were very clearly
enumerated by the delegates of Italy, Spain and Belgium.

In view, however, of the decision reached by the Committee, gunpowder and explosives
have been transferred to Category III, and will therefore be entirely exempt from any system
of licensing which may be adopted.

In these circumstances, there is obviously no reason for the subdivision mentioned in
my proposal. I therefore desire to withdraw it, at any rate for the moment, but I must reserve
the right to raise the question afresh should the decision of the Committee in regard to the
placing of gunpowder and explosives in Category III be reversed by the General Committee.

I should like, Sir, to add in this connection a few words in regard to the-somewhat curious
effect which will result from the classification which has been adopted.

As the Swiss delegate pointed out the other day, smokeless powder for guns of all kinds,
when placed in ordinary boxes for despatch to the purchaser, would probably have to be
considered as coming under Category III of the Convention, and would, therefore, escape
any system of licensing or control which might be adopted, except in cases when such powder
was exported to prohibited zones.

On the other hand, the same powder, if packed in cartridges, would probably be con-
sidered as component parts of ammunition and, therefore, would fall under Category I. This
would also have been the case with regard to bursting charges for shells.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Swedish delegate withdrew his amendment, but that he
reserved the right to re-submit it if necessary.

51. Revision of the Nomenclature of Article 1.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the French delegation proposed to add
to the end of Article 1 a paragraph to the following effect:

"The foregoing nomenclature shall be revised every .... years in order to
make allowance for technical improvements ".

Colonel REQUIN (France) explained that, although there was an Article in the Draft Con-
vention concerning the revision of the Convention, the French delegation had thought that
the revision of the classification of arms and ammunition should be specified. The doubts
and misapprehensions which had been expressed during the discussions in the Committee
showed that the periodical revision of this classification would be necessary.

The CHAIRMAN asked the French delegation whether it could propose a definite period
of time for this revision.

Colonel REQUIN (France) replied that the French delegation thought that the period
should be five years, if the Committee so desired.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that there was an amendment to Article 34 of the Draft Con-
vention proposed by the delegation of the United States to the effect that the period of five
years provided for for the revision of the Convention should be reduced to three years. Would
it not perhaps be better to await the decision which would be taken on the amendment proposed
by the American delegation before adopting the French proposal ?

General DE MARINIS (Italy) agreed with the observations of the Chairman. Since the
text of the Draft Convention provided for its revision, it followed that the list of articles
mentioned in the category would also be revised.

The proposal of the French delegation was adopted.

52. Final Note to Article 1 relative to arms prohibited by International Law.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the British delegation proposed to insert
after Article 1 a note to the following effect :

" The above three categories do not include arms the use of which is prohibited
by international law, since it is clearly understood that all traffic in these arms must
be prohibited and that no licence can be issued for such traffic."
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Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) pointed out that Article 3 of the Convention alluded to
arms of which the use was prohibited by international law. If the Committee accepted
Article 3, was it necessary to add to Article 1 the note proposed by the British delegation ?

Colonel REQUIN (France) supported the proposal of the British delegate. Were the note
in question, as was pointed out by the Dutch delegate, to be inserted in some other place in
the Convention, it would be for the General Committee to decide where it should be inserted
in order to avoid repetition. Nevertheless, since the present Committee had examined
Article 1, he thought that it ought to adopt the addition to this article proposed by the British
delegation with the reservation to which he had just referred.

The CHAIRMAN agreed with the French delegation. Moreover, the Conference had decided
to establish a Co-ordination Committee, whose duty it would be to make the necessary drafting
changes in the texts proposed by the various Committees.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes) moved that the
Committee should vote immediately on the British proposal, which was connected with the
question of chemical warfare.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the note proposed by the British delegation raised a question
of principle. When the Committee discussed chemical warfare it could at the same time
discuss whether the weapon in question should be considered as prohibited.

Colonel LOWE. (British Empire) explained the reasons for the note which the British dele-
gation proposed should be added to Category I. It was merely a question of detail connected
with the headings o the categories. If the British proposal with regard to the heading of
Category I : " This Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and implements
of war ", were adopted, the note would have to be inserted, since it explained why weapons
the use of which was forbidden by international law had not been inserted in Category I. The
British delegation proposed that the note should be added in order to make it quite clear that
Article 1 only referred to arms not forbidden by international law.

The Committee adopted the note proposed by the British delegation.

53. Title of Category I. (Continuation of the discussion.)

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that its Secretariat had been instructed to draft
a title for Category I.

The SECRETARY OF THE COMMITTEE said that the Secretariat proposed the following
formula " Arms, ammunition and implements exclusively designed and intended for land, sea
or aerial warfare".

He explained that this heading differed from the original heading, since it omitted the
phrases " or their component parts " and " whatever their mode of employment ", and added
the words " destined for ". The Secretariat had thought it useless to maintain in the heading
a reference to component parts, since they formed the object of a special paragraph within
the article itself, and if they were to be mentioned in the heading they must be defined com-
pletely. To maintain the expression " whatever their mode of employment " might give
rise to confusion in view of the fact that an exception had been made in regard to the use of
arms and ammunition on board a warship.

Further, it should be pointed out that the heading proposed did not coincide exactly
with the list of articles which followed. Paragraph (a) only applied to arms destined or
intended for war if they " are or shall be comprised in the equipment of the armed forces of
a State ". The Belgian delegate had pointed out that arms used for experimental purposes
would not in consequence be covered by paragraph (a). It was impossible to know whether
they would enter into the equipment of the armed forces of a State or whether they would
be covered by the heading of the Draft Convention.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) thought that the fact that the heading did not correspond
to the articles enumerated in the category was not a matter of great importance. Sub-para-
graphs (a), (b) and (c) of Category I amplified or, to be more accurate, restricted the classi-
fication in the category to certain clearly defined objects. On behalf f the British delegation,
he proposed the following heading for Category I : " Arms, ammunition and appliances or
their component parts exclusively designed or intended for land, sea or aerial warfare, whatever
their mode of employment".

Commander DELEUZE (France) objected to the heading proposed by the British delegation.
The words " whatever their mode of employment " were in obvious contradiction to the decision
taken the day before by the Committee in regard to armaments on board warships.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) asked the French delegation in what this contradiction
consisted, in view of the addition which the Committee had decided at the preceding meeting
should be added to Category I.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) noted the difficulties which the Committee was encountering
in regard to the heading to be put to Category I, and asked whether it was necessary to adopt
a heading at all. The Draft Convention before the Committee stated: " The Convention applies
to the following arms, ammunition and implements of war ". It would be sufficient if the
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categories were enumerated merely as follows : Category I (a), (b) and (c) : Category II and
Category III. The heading of the category introduced no new element. He was not even
sure whether, after examining the question of the length, it would be possible to define the article
in the category.

Colonel REQUIN (France) said that the French delegation wished to make the text as clear
as possible and to avoid all possible misunderstanding. Since the Committee had given headings
to Categories II and III, it should also give a heading to Category I. He thought that the text
proposed by the Secretariat would satisfy all delegations. It was necessary to know at the
outset what it had been desired to insert in the categories. Further, it was impossible to retain
the words " whatever their mode of employment ". These words had been introduced by
the Permanent Advisory Commission to cover the arms and ammunition on board a warship.
Since the present Committee had now excluded such arms, it was illogical not to delete
from the heading an expression which would give rise to a misunderstanding.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) noted that the Committee had three proposals before it - the
French proposal, the British proposal, and the Italian proposal to the effect that the heading
should be omitted. Since this last proposal was the one furthest away from the original text,
he asked that it should be put to the vote. He wished to explain that he did not propose to
omit the title of Category I and to keep the titles of the other categories, but to give no
title to any of the three categories.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out to the Italian delegate that, if the Committee were to decide
to delete the headings of Categories II and III, it would be necessary to amend the text of these
categories in certain respects. The Committee had, however, already adopted headings for
Categories II and III. From the point of view of procedure, he thought that the Committee
might consider the proposal of the Italian delegate when Article 1 came before it for a second
reading.

Colonel LOWE (British Empire) said that the British delegation withdrew its amendment
in favour of the proposal of the Secretariat.

Colonel REQUIN (France) noted the reply given by the Chairman to the Italian delegate
to the effect that the Article would be read a second time. Would this second reading take
place in the Committee or in the General Committee ? If it were to be held by the Committee
and if the Committee were allowed to reverse decisions already taken, for example, in regard
to headings to be given to Categories II and III, the French delegation would be obliged to
move again all its amendments and to ask the Committee to confirm the votes which, in the
view of the French delegation, had resulted in regrettable consequences.

The CHAIRMAN replied that the second reading would be conducted by the Committee
but that any amendments submitted during it could not be amendments of principle. They
could merely be drafting amendments or the rectification of certain omissions. The Committee
would have to decide whether the proposal of the Italian delegation was a formal one or one
of principle.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) thought that the question of the heading was a purely formal
one, since it contained no element of principle. What was essential was to be found in the
articles themselves. He moved, therefore, that his proposal to give no heading to Category I
should be put to the vote. When the Committee read the article a second time it could
decide whether to give headings to Categories II and III.

Colonel REQUIN (France) was unable to agree with the delegate of Italy. The question had
already been voted upon by the Committee. Headings, for example, were not merely ques-
tions of form. With regard to the explanation given by the Chairman, he said that the French
delegation would be quite ready to accept any small amendments which might be proposed
and to help in the rectification of any small omissions which might be discovered.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) explained that his proposal had been made with the object
of simplifying the discussion of the text which the Committee was called upon to draft. Since,
however, it had had an exactly contrary result, he withdrew it.

The e le proposed by the Secretariat was adopted.

54. Drafting of lile (a) of Category I.

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan) thought that the wording of the heading should contain the
word " appliances " instead of " implements " so as to conform to the heading of Category I.

The first line, thus amended, was adopted.

55. Statement by the Polish Delegation.

The CHAIRMAN called upon Admiral Surie, Vice-Chairman, to take the Chair in order to
allow him to make a statement.
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General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland), in view of the fact that the Military, Naval and Air Com-
mittee had now finished the first reading of Article 1, wished, as head of the Polish delegation,
to make the following statement, which he asked to be inserted in the Minutes of the Committee :

Poland took no part in the decision of the Committee in regard to the exclusion of warships
and their armaments, and its delegation abstained when the vote took place. The motives
for this attitude are to be found merely in my personal desire to fulfil to the best of my ability
the task with which you have honoured me and which seemed to me to demand an attitude of
great reserve on my part during your discussions. Nevertheless, the abstention of the Polish
delegation cannot be interpreted as prejudicing in any way its attitude in regard to the question
of principle itself and it therefore reserves the right to explain this point of view in the
General Committee, where the problem in question will probably be examined in a more general
manner than it has been possible for the Military, Naval and Air Committee to do, since that
Committee has had, by the very nature of its constitution, to examine this problem from a
restricted point of view.

Nevertheless, I think it to be my duty to explain at once and loyally to the Committee my
point of view as head of the Polish delegation.

The Polish delegation states: (1) that it is entirely in agreement with the contention that
equal treatment should be accorded to all armaments, whether land or naval; and (2) that it
is ready to assume without question its responsibilities in this respect when the General
Committee and the Plenary Conference take final decisions on the question.

Admiral SURIE (Vice-Chairman) said that the Polish declaration would be inserted in the
Minutes of the Committee.

56. Proposal of the Czechoslovakian Delegation as to the Codification of Internatiolal Law.

General KLECANDA (Czechoslovakia), in consideration of the fact that the Committee
had adopted the note proposed by the British delegation concerning armaments of which the
use was forbidden by international law, reminded the Committee that there were in existence
international treaties which had not been ratified by all the Powers. Czechoslovakia, for
example, had not ratified the pre-war conventions of the Hague. The Treaties of Peace and
the Washington Convention had also not been ratified by everyone. Thus, at the present
moment, international law was not a complete collection of all international acts. He sug-
gested, therefore, that the Committee of Experts for the Progressive Codification of International
Law be informed of the importance of including in those fields of international law which it
was called upon to investigate such questions concerning war and neutrality as the Committee
had postponed for a future examination.

Admiral LONG (United States of America) said that he had listened with interest to the
proposal made by the delegate for Czechoslovakia to submit the question of arms the use of
which was forbidden by international law to the Committee on the Codification of International
Law. As, however, that Committee was a Committee of the League of Nations, he could
not accept such a proposal. The Conference of which his country was a member was an
international one and it had been summoned to perform a definite task which it alone was
competent to accomplish. Further, such a proposal was not within the competence of the
Military, Naval and Air Committee.

57. Proposal of the British Delegation in regard to Publicity as to Warships.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Dutch delegate had proposed to point
out in the report of Article 1 the necessity of introducing in the Convention a special control
and a special means of securing publicity in regard to warships.

Commander DELEUZE (France) said that, however interesting the British proposal might
be, the French delegation thought that its discussion was outside the competence of the Com-
mittee, whose terms of reference had been merely to investigate Article 1. The question raised
by the British delegation was of concern only to the General Committee.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) agreed .with the French delegate. The Committee was
not competent to take a decision on the British proposal, which concerned the General
Committee.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire) agreed to the French proposal. The British
delegation would be satisfied if the proposal were submitted to the General Committee.

The CHAIRMAN said that, if the Committee so decided, the British proposal would be attached
to its report to the General Committee. It was obvious, therefore, that this proposal would
be submitted to the General Committee without being discussed.

The Committee agreed to this proposal.
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58. Chemical Warfare: Proposal of the Delegation of the United States of America (Annex
15 (I), page 779).

Admiral LONG (United States of America) proposed that, as the question of chemical
warfare was being considered by the Legal Committee, the discussion of it by the Military,
Naval and Air Committee, should be postponed until the report of the Legal Committee was
available.

Colonel REQUIN (France), General DE MARINIS (Italy), and Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA
(Brazil) supported the proposal of the delegate of the United States of America.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Committee was unanimous in deciding to adjourn the dis-
cussion on chemical and bacteriological warfare, since these two questions were being at the
moment examined by the Legal Committee.

59. Report of the Committee on Article I.

The CHAIRMAN informed his colleagues that the Committee, having finished its agenda,
would have to examine at its next meeting its draft report to the General Committee.

Colonel REQUIN (France) proposed that the Chairman should be appointed Rapporteur,
since he had presided over the discussions with much good humour and ability.

This proposal was supported by General DE MARINIS (Italy), Admiral Aubrey SMITH
(British Empire) and Colonel DE PRUNEDA (Spain), and was unanimously adopted.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the Committee for its mark of confidence.

TENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, May 20th, 1925, at 4.30 p. m.

Chairman: General SOSNKOWSKI (Poland).

60. Article 1: Second Reading.

The CHAIRMAN called upon the Committee to proceed to the second reading of the text
adopted for Article 1 and reminded it that any amendments submitted could only be formal
amendments and not amendments of principle.

The Convention applies to the following arms, ammunition and appliances.

Adopted.

Category I: Arms, ammunition and appliances exclusively designed and intended for land, sea
or aerial warfare.

Adopted.

(a) 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 

Adopted.

Rifles, muskets, carbines: automatic rifles, machine-guns, interrupter gears, 'mountings for
machine-guns; all gun-sighting apparatus, including aerial-gunsights and bomb-sights;

Adopted.

Infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) pointed out that this item was superfluous in view of the
paragraph occurring a little further on in the article, as follows: " Apparatus for the discharge
of all kinds of projectiles ", etc.

The item was deleted.



- 520 -

Cannon, long or short, bomb-throwers and mortars of all kinds and their carriages, mountings,
recuperators, accessories for mounting and fire-control apparatus.

Adopted.

Apparatus for the discharge of all kinds of projectiles, including bombs, torpedoes, depth-charges.

General KALAFATOVITCH (Kingdom of the Serbs, Croats and Slovenes), in view of the
fact that the item " infantry apparatus for the discharge of projectiles " had been deleted,
proposed to add after the words" tous appareils " in the French text the words " et engins ".

The Committee adopted this proposal.
Grenades, bombs, land mines, submarine mines, fixed or floating, torpedoes, depth charges.
Projectiles, ammunition and appliances for the above arms and apparatus.

These two items were adopted, the word " appareils" in the French text being added after
the word" armes "in the second item.

Bayonets.
Adopted.

Tanks.

General DE MARINIS (Italy) reminded the Committee that, when it had discussed whether
tanks should be included in Category I, he had asked that a sub-committee should be appointed
to define tanks. After consulting several of his colleagues, especially the British delegation,
he had been assured that this expression meant merely the engine of war known as a tank.
He therefore withdrew his proposal concerning the appointment of a sub-committee and asked
that the word " tank " should be added in brackets in the French text.

The Committee adopted this proposal.

(b) All arms and ammunition which, after having been employed in the services of any State, are
no longer part of their equipment but remain capable of being utilised for military purposes
to the exclusion of any other utilisation.

Adopted.

(c) Component parts of the articles covered by (a) and (b) above, entirely finished, if capable of
being utilised only in the assembling, repairing or as spare parts of the said articles.

On the proposal of Colonel LOWE (British Empire), the English text of this paragraph
was amended to read: " Component parts, completely finished, of the articles covered by (a)
and (b) ", etc.

This paragraph was adopted.

(d) The foregoing enumeration does not apply to arms, ammunition and appliances on board a
warship and forming part of her normal equipment.

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) did not think that the draft of this paragraph
really expressed the intentions of the Committee. The paragraph contained the words " on board a
warship ". What, however, would be the position of the arms, ammunition and appliances
in question before they were placed on board a warship ? The intention of the Committee had
been to exempt from control arms, ammunition and appliances forming part of the normal
equipment of a warship. When that warship was under construction, the arms in question
were being constructed in workshops elsewhere. As the text of the paragraph stood at present,
they would not be exempted from control as long as they were not actually on board a warship.
He proposed therefore that the words " on board " should be deleted.

Admiral SURIE (Netherlands) wished to put a question to the Brazilian delegate. When
the arms, ammunition and appliances of a warship were despatched to the country of destination
separately, would they be covered by the Convention or not ?

Admiral DE SOUZA E SILVA (Brazil) gave the following instance. When a warship was
ordered and constructed, the plans for it comprised, for instance, ten guns of 15 cm. calibre, with
corresponding ammunition. If the paragraph before the Committee were adopted as it stood, those
ten guns with their corresponding ammunition, as long as they were not actually on board a
warship, would be submitted to control, although they formed part of its normal equipment.
This ought not to be the case. On the other hand, if it were desired to send by cargo boat a
certain number of extra guns of 15 cm. calibre, these would no longer form part of the normal
equipment, and if they were therefore exempted from the control of the Convention the abuse
referred to by the Swedish delegate at a preceding meeting would occur.

Admiral Aubrey SMITH (British Empire), in reply to Admiral de Souza e Silva, said
that the intention of the British delegation had been to exempt from the provisions of the Con-
vention anything on board a warship forming part of her normal equipment. To take an example,
supposing a ship were constructed to carry ten 6-inch guns, and when the warship was finished
only nine of these guns were ready, thus necessitating the despatch of the tenth by cargo boat
to the country of destination, the tenth 6-inch gun would in that case be subject to the
provisions of the Convention.


