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Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said he was gratified to understand from the British
delegate's statement that there was nothing in the Treaty to prevent Abyssinia from importing
arms for their national security. If this were so he did not understand what was the object
of including Abyssinia in the special zone, and he asked that his country should not be included.
They were perfectly prepared to put down the illicit traffic in arms. He pointed out that the
countries referred to by the British delegate were chiefly colonies and not independent sovereign
States.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that many British territories were in the same position
as Abyssinia in regard to inclusion in the prohibited zone. Local governments in the zone
were anxious to prevent the illicit traffic in arms and welcomed this system. He did not
understand the objection to accepting a system which was merely intended to assist Govern-
ments in putting a stop to the illicit traffic in arms. The British Government was anxious to
collaborate with Abyssinia in preventing the illicit traffic, but it did not consider that this
traffic could be stopped unless the neighbouring countries were able to work on common
lines, and he asked Abyssinia to accept the Convention in the same way as the British Empire
had done.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said that they were prepared to carry out the
engagements they had undertaken and to collaborate with Great Britain in stopping the illicit
traffic, but they were unable to admit the analogy between colonies and their own independent
sovereign country.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said that Great Britain and India were in the same position in regard
to sovereignty and that they were ready to accept the Convention in order to suppress the
traffic.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said that Abyssinia was unable to accept its in-
clusion in the prohibited zone but was prepared to collaborate with neighbouring countries
in preventing illicit traffic. This question was a very complicated one and touched upon
the sovereignty of their country.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) pointed out that inclusion in the zone did not affect the
sovereignty of their country in any way. If it did so it would affect equally the sovereignty
of the British Empire and Italy. He thought that the Italian delegate would share his view
in this matter.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said that the Government and people of his coun-
try would not understand it in this way. They would regard themselves as being put in
the same position as a colony.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said that Abyssinia had not raised this question when accepting
Article 6 of the Treaty of St. Germain and that he could not understand why it was raised now.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said they were now meeting in order to draw up
a Convention replacing the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, which had been declared to be
inapplicable.

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) drew attention to the legal aspect of the question. Abyssinia had
contracted with the League of Nations for its admission into the League. They were not
competent to discuss the merits of this contract. Special undertakings had been made by
Abyssinia. If the Committee considered that they were competent to deal with this question,
they might adjourn the discussion for reflection. He, however, considered that they should
not discuss this question. It should be left -to Abyssinia to settle with the League of Nations
its position in regard -to these special undertakings. He thought that the Committee was
legally incompetent to deal with this matter. He declared that, personally, he would be very
pleased if -the League of Nations should decide to release Abyssinia from these engagements.

Sir Percy Cox (India) asked if it was intended to delay the report while this question
was being settled.

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) replied -that he considered -that a decision should be taken at once

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) observed that Abyssinia formally requested to
be included in the free zone.

The CHAIRMAN referred to the remarks of the Italian delegate in regard to *the competence
of the Committee to decide as to an arrangement agreed upon between the League of Nations
and a State. In his opinion, only the Assembly could deal with this, but if they were to await
the decision of the Assembly they would have to adjourn the Conference. He thought that
perhaps the Committee might wish -to reflect and study this question in its various aspects
and take a decision at the next meeting.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) that they could form a small Sub-Committee to study this question,
which might consist of the delegates of Great Britain, Italy and Abyssinia.

The CHAIRMAN thought these members might consult with each other without the for-
mality of constituting a Sub-Committee.
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M. MATSUDA (Japan) said that he had not expected the legal aspect to arise, and he found
some difficulty in understanding the position of Abyssinia in regard to it. He therefore
suggested that the legal situation should be examined by the Legal Section of the League of
Nations Secretariat, which could be asked to submit its opinion. If this was accepted by the
Abyssinian delegation, it would simplify the discussion, and in any case they would know the
exact position.

Dr. TcHEOU WET (China) could see no legal objection to Abyssinia asking for a revision
of its treaty obligations. That was provided for in the. Covenant of -the League. He gave
no personal opinion as to the value of the Abyssinian argument but considered that the Committee
was perfectly competent to deal with that question itself.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that if the Abyssinian delegate was basing his argument for
exclusion from the prohibited zone on the Treaty of St. Germain-en-Laye, they would have
to make a special study of the legal aspect of the question, but if he relied on general grounds
only, the Committee could deal with the question itself.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) declared that his object in referring the matter to the Legal Section
was to enable the Abyssinian delegate to obtain advice as to the real value of his argument.

After an exchange of views it was decided to refer the following questions for legal advice:

(1) What is Abyssinia's position in regard to the trade in arms, munitions and
implements of war ?

(2) Is Abyssinia bound, by virtue of the undertakings which she gave upon her
admission to the League of Nations, to agree to be included in the special zones ?

It was decided to submit these questions to a special Sub-Committee to be constituted
as follows:

Mr. BECKETT (British Empire).
Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia).
M. PEPIN (France).
M. VARE (Italy).
M. VAN HAMEL (Head of the Legal Section of the Secretariat of the

League of Nations).

It was decided to adjourn the question of Abyssinia pending the report of the Sub-Committee.

10. Examination of the Position of Liberia.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) stated that he had not yet received instructions
from his Government in regard to Liberia, and he wished to reserve his reply until the next
meeting.

11. Examination of the Question of the Inclusion of South-West Africa in the Special Zone.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) stated that he had not yet received the instructions which he
was awaiting from his Government.

12. Chapter III, Article 9, of the Draft Convention, with the Amendments proposed by the
British Delegation (Article 8).

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on Chapter III and proposed that the British pro-
posals (Annex 1, page 724) should be taken as a basis.

The Committee agreed to this procedure.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) proposed that they should adjourn this examination
until they had received the report of the Naval Committee on the provisions to be made
in regard to maritime zones.

This proposal was rejected.

Article 8, Section 1 (British proposal), was adopted as follows:

" Part 1. - Definition: Rules concerning Licences.

" The territories and seas specified below shall, for the purposes of this Conven-
tion, constitute special zones as under:

" 1. Territorial zone.
" 2. Maritime zone. "

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that their decisions were adopted subject to reservations as to
the decisions which might be taken by the other Committees.
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Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) declared that the Persian delegation reserved the
right to raise again this question when a decision had been announced in regard to the mari-
time zones.

Section 3, paragraph 2:

" The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each in so far as the territory
under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import without licence into and
the transit without licence through the above territories of arms, ammunition and
implements of war specified in Article 1.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) asked for an explanation in regard to the powers of a Con-
tracting Party to allow the transit of arms to its own Government.

The CHAIRMAN said that this would be kept in mind in considering the other proposals

This paragraph was adopted with the above reservation.

Section 3, paragraph 3:
" Furthermore, in view of the fact that any aircraft have a potential military

value in such areas as those enumerated above, the High Contracting Parties agree
to prohibit the export, import or transit of aircraft of all kinds, together with the
component parts thereof, to and through the special zones above mentioned, except
under licence issued in accordance with the rules herein set out below.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that the general question of aircraft had already
been discussed by the Technical Military, Naval and Air Committee.

The Committee agreed to submit this paragraph to the Technical Committee for its opinion.

Section 3, paragraph 4 (a):
" The High Contracting Parties agree to grant licences for export or import

to the special zones only in accordance with the following rules:

" (a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy them-
selves that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com-
ponent parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose
and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and
that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing country
stands are prepared to admit their entry."

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) considered that the conditions were too complicated for the terms
to be conscientiously applied.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) saw no practical difficulty in carrying out these provisions.
He did not consider that much delay would occur.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said that as far as India was concerned they would probably have
representatives in the places in question, and he saw no difficulty in carrying out the provisions.

After an exchange of views between the delegates of the British Empire, Belgium and
the United States of America, it was decided to submit the text of the paragraph in question to
the Customs Committee with the omission of the words " and not for disposal in any way con-
trary to the objects of this Convention" and drawing the attention of that Committee to the
opinion expressed by M. Dupriez.

Section 3, paragraph 4 (b) and (c):

" (b) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are not under
the jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the autho-
rities of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy
themselves that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their
component parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper
purpose and not for disposal in any way contrary to the objects of this Conven-
tion or any other international engagement that may exist.

" (c) Licences for the export of arms, ammunition and implements of
war under Category I will be granted only under the conditions specified in
Articles 2 and 3."

Paragraphs (b) and (c) were adopted without remark, and it was decided to reserve para-
graphs (d) and (e) for discussion at the next session.
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FOURTH MEETING

held on Thursday, May 28th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

13. Report of the Special Committee on Abyssinia.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Special Committee on Abyssinia had finished its labours
and presented the following report:

" The Committee of Jurists (Mr. Beckett, M. Van Hamel, M. Pepin, M. Vare and Dedjas-
match Guetatchou) appointed by the Geographical Committee for the purpose of replying to
certain questions regarding the position of Abyssinia met this morning.

" The Committee has the honour to submit to the Geographical Committee the following
replies, unanimously adopted, to the questions put to it:

"Question 1. - What is Abyssinia's position in regard to the trade in arms,
munitions and implements of war ?

" Reply. - On the occasion of her admission to the League of Nations, Abyssinia
gave the following undertakings:

" Abyssinia, recognising as binding the system at present established with regard
to the importation of arms and munitions, undertakes to conform to the principles
set forth in the Convention and Protocol signed at St. Germain-en-Laye on September
10th, 1919, and in particular to the stipulations contained in Article 6 of the said
Convention.

" Abyssinia declares herself ready now and hereafter to furnish the Council
with any information which it may require and to take into consideration any recom-
mendations which the Council may make with regard to the fulfilment of these obli-
gations, in which she recognises that the League of Nations is concerned. "

" Question 2. - Is Abyssinia bound, by virtue of the undertakings which she gave
upon her admission to the League of Nations, to agrree to be included in the special
zones ?

" Reply. - Abyssinia has agreed, as regards her own territory, to the special
obligations laid down for territories placed in the special zone by the Convention of
St. Germain. This situation would not be affected by the inclusion or non-inclusion
of Abyssinia in a zone which she did not undertake to accept. Should the new Con-
vention involve Abyssinia in obligations wider than or different from the above,
Abyssinia would without her consent naturally not be bound by the same."

The CHAIRMAN thought that it was not the duty of the Committee to take any special
decisions with reference to this report, which was of a legal nature. He therefore opened the
discussion on the question of Abyssinia in general.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) thought that they should examine the effect of the report
in regard to the Convention.

M. CLAUZEL (France) asked that the discussion should be adjourned, as he thought that
the Committee had not had the time necessary for examining the report of the Special Com-
mittee.

This proposal was adopted.

14. Liberia.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) stated that he had not yet received instructions
from his Government.

15. South-West Africa.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) stated that he had not received any reply from his Govern-
ment.

16. Examination of Chapter III, Article 9, of the Draft Convention and of the Amendments
proposed by the British Delegation (Article 8).

Section 3, paragraph 4 (d) and (e):

" (d) The issue of licences to import arms, ammunition, implements of war or
aircraft or their component parts shall be subject to such regulations as the authori-
ties of the importing country may from time to time prescribe.
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"(e) Consignments of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their
component parts in transit shall be subject to the provisions of Article 5. "

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) recalled that these two paragraphs dealt with licences.
As the question of licences was within the competence of the Customs Committee, which had
already studied it carefully, the British delegate proposed to refer these paragraphs to the
Customs Committee.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) supported this proposal; he thought that paragraph (d) might be
omitted, as each State clearly had the right to submit all imports to its own regulations. More-
over, as the latter part of the paragraph seemed to imply that every exporting State would
have to obtain information on all the decisions and regulations of the territories concerned,
the application of this clause would be extremely difficult.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) did not think that this clause would give rise to so many
complications but thought that they should nevertheless refer the paragraph to the Customs
Committee, which would be able to decide upon it in a short period.

The CHAIRMAN thought that the Customs Committee should also be informed of
M. Dupriez's opinion. The Belgian delegation, which was not represented on the Customs
Committee, might ask to be heard by the latter.

This proposal was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that Article 5, which admitted of control of transit
in general, had been deleted and that it would consequently be necessary to modify the drafting
of paragraph (e) of Article 9. Did the Committee think that it was necessary to maintain the
principle of the control of transit as far as the special zones were concerned ?

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) asked that this principle should be maintained.

The Committee agreed with this point of view.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) agreed with Lord Onslow that paragraph (e) rendered the sense
of the first paragraph of Article 8 clearer, the term " transit " being very wide. This first
paragraph contemplated the case of consignments to destinations in the special zones only
and ignored the question of destination in the case of transit through the special zones.

The CHAIRMAN said that the Committee thus had two questions to settle : that of transit
to a destination outside the zones and that of transit to a destination in the special zones.

Mehmed TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) thought that it would be well also to examine the case
of transit through the maritime zones, as well as that of a State compelled to import its arms
through a territory included in a special zone.

17. Appointment of a Transit Sub-Committee.

The CHAIRMAN read the following a draft amendment by the Japanese delegate to Article 8,
Section 3, paragraph 2, of the British proposal:

"The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each in so far as the terri-
tory under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import without licence into
the above territories of arms, ammunition and implements of war specified in
Article 1, and also the transit of them through such territories if they are destined
to one of the territories specified above."

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) reminded the meeting that he had already asked for
the modification of this paragraph, as it implied the right of countries in the special zones to
control consignments whose destination was a State in the free zone - a right which he was
unable to admit.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) observed that the amendment of the Japanese delegate
again raised the question of Article 5. He proposed that a sub-committee should be appointed
to study this amendment.

This proposal was adopted and it was decided that the following countries should be repre-
sented on the Sub-Committee:

BELGIUM ITALY
BRITISH EMPIRE JAPAN
FRANCE PERSIA
GREECE PORTUGAL
INDIA TURKEY.
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FIFTH MEETING

H1eld on Saturday, May 30th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

18. Examination of Chapter III, Article 9, of the Draft Convention and of the Amendments

proposed by the British Delegyaion (Article 8, Section 3, Paragraph 3).

The CHA^IRMAN read the following communication from the Chairman of the Technical

Military, Naval and Air Committee:

"In reply to your letter of May 28th, in which you were good enough to inform
me that the Geographical Committee had decided to ask the opinion of the Technical
Military, Naval and Air Committee on the paragraph of Article 8 of the British
proposal (Annex 1, page 727), I have the honour to inform you that the Technical
Military, Naval and Air Committee has decided, by 8 votes to 3 and 15 absten-

tions, to postpone the consideration of this question until the General Committee
has reached a decision on Article 1."

The Committee took note of this communication.

19. Appointment of a Rapporteur to the Committee.

M. MATSUDA (Japan) was unanimously appointed Rapporteur to the Committee.

20. Report of the Transit Sub-Committee.

M. CLAUZEL (France) read the following report from the Transit Sub-Committee:

" The Transit Sub-Committee constituted by the Geographical Committee on May 28th

met to-day under the Chairmanship of M. Clauzel (France) and held two sittings, which

were devoted to the consideration of the Japanese delegation's proposal (see Minutes of the

Fourth Meeting, Section 17) and of various amendments concerning the second paragraph of

Part 3 of Article 8 of the British draft.
"After considerable discussion, the following text was unanimously approved:

"' The High Contracting Parties likewise undertake, each so far as the territory

of the special zones under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the import into
the above territories of arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1,

except under licence to be issued by the authorities of the importing country.
"'They further undertake, each so far as the above-mentioned territory of the

special zones under its jurisdiction is concerned, to prohibit the transit of the arms,
ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 for a destination in the special
zones unless they are satisfied that the authorities of the country of destination have

granted a licence for their importation and that their transportation to the desti-
nation is assured.

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

"The Sub-Committee considered that this wording was in keeping with the decision

taken by the Geographical Committee in regard to maintaining the principle of transit in the

special zones and that in consequence it was unnecessary to retain paragraph (e) of the above-
mentioned Article."

M. CLAUZEL pointed out that paragraph (e) of Article 8 (British amendment) was omitted

but that the principle was maintained.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) maintained what he had already said as to the impossibility of

a territory in the special zones importing arms, even for an absolutely legitimate purpose,
from any other country than that under whose tutelage or sovereignty it was placed. This

Article constituted a serious infringement of the principle of commercial freedom and in prac-
tice ensured commercial rights to one country to the exclusion of all others.

With reference to paragraph 3 of the above text, M. Dupriez asked if it was not necessary.

to make a reservation in favour of Powers having a territory in the special zones, in cases
when there was reason to fear that the consignment would go astray en route.

M. CLAUZEL (France) replied that the text had been drawn up after careful reflection so

as to satisfy the representatives of all the delegations. The Sub-Committee had been at

particular pains to avoid the objection made by M. Dupriez.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) asked that M. Clauzel's explanation should be mentioned in the

report of the Committee.
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21. Examination of Chapter IV of the Draft Convention and of the Report of the Military,
Naval and Air Technical Committee (Annex 7, page 742).

The Committee decided to take as its basis of discussion the text of Articles 10 to 13 as
drawn up by the Technical Committee.

Article 10.

Paragraph 1. - "The Arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall
be admitted into the prohibited zones only at ports or other places of entry
designated for this purpose by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate or
territory under mandate concerned."

Paragraph 1 was adopted.

Paragraph 2. - " Except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported by
individuals for their legitimate use' arms, ammunition and appliances specified in
Article 1 must be deposited by the importer at his own risk and expense in a public
warehouse under the exclusive custody and permanent control of the Authority and
of its agents, of whom one at least must be a civil official or a military or naval
officer. No arms, munitions or implements of war shall be deposited or withdrawn
without the previous authorisation of the administration of the State, Colony,
Protectorate or territory under mandate, unless the arms, ammunition and appliances
to be deposited or withdrawn are intended for the forces of the Government or
the defence of the national territory."

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) asked if the transport of arms in Category I would be authorised
for the purpose of personal use.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the principles governing the exportation of arms of the
different categories on behalf of Governments had undergone some modification. The reply
to the Italian delegate's observation would, therefore, depend on the interpretation given
to Article 2 by the General Committee.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) pointed out that there would in practice be no question of arms
belonging to Category I.

Paragraph 2 was adopted.
Article 11.

Article 11 was adopted in the following terms:
" In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, ammunition

and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials
of the Government."

M. CLAUZEL (France) proposed that the question of warehouses mentioned in the first
draft of Article 11 should be referred to the Customs Committee with the intimation that the
first sentence of the Article had been adopted.

This proposal was adopted.
Article 12.

" In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, the manufacture and assembling
of arms, ammunition or appliances specified in Article 1 shall be prohi' ited, except
at places established by the local Government or, in the case of countries placed
under tutelage, at places established by the local Government, under the control of
the mandatory Power, for the defence of its territory or for the maintenance of
public order.

" No arms or appliances shall be repaired except at places established by the
local Government or at establishments authorised by the local Government for
this purpose. No such authorisation shall be granted without guarantees for the
observance of the rules of the present Convention."

Article 12 was adopted.
Article 13.

" Within the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, any State which is compelled
to utilise the territory of a contiguous State also in the special zones for the impor-
tation of arms, ammunition or appliances enumerated in Article 1, whether complete
or in parts, shall be authorised on request to have them transported across the territory
of such State.

" It shall, however, when making any such request, furnish guarantees that
any of the said articles will at no time in any way be sold, transferred or otherwise
disposed of contrary to the provisions of this Convention. "

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) asked that the first paragraph of this Article should be brought
into line with Article 10, paragraph 2, and that the words " provided that the transport can
be assured as far as its destination " should be added.
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MEHMED TEVFIcK Bey (Turkey) asked if it would not be possible to add the second para-
graph of Article 10 to Article 13.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) pointed out that it was a question of the transport of goods des-
tined for a State and not for an individual. He supported the proposal of the Portuguese
delegate.

The above text, with the amendment proposed by M. Ferreira, was adopted.

The CHAIRMAN asked if the Committee wished to obtain the Legal Committee's opinion

on the subject of the thi:d paragraph of Article 13.

After an exchange of views, it was decided to refer the last part of the Article, beginning
with the words " Any violation . . . ", to the Legal Committee.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, asked that, in referring the Article to the Legal

Committee, mention should be made of the fact that the first paragraphs had been adopted.

22. Chapter III of the Draft Convention. Report of the Customs Committee on Article 8,
Paragraph (d), of the Amendment proposed by the British Delegation.

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter, dated May 29th, 1925, from the Chairman of
the Customs Committee:

" I have the honour to acknowledge the receipt of your letter dated May 28th,
1925, in which you were good enough to ask the opinion of the Customs Committee
on the following paragraph of the British proposal :

c" (d) The issue of licences to import arms, ammunition, implements
of war or aircraft or their component parts shall be subject to such regulations
as the authorities of the importing country may from time to time prescribe.'

" This question was discussed by the Customs Committee at its eleventh meeting
held on May 29th, and I I eg to inform you that, the British delegation having decided
-to withdraw its amendment altogether, the Customs Committee had no occasion to
come to a decision on this question. "

The Committee took note of the withdrawal of the British amendment.

23. Article 7 of the Draft Convention.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) recalled that Article 7 had been suppressed in the draft

of the British delegation because his delegation had considered that the principle of Article

7 had been enunciated in other parts of the draft, particularly in Article 3 and in paragraph
(c) of Article 8 of the British draft. Lord Onslow would agree to this question being referred
to the Customs Committee.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) suggested that the question should be referred to the Co-ordination
Committee with a view to gaining time.

It was decided to request the Co-ordination Committee to see that the principle of Article

7 should be reinstated in the body of the Convention.

24. Statement by the Delegation of the United States of America regarding Articles 10 to 13.

The CHAIRMAN invited Admiral Long (United States of America) to elucidate the Ame-
rican delegation's point of view regarding Articles 10 to 13.

Admiral LONG (United States of America) stated that his Government was not directly

interested in the object of the Articles concerning the special zones. However, he wished to

arrive at a conciliation of the various points of view of the different delegations, at the same

time assuring adequate guarantees for the interests that the Powers might have in the zones

in question without being directly interested in these measures of control being brought into

force. He considered that the o& ject of the Articles in question was to ensure the control of the
traffic in arms without interfering with legitimate commerce, and he proposed to establish

in the Convention certain directive principles which would satisfy all the Powers and leave
the question of internal or local regulations for agreement between the Powers directly inte-
rested. This method would avoid all confusion in the body of the Convention by suppressing
too large a number of the details.

25. Article 10 of the Draft Convention.

The CHAIRMAN thought that it was necessary to decide whether the Committee wished

to refer the last part of Article 10 of the Draft Convention, which had been suppressed by
the Technical Committee, to the Customs Committee.

M. CLAUZEL (France) proposed to recommend a briefly worded draft, embodying the
general principle, in order to give satisfaction to the United States delegation.

It was decided to refer the last part of Article 10 to the Customs Committee.
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SIXTH MEETING

IHeld on Tuesday, June 2nd, 1925, at 10.30 a.n.

26. Examination of Chapter V of the Draft Convention.

The report of the Technical Committee on Chapter V and questions relative to Chapter III
was read, as well as the Naval Sub-Committee's Report (Annex 8, page 743).

The CHAIRMAN asked if the Committee wished to discuss the question as a whole or to
examine it point by point.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that the question had both a political and a technical
aspect. The Committee had asked the Technical Committee for its opinion on the second aspect
only. The decision taken by the Naval Sub-Committee arose, in his opinion, from an error
in the manner of discussing the question. If the Naval Sub-Committee's point of view were
adopted by the Geographical Committee, the British delegation would be in a difficult situa-
tion. He proposed to examine the report of the Technical Committee point by point.

Sir Percy Cox (India) supported the declaration of the British delegate. In his opinion,
the Naval Sub-Committee had given an opinion which did not correspond to the decision
taken by the Geographical Committee, which was based on the necessity for having a maritime
zone.

General HABIBOLAH KHAN (Persia) thought that, in view of the Technical Committee's
report, it was not necessary to discuss the question of the maritime zones. He recalled the
fact that this question had been referred to the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee
and that, moreover, Chapters IV and V had, similarly, been referred to the Technical Committee
by the General Committee. The question had now been studied, and it did not seem necessary
to deal with it further.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that the General Committee had decided to refer
this matter to the Technical Committee in order to save time, but that it intended that the report
of the Technical Committee should be referred subsequently to the Geographical Committee,
which would be able to discuss it and, if necessary, to include the conclusions in its report
to the General Committee. The Geographical Committee could therefore not alter this procedure.

General HABIBOLAH KHAN (Persia) thought that the Geographical Committee had the
right to examine the Technical Committee's decision but was not obliged to do so. For this
reason it seemed necessary to examine the question as a whole and not in detail.

The CHAIRIAN summed up the discussion by reminding the meeting that, in accordance
with the minutes of the meeting of May 26th, the Geographical Committee had requested the
Technical Committee to determine the extent of the maritime zone.

In the opinion of the British and Indian delegates, the principle of the existence of maritime
zones was thus laid down. According to the Persian delegation, the decision as to the existence
of maritime zones ought to be taken by the Technical Committee. The report of the latter
Committee ought, however, to be referred to the Geographical Committee, which had always
maintained its right to examine the report of the Technical Committee.

He thought that the Committee should take a decision on this matter. If it shared the
Persian delegate's view the discussion of Chapter V would become useless ; if not it would be
necessary to continue the examination of this chapter.

Sir Percy Cox (India) recalled that the question had already been dealt with at the meeting
of May 26th. He did not consider that a second vote should be taken on the same question.

M. CLAUZEL (France) reminded the meeting of the statement he had made at the second
meeting and declared that France made her decision dependent on the procedure that would
be decided upon.

Sir Percy Cox (India) recognised that the opinion of the French delegate might differ,
but that, nevertheless, the question had already been decided by the Committee.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) observed that if, in consequence of a new vote, maritime
zones were suppressed, the Governments would find themselves in a worse position than
they were at present. He reserved the right, if necessary, to explain his point of view again
before the General Committee.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said that personally he thought that if the maritime zones were
suppressed, the Convention would have little importance for the Government of India.

M. CLAUZEL (France) said that the French Government was somewhat reluctant again
to insert in the Convention the clause of the St. Germain Treaty respecting maritime zones.
The French delegation had, in a spirit of compromise, proposed to its Government that the

44
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status quo should be maintained. The delegation hoped shortly to receive instructions from

Paris on that subject. In order, however, not to delay the work of the Committee, he asked

that the question of procedure should be discussed immediately on the basis of the statusquo
and bearing in mind Chapter IV of the Treaty of St. Germain. He proposed that the Committee

or a Sub-Committee should be asked to study the question without delay.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) accepted the suggestion made by M. Clauzel. He insisted,

however, on the statement he had made previously that if the chapter regarding maritime

zones was suppressed, the position of all Governments would be weaker than before. If, on the

other hand, it were possible to come to an agreement, the British delegation would be disposed

to accept the French point of view concerning the inviolability of manifest.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) reminded the meeting that, after four days of

discussion, the Naval Sub-Committee had, by 12 votes and 11 abstentions, come to a decision

respecting Persian ships. He recorded a protest against any other decision which might be

adopted on this subject and added that no committee and no conference had the power to place

a sovereign and independent country in a position inferior to that of other States.

Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that this was a question of procedure which he did not

wish to discuss, but he observed that the question of maritime zones did not place a nation

in an inferior position, seeing that British vessels, for thrities,example, navigating within maritime

zones would be in the same position as Persian or Arabian ships.

Dr. TCHEOU-WEI (China) said he had not voted in favour of the establishment of maritime

zones but in favour of merely referring the question to the Technical Committee. He thought

that the Committee in question was competent to propose the retention or rejection of maritime

zones.

27. Appointment of a Sub-Committee to Study the Question of the Delimitation of the Special
Maritime Zones, and the Supervision to be exercised in those Zones.

The CHAIRMAN proposed to appoint a Sub-Committee to study the question of the maritime
zones and their limits.

At the request of General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia), the CHAIRMAN explained that this

Sub-Committee, when interpreting the meaning of the decision of May 26th, must give its

opinion as to the establishment or the rejection of the maritime zones, and, if they should

decide upon the former, on the limits of these zones.

After an interval of ten minutes, it was decided, upon the proposal of the CHAIRMAN,

that the Sub-Committee should be composed of representatives of the following States:

FRANCE, GREAT BRITAIN, ITALY, PERSIA AND JAPAN.

This proposal was adopted.

28. Delimitation of the Land Zones.

The CHAIRMAN recalled the fact that he had asked the Technical Committee to fix the

distance from the mainland within which the land zones should include the African islands.

The Technical Committee had agreed to fix this distance at 100 nautical miles. The Chairman

made it clear that there was no question of a maritime zone. He asked if the Committee were

prepared to adopt this decision. In his capacity as Spanish delegate, he reserved to himself

the right to revert to this point at a later meeting.

The proposal of the Technical Committee was approved.

29. Chapter III of the Draft Convention (Arlicle 8, Paragraph (a), of the British Amendment).

The following communication from the Chairman of the Customs Committee was read:

" I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter dated May 28th, 1925,

in which you ask for the Customs Committee's opinion of the following paragraph
of the British proposal (a)-

" ' In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the jurisdic-

tion or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the

exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves

that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component

parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose and

not for dispoasl in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and that

the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands
are prepared to admit their entry'
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and on the following amendment submitted by the Belgian delegation, to be substi-
tuted for the last sentence of the afore-mentioned paragraph:

"' The licences issued shall be communicated prior to exportation to the
Government exercising tutelage over the territory to which the arms, munitions
and implements of war are sent.'
" In the same letter you inform me that the Geographical Committee had decided

in principle to delete in the original text of the British amendment the following
words: ' . . or for disposal in any way contrary to the provisions of this
Convention '.

"This question was considered and discussed by the Customs Committee at
to-day's meeting, and I beg to communicate to you the text of the above-mentioned
paragraph (a), upon which the Customs Committee has agreed:

"(a) ' In the case of those parts of the special zones which are not under the
jurisdiction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities
of the exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves
that the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component
parts for which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose. They
shall, moreover, satisfy themselves that the authorities of the country under
whose tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit their entry.

"'Nevertheless, in the case of articles enumerated in Category III, it
will be sufficient for the exporting country to send, before exportation, a copy
of the licence to the Government of the country under whose tutelage the import-
ing country stands. '

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) thought that the text did not in any way remove all the objections
which he had already brought to the notice of the Customs Committee. He had understood
that the second paragraph would replace the last clause of the first paragraph, this modifi-
cation being intended to simplify the formalities which otherwise would in practice render
it impossible to obtain the endorsement.

He did not understand the meaning of the words in the second paragraph " it will be
sufficient for the exporting country to send ". He therefore asked for the omission of these
words. Moreover, he thought it useless to speak of arms in Category I and Category II seeing
that a general principle had been adopted with regard to this matter.

The delegates of the United States of America and Italy said that they wished to consult
with their respective colleagues who were sitting on the Customs Committee.

The question was adjourned.

30. Report of the Customs Committee on Article 10 of the Draft Convention (Article 9 of
the British Amendment).

The CHAIRMAN read the following letter from the Chairman of the Customs Committee.

" I have the honour to acknowledge receipt of your letter of to-day's date, in
which you were good enough to inform me that the Geographical Committee, after
having adopted the first two paragraphs of Article 10 in the form proposed by the
Technical Military, Naval and Air Commission, has decided to refer to the Customs
Committee the paragraphs of the same Article in the Draft Convention beginning with
-the words ' . .. the withdrawal of arms . . . ' up to the end of the Article,
which paragraphs, in the opinion of the Technical Military, Naval and Air Commission,
should be deleted.

"As regards Article 11, the Geographical Committee, after having adopted the
following text at the beginning of this Article -

"' In the prohibited zones specified in Article 9, trade in arms, munitions
and implements of war shall be placed under the control of officials of the Govern-
ment '

decided to refer to the Customs Committee the continuation of this article as
worded in the Draft Convention beginning ' . .. and shall be subject to the
following regulations 'to the end of the Article, the deletion of which had been recom-
mended by the Technical Military, Nal and Air Commission.

" At its thirteenth meeting, held on Saturday, May 30th, at 4 p.m., the Customs
Committee considered these two questions, and I beg to inform you that, in view of
its terms of reference, which only cover Customs, commercial and statistical matters,
the Committee has found no grounds on which to give an opinion on these Articles
or on their deletion. "

The CHAIRMAN remarked that, after receiving this reply, the Geographical Committee
was in the same position as before the question was referred to the Customs Committee.

He reminded the meeting that the Committee had already adopted the two first paragraphs
of this Article with the British delegation's amendment.

On M. CLAUZEL (France) proposing amendments in the text, the CHAIRMAN suggested
that the Committee should examine the first two paragraphs again and then go into the question
of the possible omission of the rest of the Article.

This was agreed to.
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M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) recalled the fact that the Technical Committee had asked for the
omission of the conclusion of the Article and [thought that it'would be useful to remind the
meeting of that Committee's arguments.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting of the interesting statement made by Admiral
Long on this subject at the fifth meeting of the Geographical Committee.

Mr. GIBSON (United States) also referred to the declaration made by Admiral Long and
added that the simplification asked for would also have the advantage of hastening the
work of the Conference.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) supported Mr. Gibson's proposal to the effect that the
general principle should be contained in the text of the Article and that the details for the regu-
lations should appear in an appendix.

Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that Lord Onslow's suggestion would correspond to the
views of the Government of India. However, he recalled the importance of the decisions
taken at Brussels and again inserted in the Treaty of St. Germain. He thought that the clause
in question should appear in the same manner in the present Convention.

Mr. GIBSON (United States) appreciated the force of the remarks of the Indian delegate
but thought that the proposal of the American delegation simplified the question.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) agreed with Sir Percy Cox that the details for the regula-
tions should be signed by all the contracting parties. Further, he saw no disadvantage in
these regulations appearing in an appendix.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said that, although this question at present interested only certain
States, it was none the less of great importance, and later it would affect the interests of all
other States.

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) said that he also would prefer that the regulations should be included
in the text of the Convention itself.

M. CLAUZEL (France) proposed the following amendments:

Article 10 of the Draft Convention (Article 9 of the British Proposal).

1. Add after paragraph 1:
". .. except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported

by individuals for their legitimate personal use and under a licence issued by the
local government or its representatives, in accordance with the previous Article,
arms, etc. ..

2. Add the following after paragraph 2:
". .. such arms cannot be exported except under an authorisation

issued to each individual by a Central Government .

3. In sub-paragraphs 1 and 2, replace the terms " Government " and " local
authorities ", by the terms " Central Government " and " local representatives (or
officials) ".

4. In the last paragraph, read:
" . . .for individuals who can prove to the authorities that they require

them, etc...."

Article 11 of the Draft Convention (Article 10 of the British Proposal).

Replace the word " entrepots " by the word " depots " (as in the Brussels Con-
vention).

The same change should be made in the terminology of the previous article,
particularly as regards No. 2, which should read:

" depots places sous la surveillance ".

The Committee decided, on the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, to request M. Matsuda, Rap-
porteur, to prepare a summary of the principles contained in Articles 10 and 11. These principles
would be embodied in the text of the Articles, while the details would be given in an annex.
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SEVENTH MEETING

Held on Wednesday, June 3rd, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

31. Chapter III of the Draft Convention: Article 8 (a) of the British Amendment (Conti-
nuation).

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that, as regards to the text of Article 8 (a), as
adopted by the Customs Committee, certain delegations represented on the Geographical
Committee had proposed two omissions. The first related to the following phrase:

" and that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the importing
country stands are prepared to admit their entry ",

and the second to the words:
" as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned "

Mr. GIBSON (United States) stated that the delegation of the United States had no objection
to make in regard to the final text which would result from the suppressions mentioned above.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) observed that the formula " they shall satisfy them-
selves . . ." seemed only to apply to arms in Category II. In the same way, the last paragraph

" nevertheless, in the case " - only referred to those in Category III.
There would, therefore, appear in the text under discussion to be a small error, in that

the first quotation should refer to the arms in Category III as well as to those in Category II.

The CHAIRMAN and M. MATSUDA (Japan) replied that paragraph (a) of Article 8 applied
generally to all the categories, while the last sub-paragraph thereof made an exception in regard
to the arms in Category III only.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) considered that the suppression of the words " they shall
satisfy themselves would result in withdrawing the allusion to the other categories, and
in these circumstances there would only remain the specification regarding Category III which
would tend to establish in the special zones a less complete control than the general regulation
in force elsewhere.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) called the attention of the British delegate to the fact that the
general provisions of Chapter 2 applied to the special zones as well as to other territories.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) observed that if the Government of the exporting country
was not required to satisfy itself that the authorities of the country under whose tutelage the
importing country stood were prepared to admitthe entry of these goods, it would not be
obliged either to require the previous visa of the importing Government provided in the different
Articles of Chapter 2 in the case of the exportation of arms in Category II.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) recognised the fact that the Customs Committee had in fact proposed
to adopt the system of prior endorsement in regard to exports of goods in Category II
but that proposal had not yet been approved by the General Committee, and the endorsement
was, in consequence, not yet obligatory for the export of arms in Category II.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that the British Government was in favour of the
application of the formality of visas in regard to the exportation of arms in Category II. This
was with a view to obtaining an effective control over importations. The speaker, in view
of the explanations given by M. Dupriez, saw no necessity to insist on opposing the suppres-
sion of the first sentence under discussion.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) admitted that if the last clause in the first sub-paragraph of para-
graph (a) were suppressed it would be necessary to amend the subsequent paragraph, in order
to make it clear that paragraph 8 (a) was applicable to all categories of arms. He did not
consider the endorsement a necessary formality, seeing that, if the importer was advised of
the arrival of a consignment before the consignment had been sent, he could easily check it
on its arrival at the frontier. On the other hand, as the Power which exercised tutelage had
the inalienable right of demanding this formality, it had only to provide a stipulation to that
effect in its internal legislation.

He also did not recognise the necessity of obliging importing countries which were not
in favour of this formality to affix their previous endorsement to the licences for the export
of arms of Category II.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) recalled that since the beginning of the Conference they
had been trying to draw up a convention intended to ensure, on the one hand, publicity, and,
on the other, control over the despatch of arms. This object would only be obtained by the
inauguration of a general uniform system and the establishment of a strict regulation. M.
Dupriez' proposal tended only to weaken the control and render the regulations less effective.
The speaker thought that in any case it was necessary to ask the different Governments for
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their consent to importations intended to be made to the territories administered by them.
The putting into force of the Convention would naturally entail labour and expense, but the
results to be obtained would, the speaker hoped, compensate for the effort demanded.

Sir Percy Cox (India) emphasised the vital importance of visas in regard to India. India
could in no case give up this formality.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) withdrew his proposal for the omission in question.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that there was a further proposal to omit the words:
" as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned ".

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) was prepared to accept the suppression of this phrase
on the condition that it should not result in the importing country being obliged to accept
any despatch of arms accompanied by a licence from the exporting Government.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) assured the meeting that the right of the importing Government
to refuse any consignment at the frontier was still reserved in all cases. He had only asked
for the second modification because the words in question seemed to serve no useful purpose.

The Committee decided to maintain the phrase " and that the authorities . .. " and to
omit the formula " as far as the responsibility of the exporting country is concerned ".

The text of paragraph (a) of Article 8 was thus established as follows:

"(a) In the case of those parts of the special zones which are under the juris-
diction or tutelage of one of the High Contracting Parties, the authorities of the
exporting country shall, before granting an export licence, satisfy themselves that
the arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their component parts for
which such licence is requested are intended for a proper purpose and not for disposal
in any way contrary to the objects of this Convention, and that the authorities of
the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands are prepared to admit
their entry.

Nevertheless, in the case of articles enumerated in Category III it will be sufficient
for the exporting country to send before exportation a copy of the licence to the
Government of the country under whose tutelage the importing country stands."

32. Examination of Draft Article 10, submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur.

"Arms, ammunition and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be admitted into
the special zones only at ports or other places of entry designated for this purpose
by the authorities of the State, Colony, Protectorate, or Territory under the mandate
concerned.

" Consignments of arms, munitions and appliances shall not be sent without
an authorisation issued beforehand in each particular case by a representative of
the Central Government.

" Arms, ammunition and appliances may only be transported subject to the
conditions laid down in the annex to the present Article.

" ANNEX.

"Except in the case of firearms and ammunition imported by private persons
for their personal use under a licence granted by the local Government or its repre-
sentatives in conformity with the provisions of the preceding Article, the arms, ammu-
nition and appliances referred to in Article 1 shall be deposited by the importer at
his own expense and risk, in a public depot placed under the sole care and permanent
supervision of the authorities and their agents, at least one of whom must be a member
of the administrative services of the army or navy. The entry and exit of goods
must always have been authorised beforehand by the administrative services of the
State, Colony, Protectorate or Territory under mandate concerned, unless the arms,
ammunition or appliances are intended for arming the public forces or organising
the defence of national territory.

"Authorisation to withdraw arms, ammunition and appliances from the public
depot shall only be granted if the material in question is destined for a locality or
a place approved by the representative of the Central Government or for individuals
who can prove to the authorities that they require these articles for their personal
use."

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, said that he had endeavoured in his draft to make
a distinction between questions of principle and those which were simply matters of regulations;
he hoped that the text submitted by him, in which the points of principle formed the body
of the Article while the regulations were given in the form of an annex, could be adopted by
the Committee.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) would prefer that another expression which could be interpreted
by colonial officials without the possiblity of error should be substituted for the words " a
representative of the Central Government ".

M. CLAUZEL (France) replied that it was for this very reason that he had, at the previous
day's meeting, replaced the expression " Central Government " by " a representative of the
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Central Government ". He thought that this text would obviate colonial officials requiring
an authorisation given by the home Government itself.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) asked whether colonial High Commissioners could be regarded as
representatives of the Central Government.

M. CLAUZEL (France) replied in the affirmative.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) wished to make a slight modification in the second paragraph;
instead of " consignments of arms, munitions, " etc. he would like to say " re-exportation of
arms, " etc.

M. CLAUZEL (France) reminded the meeting that M. Serruys had already pointed out
that, according to the legislation of some countries, re-exportation proper was not in question.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, proposed the word re-expedition.

M. CLAUZEL (France) said he was ready to accept this word on condition that it should be
defined as follows: a consignment from a colony or mandated territory to another colony
or mandated territory, or, in other words, from a territory in a special zone to another territory
in a special zone.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) supported the text of Article 10 as submitted by
the Japanese delegate.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) also supported this text but reserved the right to return
to the subject after comparison with the text as drafted in the British amendments.

The CHAIRMAN thought that it was not possible definitely to adopt the text submitted
by the Rapporteur, as the British delegation had made a reservation in the matter.

It was therefore decided to postpone the vote on this Article to the following meeting.

33. Examination of Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur.

" In the special zones referred to in Article 9, the trade in arms, ammunition
and appliances specified in Article 1 shall be placed under the control of officials
of the Government and shall be subject to the provisions laid down in the annex
to the present Article.

" ANNEX.

" 1. No person may keep a warehouse for arms, ammunition or appliances
without a licence.

" 2. The person in charge of a warehouse shall be responsible for all arms,
ammunition and appliances deposited therein and must account for them on demand.

"No arms, ammunition or appliances may be transported, removed or ceded
without special authorisation.

M. CLAUZEL (France) pointed out that the following condition in the British amendment
did not appear in the text submitted by M. Matsuda :

" The authority in charge of the control shall enter on the licence to carry arms
the mark stamped on the weapon.

This condition was somewhat important, and he would like it to be made the subject of a
supplementary paragraph in Article 11 as drafted by M. Matsuda.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) supported the proposal of the French delegate.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) made the same reservations in regard to the acceptance
of Article 11 as in regard to the previous Article.

It was therefore decided to postpone the vote on Article 11 to the following meeting.

34. Maritime Zones and Maritime Supervision: General Discussion.

The CHAIRMAN stated that the Sub-Committee formed on June 2nd had declared itself
incompetent to deal with the questions it had been asked to examine, and had not presented a
report. The Geographical Committee itself would therefore have to settle definitely the inter-
pretation to be given to the General Committee's resolution of May 26th. Did the Committee
consider the establishment of maritime zones as adopted in principle ?

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) considered that the Committee had already decided to
accept this question. As to the methods of application, they might take as the basis the decla-
ration of the delegate of France, who agreed to take as a basis the Convention of St. Germain.
The British delegation, in a spirit of conciliation, had already stated that it was ready to
accept the French point of view in regard to the inviolability of the manifest.
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General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) felt obliged to explain once more the Persian dele-
gation's view, according to which it was necessary first of all to delimit the maritime zones
in order to determine thereafter what conditions would be applicable within those zones. There
existed reports by the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee and the Naval Sub-Commit-
tee. Were these reports considered to possess any value or would it be decided by a formal
vote that their conclusions should be rejected ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) pointed out that there was no question of considering the conclu-
sions arrived at by the Technical Committee as of no account. It must not be forgotten that
that Committee had given an opinion which did not bind the Geographical Committee. The
latter would have its own recommendations to make, and the opinion of the Technical Committee,
in conjunction with the recommendations of the Geographical Committee, would be examined
by the General Committee, which would have to pronounce on the conclusions of these two
bodies and even to choose between them if their conclusions were divergent.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that he was in agreement with the Belgian delegate.
What he had proposed was to take the reports of the Technical Committee and Sub-Committee
as a basis for discussion.

The CHAIRMAN explained that it was these very reports which were then being discussed,
but as they had given rise to various proposals on the part of several delegates it was necessary
to examine the proposals in question.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) wished to confine himself to the question of the
necessity of maritime zones. It had been said that the principle of them had been adopted.
He would be glad to know when and by whom.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that Lord Onslow had asked for the establishment
of these zones. His proposal should logically be considered as an amendment to the report
of the Military, Naval and Air Technical Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that in those circumstances he would like to
have some explanation as to the necessity of adopting the British amendment - in other
words, as to the utility of providing for special maritime zones.

The CHAIRMAN therefore invited the Committee to signify by a vote whether it wished,
after the debates of the day before, to reopen the discussion on the point raised by the Persian
delegate.

EMEED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) said that before giving his opinion as to the necessity in
a general sense of establishing maritime zones he would like it to be settled what these zones
were to be.

The Committee decided almost unanimously, with one 'dissentient voice - that of the
Persian delegation - not to reopen the debate on the necessity for the establishment of special
maritime zones.

The Committee further decided not to ask the British delegate to submit a written text
of his amendment, and approved that amendment by 9 votes, with several abstentions.

The Chinese and Persian delegates, who had asked for the British amendment to be read,
registered a protest against this procedure.

The CHAIRMAN drew the attention of the Committee to the regime to be applied within
the maritime zones.

M. CLAUZEL (France) thought that, the principle of the establishment of maritime zones
having been adopted, the Sub-Committee could at once pass on to the examination of the
regime to be established. He therefore suggested that the Sub-Committee should be defin-
itely instructed to propose the procedure to be laid down in the special maritime zones.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) asked if the Sub-Committee which was to meet would
act as a technical naval sub-committee or as a sub-committee of the Geographical
Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) was doubtful whether a Sub-Committee of the Geo-graphical Committee was competent to discuss these naval matters. It would, in his opinion,
be preferable to entrust the Naval Sub-Committee of the Military, Naval and Air TechnicalCommittee with the examination of the methods in question. The British delegate on theSub-Committee constituted the day before had come forward not in his capacity as a member
of the Geographical Committee but in that of a member of the Military, Naval and Air Com-mittee.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) supported the proposals of the French delegate. The Sub-Com-mittee was not competent to adopt or reject the principle of maritime zones, but its functionsincluded the discussion of the forms of the regime to be established within those zones.
Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) agreed with the delegates of France, Greece and Persia.The Sub-Committee which had been formed the day before would be able to make a recom-mendation to the Geographical Committee.
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The CHAIRMAN was of opinion that the composition of this Sub-Committee should be
settled by designating the delegations and not the individual members who were to form part
of it. It would be understood that the representatives of those delegations on that Sub-Committee
should be furnished with all the powers and all the information necessary to enable them to
achieve definite results. It was also understood that the Sub-Committee would sit as a geo-
graphical and not as a naval sub-committee.

Sir Percy Cox (India) asked that India should be represented on the Sub-Committee,
as India was particularly interested in the question of the establishment of special zones.

Gereral HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) proposed that the delegation of the United States
should also be included in the Sub-Committee.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) regretted that he had to refuse this nomination
for the reason that the American delegation did not seem particularly competent *to discuss
the problems which would be submitted to -the Sub-Committee.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that, in case the Committee decided not to increase
the number of the members of the Sub-Committee, he would willingly cede his place on the
Committee to Sir Percy Cox.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) proposed to increase the number of the members of the Sub-
Committee to six, so as to allow of the appointment of Sir Percy Cox, on the one hand, and,
on the other hand, to permit the British delegate -to support his amendments at its meetings.

This suggestion was adopted.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, thought that, following the suggestion put forward by the
French delegate at the previous day's meeting, it would be advisable, before referring the exa-
mination of the procedure tothe Sub-Committee, to touch on the question at a meeting of the
Committee, as it did not seem sufficiently advanced to be discussed by the technical experts.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the duties entrusted to the Sub-Committee which had
just been re-appointed were connected with two points - namely: (1) the delimitation of the
territories to be included in the special maritime zone or zones ; (2) the determination of the
rules or methods to be applied in supervision within those maritime zones.

The Committee agreed to this programme of the Sub-Committee's work.

The CHAIRMAN thought, with M. Matsuda, that a general debate should be held in the
first place on the two points of the suggestion put forward the day before by the French dele-
gation.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that the business of the iSub-Committee was
first to delimit the special maritime zones and then to lay down the rules to be applied in
maritime supervision within those zones. As the French proposals referred to the second
point, he asked that it should be clearly pointed out to the Sub-Committee that what it had
first to examine was the question of delimitation.

The CHAIRMAN said that it had not been his intention to say definitely that one of the
two questions should be considered by the Sub-Committee before the other.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) reminded the meeting that at the previous day's
meeting the Chairman had defined the Sub-Committee's programme of work in the following
manner

The duty of the Sub-Committee, which is invested with all the powers of the Geographical
Committee under reserve of later discussion and decisions, is to interpret the scope of the
Committees' decision taken on May 26th, which was as follows:

The Committee decides to refer to the Military, Naval and Air Committee
paragraph 3 of the report in question and to ask it to be good enough to determine,
in terms of the land zones, the extent of the maritime zone as well as the number
of miles (left blank in the following sentence of paragraph 1: ' the adjacent islands
situated at a distance of less -than . . . nautical miles from the coast . ");

and, if necessary, to examine Chapter V of the draft and submit a report to the Committee.

The question, therefore, was to determine, in accordance with the decision adopted by
the Geographical Committee on May 26th, the regions which should be included in the special
maritime zones.

The Persian delegate again urged that this matter should be settled first, and that the ques-
tion of the procedure to be laid down should only be examined later, more particularly as
the Geographical Committee, at its first meeting, had decided to take the questions in that
order.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) did not think -that they should circumscribe the activities
of -the Sub-Committee by laying down too narrow terms of reference.

The Committee decided, by four votes to two, with several abstentions, not to require
the Sub-Committee to deal with the problem of determining the special maritime zones before
dealing with the other point.
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M. CLAUZEL (France) read the following statement:

"The French delegation thinks that it is only on the basis of the procedure laid
down in Chapter IV of the Convention of St. Germain and in the light of the follow-
ing principles, which must be scrupulously respected, that the conditions relative to
supervision at sea can be elaborated.

"1. The High Contracting Powers recognised in favour of each other the right
within the special maritime zone of verifying the flags flown by native vessels flying
the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties or of any other Power which may have
accepted that obligation, to the exclusion of native vessels flying all other flags.

" 2. Without prejudice to the special agreements to be concluded between
them and with respect to their nationals, the High Contracting Parties undertake
not to take any other action on board native vessels than the verification of the flag,
and, in particular, not to examine the manifest of the cargo or in any form to inspect
or search the ship."

He pointed out that the British delegate had stated that he was in agreement with the
second point of that proposal. It would therefore be necessary to come to a decision on the
first point and to discuss how far it would be possible to adopt the methods of procedure laid
down in Chapter IV of the St. Germain Convention.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) explained that, leaving aside the question of the examina-
tion of the manifest, the proposal of the British Government conformed with the stipulation
of the Convention of St. Germain.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, hoped that the Sub-Committee would succeed this
time in coming to a decision, taking the French proposals as a basis.

EIGHTH MEETING

held on Thursday, June 4th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

35. Adoption of Draft Article 10 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur.

The Committee adopted the text of Article 10 submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), Rappor-
teur, but substituted in the second paragraph the word "re-expedition" for " expedition".

36. Adoption of Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur, together with the
British Amendment thereto.

The Committee adopted Draft Article 11 submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), Rapporteur;
the amendments proposed by the British delegation were also adopted.

Annex to Article 11.

"Add to paragraph 1: 'Every warehouse must be premises specially enclosed
and having only one entry, provided with two locks, one of which can only be opened
by the officers of the Governments'.

"Add to paragraph 3: 'Details of the authorisations shall be entered in a special
number and initialled register, thecountriesbeing supported by the official document
authorising those transfers'.

"Add to paragraph 4:' All arms must be registered and stamped, and no person
shall be allowed to carry arms without an authorisation on which shall be indicated
the stamp on the weapon '."

37. Consideration of the Legal Committee's Report on Certain Paragraphs of Article 13 of the
Draft Convention.

The following letter from the Chairman of the Legal Committee was read:

" I have the honour to inform you that the Legal Committee, before whom tilhe
matter was brought as a result of your letter of May 30th last, examined Article 13,
paragraphs 3 et seq. of the Draft Convention.

" After having considered the legal aspect of the question of the omission of these
paragraphs, and after having considered the effect which their omission would have
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upon the Convention as a whole, the Legal Committee decided that these paragraphs
could without difficulty be omitted. At the request of the United States delegate,
the Committee then considered whether there were any legal objections to retaining
these paragraphs.

"The British delegation pointed out that the Military Commission did not --
as your letter appears to imply - decide to omit these paragraphs. The British
delegation also raised the objection that the question was entirely political and that
therefore the Committee had no competence to deal with it. The American, Belgian
and French delegations, on the other hand, maintained that there were weighty
legal reasons in favour of omission.

"They pointed out that the retention of these provisions would lead to enquiries
and acts of procedure calculated to infringe State sovereignty, and also that this
text would only apply to a few special cases, whereas it had been agreed to prohibit
such acts of procedure in all other cases to which the Convention would apply.

" As a result of its discussion, in which the majority of the delegations present
took part, the Committee adopted the following resolution:

"'The Legal Committee considers that there is no occasion to provide
in the present Convention, which is a general international Convention, for
ascertaining and penalising infringements in the particular case of Article 13,
which affects only certain territories, while no provision is made for other cases
of infringements which a High Contracting Party may commit.'

" This resolution was adopted subject to formal reservations on the part of the
British and Italian delegations."

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, stated that he was fully in agreement with the pro-
posal submitted by the Legal Committee. The first two paragraphs of Article 13 might be
retained in the form in which they appeared in the Draft Convention, but they should be
followed by the phrase " provided that this transportation can be assured as far as its desti-
nation ". The following paragraphs with respect to infringements would be omitted.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) thought, on the contrary, that Article 13 of the Draft
Convention should be maintained. The first two paragraphs would be insufficient to gua-
rantee the rights of the Government over whose territory the goods were in transit, and
whatever solution the Committee might adopt they would have to provide a text in this
sense. The speaker recalled that a clause in the Brussels Convention reserved for all Govern-
ments the right to prevent the transit of arms across their territory in times of disturbance.

M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) approved of the British delegate's proposals.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) alluded to the penultimate paragraph of Article 13
of the Draft Convention and pointed out that it would obviously be difficult for the Govern-
ment of the United States to subordinate, should occasion arise, its right to grant a new
licence to the preliminary consent of the Council of the League of Nations.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, explained that, although he had himself asked for
the omission of the last paragraph of Article 13, he was none the less determined that all
infringements of the conditions of that Article should be suppressed. He thought that the
different States should themselves take all necessary measures for the checking of such
infringements. In any case the last paragraph "if any proceedings on the part
of . . ." might, he thought, be usefully inserted in the Annex to Article 13.

Sir Percy Cox (India) supported this last suggestion.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, pointed out that the question whether a condition
should be included in the Article or in the annex to the Article had no importance in itself.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee to vote on the question whether paragraphs 3 to 6
regarding cases of infringement should be retained, as proposed by the British delegation.

The Committee decided against the retention.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that, with reference to the last paragraph, two
texts were under consideration - namely, the text of the Draft Convention and the text of
the British amendment. The Legal Committee, on the other hand, proposed the
simple omission of the clause in question. The Geographical Committee had thus to decide
in the first place whether that paragraph should be omitted or retained and, if they decided
on the latter, whether the British amendment thereto should be adopted or rejected.

A vote having been taken on the subject, five delegates decided for and five against the
retention of the paragraph in question.

The CHAIRMAN, with whom the casting vote in such cases lies, decided that the paragraph
should be retained for the time being. The British amendment had therefore to be considered.
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Mr. ORDE (British Empire) explained that the British proposal consisted of two points.
It proposed, in the first place, a stipulation regarding the negligence of the importing State 
such negligence might give rise to as great a danger as an act of bad faith. Secondly, an amend-
ment of the text used, proposing the replacement of the expression " until order has been res-
tored " by the formula " until the threat no longer exists ".

This amendment was, in the eyes of the British delegate, an improvement in the text
in that the refusal of an exporting country might be maintained until the real cause of danger
had disappeared, whereas, in the formula originally proposed, this refusal would have to be
waived as soon as the disturbances had subsided within the importing country. This stipula-
tion was insufficient, because a graver danger might exist outside such country, even though
it had disappeared within the country, from the fact that the bordering States had not been
able to re-establish order.

Sir Percy Cox (India) drew the attention of the Committee to the danger which might
result from the negligence of a Government in this matter. In view of the fact that this negli-
gence was the rule in the countries of relatively backward civilisation with which they were
concerned, they would agree that it was necessary to accept the addition proposed by the
British delegate.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) desired that, after the words " public order ", the
words " of peace " should be added, and that the phrase " of one of the contiguous States signa-
tories of the present Convention " should be suppressed. With this amendment the Article
would have a more general signification. Further, the delegate of the United States of America
proposed to replace the phrase " shall be refused to the importing State " by the phrase " may
be refused ", although he regretted that this substitution might give rise to certain reservations
on the part of the British delegation.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) thought, on the contrary, that he could accept the text
proposed by the United States delegate, maintaining, however, the right to revert to this
question.

M. CLAUZEL (France) was of opinion that the amendments proposed by Mr. Gibson were
of a kind likely to be accepted by the majority of the Committee. As to the suggested addition
to the British amendment, he wondered how cases of negligence were to be determined.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) agreed that it might be difficult to define negligence, but if
they considered the complete formula contained in the following words " if any proceedings
or neglect on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition" it would be seen that
by the simple addition all the causes of disturbance which constituted grounds for a legitimate
refusal on the part of the exporting country were provided for, although such had not been the
case previously. Further this enumeration of the causes was of very little importance in itself,
because it was on the state of the facts and not on the causes that the refusal of authorisation
to export would be founded.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) thought the word "negligence "vague and for that reason danger
ous. Troubles might arise which were not caused by conspiracies, were not due to the
political situation and were not the outcome of the Government's negligence. It was always
easy, indeed, too easy, to throw the blame on the latter.

He thought that the text as proposed by the Legal Committee offered sufficient guarantees
and he was opposed to the addition of the word" negligence ".

The Committee adopted the text of the first two paragraphs as already approved, and
the third in the following form:

"If any proceedings on the part of the importing State or its disturbed condition
should threaten peace or public order, the importation in transit of arms, munitions
or implements of war shall be refused to the importing State by all the contiguous
States until that danger has ceased to exist.

38. Reference of the Text of Chapter IV to the Drafting Committee.

The Committee decided to refer Chapter IV as adopted at its previous debates to the
Drafting Committee (Annex 14 (I), page 768).

39. Report of the Sub-Committee for the Delimitation of Special Zones (continuation of
the discussion).

Liberia.

The CHAIRMAN asked the United States delegate if he was able to state his views on
the case of the Republic of Liberia.
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Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) said that unless questions of a new and vital interestarose to change the situation, -the delegation of the United States would not oppose the pro-posed delimitation of the African zone, since this did not materially differ from that adoptedin the Brussels Convention.

The Committee decided to retain the territory of the Republic of Liberia in the specialzone in accordance with the decisions adopted by the Sub-Committee entrusted with theexamination of that question.

South-West Africa.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the meeting that the British delegation had proposed the exclu-sion of the -territory of South-West Africa from the special zones.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) read the following statement:
" I am really much embarrassed at having to give my opinion on the British proposal forthe exclusion of South-West Africa from the special prohibited zone.
" In order to explain my state of mind in the circumstances, I hope my honourablecolleagues will allow me to tell them a little story ; it will explain my embarrassment andmay possibly suggest to me my decision.
"A well-known and popular Portuguese diplomatist of our time, when asked one dayto declare his preference at a moment when it was very difficult for him to do so, is said to havereplied: ' My heart is with this one, but my interests lie with that one '
" Well, I can only say, with regard to the proposal made by Lord Onslow to our Committee,that I am inclined to reply in the same manner. My heart is with the English, but my interestsimpel me to defend the Portuguese colonies. I hope that Lord Onslow, who has all my sympathies,will forgive me if I do not support his proposal. As a matter of fact, what is the question wehave to decide ? It is one of detail, concerning the delimitation of the special zones."What is the reason for the creation of these zones ?
" The recognition on the part of various nations that there are certain territories, someof them in Africa, where supervision of the secret trade in arms is more difficult than anywhereelse. It was believed, and with reason, that it was necessary to apply to these regions a specialregime dictated by the special position of the territories. There is no need to prove that alto-gether special conditions govern -the West African territories. That may be called an axiom.The area is large, the population scattered and backward. To apply a special regime to theseterritories is to establish a safeguard for -the Powers possessing them and for the territories

-themselves.
"In what does this regime consist ? In a special supervision which is superfluous in ourwell-policed countries and among a denser population. This supervision consists, in fact, inthe prohibition of the entry of arms, though exceptions are made in certain conditions. Nothingcould be fairer. But in order that this system should bear fruit, the control must in practicenot become illusory. How can this be avoided if, on the one hand, our maritime frontier is closedand, on the other, our long land frontier remains open ? This frontier would, indeed, beopen if South-West Africa were excluded from the special zone.

It is only necessary to look at the map to see this immense gap on the flank of our terri-tory of Angola.
" I know that I shall be told that South-West Africa is under the mandate of the Unionof South Africa, and that, in consequence, the supervision of the territories lying to the southof Angola is in very good hands. Who can -doubt this ? We have the most absolute confidencein our neighbours, but ought we not nevertheless to be able to see things as they are and studynot the situation created by some legal or political system but the facts themselves. And -thefact is that the territories of South-West Africa are in a situation similar to that of the neigh-bouring countries. Why, therefore should an exception be made to a regime which logicallyapplies to all these territories ?
" In conclusion I should like to say -that I do not quite understand why the Conventionwhich we are endeavouring to draw up and which, on the whole, has a tendency to renderthe measures provided for in the General Act of the Conference of Brussels more stringent should,in this particular case, which is undoubtedly one of the mdst important we are now considering,err rather on the side of leniency. "

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) thanked the Portuguese delegate for the kind words hehad spoken in regard to Great Britain. He wished in his turn to present the observation of theGovernment of the Union of South Africa.
In the first place the Brussels Colnvention had placed only one part of the territory ofSouth-West Africa within the zone and had left the other outside the zone. Then had come

-the Convention of St. Germain, which stipulated that the territories of the following Statesshould be excluded from the special zones: Algeria, Libya . . . and the Union of SouthAfrica. The South African Government had, therefore, interpreted the excluding clause ascovering all the territories placed under its mandate, and in consequence it had always consi-dered that South-West Africa was not included in the countries in the special zone.
Further, the mandate exercised there by the Union of South Africa was of a special typefalling within the province of paragraph 6 of Article 22 of the Covenant of the League ofNations. If they referred to this Article and to the clause of the Convention of St. Germain
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referring to the Union of South Africa, it would appear that the territory administered by
the Union of South Africa could not be included in the special zone.

In addition to these arguments of a legal nature, there were those of an administrative
nature. It was difficult, from this point of view, to divide in two the territories administered
by the Union of South Africa. The exchange of arms and goods of all descriptions occurred conti-
nuously throughout the whole of the territory. It would, therefore, appear to be practically
impossible to apply the system of licences to such exchanges. Further, considering the very
severe legislation adopted by the Government of the Union the of South Africa regarding the
export of arms, munitions and implements of war, the stretch of common frontier between
Angola and South-West Africa could with difficulty be considered as giving rise to a danger in
connection with *the illicit traffic. The speaker recalled in this respect that throughout the
territory administered by the Union of South Africa it was prohibited to export arms without
a licence, which the Government had complete power to refuse. The carrying of arms was subject
to more severe restrictions than anywhere else. In these circumstances, the colonial Govern-
ment of Angola might feel sure that only such despatches would be made into its territory
that it would have wished to admit under the system of licence. In a general way it might be
said that the measures applied in South-West Africa were still more severe than those provided
by the Convention. For all these reasons it seemed to the delegate of the British Empire that
there was every reason to allow the Government of the Union of South Africa to determine
itself the regime to be applied in South-West Africa.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) thanked the British delegate for his explanations, which he would
not fail to transmit to his Government.

The CHAIRMAN consequently understood that the Portuguese delegation reserved its
decision for the present.

The Committee decided by five votes to three to extend to the territories under the mandate
of the Union of South Africa the exception established in favour of the Union of South Africa
itself in regard to inclusion in the special zone.

40. Maritime Zones and Supervision at Sea: Report of the Sub-Committee (Annex 13,
page 766).

Admiral KIYOKAWA (Japan), Chairman of the Sub-Committee, declared that the Sub-
Committee had always taken care, in its examination of the question of maritime supervision
and the maritime zones themselves, to uphold the right of search beyond the limits laid down
by -the Convention of St. Germain.

The Sub-Committee had adopted the Articles of Chapter V of the Draft Convention while
making certain modifications for the purpose of bringing the ofm into harmony with the other
parts of the Convention. With respect to the delimitation of -the maritime zones, the Sub-
Committee had re-adopted the text of the Convention of St. Germain with slight modifications.
He regretted to be obliged to add that the Persian delegation had been unable to support the
conclusions of the Sub-Committee. The essential points of his arguments were given in an
annex to of the report of the Sub-Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) protested, in the name of the Persian delegation,
against the procedure followed not only by the Sub-Committee but even by the Committee
itself since the beginning of the Conference.

The CHAIRMAN took note of that protest and wished, since the procedure followed was
called in question, to point out that the Persian delegation had been represented on the Sub-
Committee as well.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) stated that the conclusions arrived at by the Sub-
Committee were the natural outcome of the procedure which had been adopted and against
which he had never ceased to protest.

The CHAIRMAN took note of this second statement.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) associated himself with General Habibolah Khan's
protests and wished to add some personal observations on the subject of what had taken place
both at that day's meeting and at the meeting of the day before.

In the first place the Sub-Committee had not, in his opinion, received proper instructions.
He pointed out that it had been called upon to formulate a proposal founded on the status

quo - that is to say, on the existing state of affairs. The provisions of the Convention of St.
Germain had been laid down as a basis for discussion. Now, as had been said at one of the
meetings of the Conference, the Convention of St. Germain was non-existent for Persia,
the United States and the other Governments which had not ratified it. The Persian dele-
gation wished to point out in this connection that for the last three years it had never ceased
to protest before the Council, the Assembly and all the Committees of the League of Nations
against the application of the provisions of that Convention.
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Secondly, the Geographical Committee had asked the Naval Sub-Committee to give an
opinion, but an opinion only, on the question of the maritime zone. That Sub-Committee
had not admitted the principle of the establishment of the zone, but the Sub-Committee
of the Geographical Committee had drawn up a draft Convention according to which the Per-
sian Gulf would be included in the maritime zone. As it had been decided not to include
Persia in the special land zone, she would be placed in the paradoxical position of a country
supposed to be free but debarred from all communication with the outside world. He pro-
tested once more against the proposal which had been submitted to the Geographical Committee
and declared that if it was to be discussed the Persian delegation would immediately leave
the Committee room.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said he would not intervene in this discussion if it was understood
that the Persian delegation would raise this question before the General Committee or in a
plenary meeting.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) explained that he was not prepared to be present
at a discussion in that Sub-Committee of the question of the Persian Gulf's inclusion in the zone.
He was, however, ready to take part in a debate on the subject, provided that it took place
in plenary session of the General Committee or of the Conference.

The CHAIRMAN remarked that it was quite impossible for the General Committee to
undertake the discussion of the question if the Geographical Committee did not present a
report. It would therefore serve no useful purpose if the Persian delegate opposed the exami-
nation of the report of the Sub-Committee.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) again insisted on the necessity of providing special mari-
time zones in this Convention. He observed that such zones already existed and that,
therefore, it was not a question of creating them.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) recalled the fact that, at the meeting the day
before, no attempt had been made to justify the necessity of this step ; it was this which had
led himself and the Chinese delegate to protest.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) thought that his protest had been wrongly interpreted by the
Persian delegate. He had not protested against any want of explanations but simply against
the procedure adopted with respect to the vote on the British amendment. Could not the
Persian delegate draft an amendment to the report of the Sub-Committee in order that his
views might be fully known ?

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) thought that a slight confusion had crept into the inter-
pretation of the words " Persian Gulf ". It should not be forgotten that this expression covered
not only the territorial waters along the coast of Persia but also the high seas, which were inter-
national. In these circumstances, he did not understand the objections formulated by Persia
in regard to the application of the regime of special zones to this area. He remarked that the
British Empire also possessed coasts in the Persian Gulf and it had not for an instant 'thought
it necessary to protest against the contemplated measures. On the contrary, it had insisted
on recommending their application.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that he had never confused the territorial waters
with the open sea. The Persian delegation was of opinion that the Persian Gulf should
not be included in the special zones, and it intended to submit an amendment to that effect.

On the proposal on the CHAIRMAN, the Committee adjourned the discussion of that point
until the following day in order to permit the Persian delegation to draft its amendment.
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NINTH MEETING

Held on Friday, June 5th, 1925, at 10.30 a.nm.

41. Discussion on the Question of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had adjourned -the day before in order
to permit the Persian delegation -to draft an amendment to the proposals in the report of the
Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) observed that the decision taken by the Geographical
Sub-Committee at its meeting of June 2nd placed the Persian Gulf as well as the Gulf of Oman
in the special maritime zone.

The Persian delegation was at a loss to understand how it was possible at an international
conference of this kind to contemplate such an infringement of the rights of sovereign countries.

The Persian delegation protested against that decision, which was contrary to inter-
national law in general and to the rights of Persia in particular, with regard to these two seas,
and proposed that the Persian Gulf as well as the Gulf of Oman should be excluded from -the
maritime zone in order that Persia might be in a position to accept all the clauses of this Con-
vention.

The CHAIRMAN, on behalf of the Committee, took note of the Persian delegate's declara-
tion. He pointed out that, as a result t tt of the protest raised at e meeting of the day before
by the first Persian delegate, he had thought it his duty io submit the question to the Bureau
of the Conference. The Bureau had stated its opinion that the Geographical Committee should
consult a committee of jurists respecting the international status of the Persian Gulf. From
*the declaration just made by General Habibolah Khan it was clear that the Persian delegation
maintained its point of view, and the Chairman accordingly proposed to ask the opinion of a
committee nominated by the Bureau, and composed of jurists belonging to the French, British,
United States, Italian, Colombian, German and Persian delegations, on the status of the area
in question.

A decision was taken to this effect.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) was invited to form part of the committee in ques-
tion. He asked the Chairman to be good enough to excuse him if he absented himself from
the Geographical Committee.

The CHAIRMAN replied that the work of that Committee would not be interrupted, but
no vote would be taken in the absence of the Persian delegate.

42. Maritime Supervision : Consideration of the Text of Chapter V of the Draft proposed by
the Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, considered that the provisions of Chapter V should
be arranged according to a logical plan, as had been done in the case of Chapter IV. He was
willing, if the Committee so desired, to draw up a more rational arrangement of these clauses
himself. The points of principle should be embodied in the Articles themselves, while rules
for their application might be placed in the annexes. In any case, nothing would be changed
in the actual substance of the clauses.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) wished, before the Committee proceeded to read the Arti-
cles of Chapter V, to formulate certain reservations in regard to the text of certain technical
terms dealing with naval questions. Further, he was grateful to the Rapporteur for proposing
a modification of the internal arrangement of Chapter V. The need of this modification had
been generally felt.

The CHAIRMAN, in reply to the British delegate, asked the technical naval experts to
address ally remarks they might have to make to the Rapporteur. He requested the Com-
mittee to note the text proposed for -the Articles of Chapter V from the point of view of their
substance only, it being understood that their final drafting, as well as their sequence in the
Chapter, were reserved for future consideration.

Article 14.
" Subject to any contrary provisions in existing special agreements or in future

agreements, provided that in all cases such agreements otherwise comply with the
provisions of the present convention, the sovereign State or mandatory Power shall
carry out the supervision and police measures within territorial waters in the special
zones specified in Article 8. "
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Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) thought that the last part of the phrase . . . shall
carry out the supervision of police measures within territorial waters in the prohibited zones
specified in Article 9 " was somewhat obscure. It should not be understood from the text
that the signatory Powers were obliged to carry out police measures in the special zones which,
politically, they did not administer.

The CHAIRMAN thought that that was a question of drafting and that the Rapporteur
could safely be entrusted with the duty of producing a clearer text.

Article 14 was provisionally approved.

Article 15.
"Within the special zones specified in Article 9, no native vessel of less than

500 -tons (net tonnage) shall be allowed to ship, discharge or tranship arms, ammu-
nition, implements of war.

"A ship shall be deemed -to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted
out or commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the
countries bordering on the Indian Ocean, to the westward of the meridian A. 95 E. of
Greenwich, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman.

"This provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels which are
engaged exclusively in the coasting trade between different ports of the same State,
colony, protectorate or territory under mandate where warehouses are situated.

"All cargoes of arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com-
ponent parts shipped on the vessels specified in the preceding paragraph must obtain
a special licence from the territorial authority, and all arms, ammunition, implements
of war or aircraft or their component parts so shipped shall be subject to the pro-
visions of the present Convention.

" This licence shall contain all details necessary -to establish the nature and
quantity of the items of the shipment, the vessel on which the shipment is -to be loaded,
the name of -the ultimate consignee and the ports of loading and discharge. It shall
also be specified thereon that the licence has been issued in conformity with the regu-
lations of the present Convention.

"The provisions of this article do not apply:
"(a) To arms, ammunition, implements of war or aircraft or their com-

ponent parts conveyed on behalf of a Government either under that Govern-
ment's authorisation or accompanied by a duly qualified official.

" (b) To arms and ammunition in the possession of persons provided
with a licence to carry arms, provided such arms are for the personal use of the
bearer and are accurately described on his licence."

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that in the text of this Article mention was made of " special
zones ". Would it not be more correct to say " special maritime zones " and omit the phrase
* including the zone of supervision in the open sea " ?

M. MATSUDA '(Japan), Rapporteur, was of opinion that the point was of considerable im-
portance. The question *to be decided was whether the special maritime zone included the
territorial waters or not. If the expression " special maritime zone " did not cover the terri-
torial waters as well, Article 15 ceased to be applicable to the latter.

The CHAIRMAN was in doubt as to whether the territorial waters should be assimilated to
the land zones or to the maritime zones. If the present solution was adopted, would it be
possible, in virtue of Article 15, to oblige the Powers to supervise the trade in arms within their
territorial waters ?

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium) did not think that there was any real doubt as to the meaning
of Article 15. It was evident that the operations of loading, unloading and transhipment
contemplated therein must be supervised within the territorial waters as well as in the open
sea, for it was difficult to suppose that the clause only provided, for example, for unloading
in the open sea. The only point he thought was to discover the right drafting.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) said that he agreed entirely with the Belgian delegate. It
was, moreover, clear that the control should be exercised in territorial waters by the Government
administering the coast.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the reference to Article 9 made the meaning clear. The
Rapporteur might be asked to modify the wording of this Article, so that no doubt of its meaning
could remain.

M. CLAUZEL (France) pointed out that the expression " including the zone of supervision
in the open sea" might nevertheless give rise to various interpretations and that it would
therefore be necessary to define its exact meaning.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, explained that, in his opinion, Article 14 referred to
territorial waters, Articles 15, 16, 17, to territorial waters and the open sea, and Articles 18
and 19 to the open sea only. It was in that sense that the text of Chapter V which
he would submit to the Committee would be drafted,

45
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Paragraph 1 of Article 15 was provisionally approved, as well as the opinion given by
the Rapporteur on the different maritime areas contemplated in the Articles of Chapter V.

On the proposal of M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium), the Committee decided not to examine the
second paragraph of Article 15 in the absence of the Persian delegate.

M. CLAUZEL (France) drew the attention of the Committee to the fact that it would be
necessary in this paragraph to provide for a southern limit in the case of the countries under
consideration whose coasts were on the Indian Ocean.

Paragraphs 3, 4, 5 and 6 of Article 15 were provisionally adopted.

Article 16.
"To prevent all illicit conveyance of arms, munitions and implements of war

within the prohibited zones defined in Article 9, native vessels of less than 500 tons
(net tonnage) - (a) if not exclusively engaged in the coasting trade between different
ports of the same State, colony, protectorate or territory under mandate; or (b) if
not engaged in carrying on behalf of a Government as permitted by Article 15, para-
graph (a), and proceeding to or from any point within the said zones - must carry
a manifest of their cargo or similar document specifying the quantities and nature
of the goods on board, their origin and destination.

" This document shall remain covered by the secrecy 'to which it is entitled
by the law of the State to which the vessel belongs, and must not be examined during
the proceedings for the verification of the flag, unless the interested party consents
thereto.

" The provisions as to the above-mentioned document shall not apply to vessels
only partially decked having a maximum crew of ten men and exclusively employed
in fishing within territorial waters."

The CHAIRMAN thought that the expression in " the prohibited zones and in the maritime
zone laid down in Article 9 " might with advantage be replaced by the following: " in the
zones specified in Article 9 ".

Article 16 was provisionally adopted, with the above reservation.

Article 17.
" Authority to fly the flag of one of the High Contracting Parties, within the

special zones defined in Article 8, shall not be granted to native vessels of under
500 tons (net tonnage) as defined in Article 15, unless they satisfy all three following
conditions:

" 1. The owners must be nationals of the Power whose flag they claim to
fly or a company duly registered under the laws of that Power.

"2. They must furnish proof that they are bona fide owners of real estate
in the district of the authority to which their application is addressed or must
supply a solvent security as a guarantee for any fines to which they may become
liable.

" 3. Such owners, as well as the captain of the vessel, must furnish proof
that they enjoy a good reputation, and especially that they have never been
convicted of illicit conveyance of the articles referred to in the present Conven-
tion."
" The authorisation must be renewed every year. It shall contain the indica-

tions necessary to identify the vessels - the name, tonnage, type of rigging, principal
dimensions, registered number and signal letters (if any). It shall bear the date on
which it was granted and the status of the official who granted it.

" The initial letters of the port of registration of the native vessel, followed by
the vessel's registration number in the serial port numbers, must be incised and
painted in white on black ground on both quarters of each vessel in such a position
as to be easily distinguished from a distance.

" The same marks may be painted in black on the sails.
" The net tonnage of the native vessel shall also, if practicable, be incised and

painted in a conspicuous position inside the hull. "

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that the reservation made with respect to Article 16 should
also be made in the case of Article 17 (first paragraph).

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) proposed to substitute the words " whose flag they claim to
fly " for the words " whose colours they claim to fly ".

The CHAIRMAN, alluding to sub-paragraph 1 of the first paragraph, drew the attention
of the meeting to the fact that " les proprietaires " could not " ressortir d une compagnie ".

M. DUPRIEZ (France) thought that this phrase was a reminiscence of the part of the Act
of Brussels respecting chartered companies.

The CHAIRMAN proposed that the English text of that first paragraph should be provi-
sionally approved, as it seemed to him clearer.

This proposal was adopted.
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The Committee provisionally approved the text of Article 17, it being understood that
sub-paragraph 1 of the first paragraph should be drafted on the basis of the English text; and
decided, in addition, that -the penultimate paragraph - " The same marks may be painted in
black on the sails " should be deleted as serving no useful purpose.

Article 18, Paragraph 1.
"The High Contracting Parties agree to apply the following rules in the

maritime zone specified in Article 9:
1. When a warship belonging to one of *the High Contracting Parties

encounters outside territorial waters a supposed native vessel of less than 500
tons burden (net tonnage): (a) flying the flag of one of the High Contracting
Parties ; (b) flying no flag; and the commander of the warship has good reason
to believe that the supposed native vessel (c) is flying the flag of any High
Contracting Party without being entitled to do so (d) for the purpose of the
illicit conveyance of arms, ammunition or appliances of war - he may proceed,
subject to the conditions indicated in the paragraphs below, to verify the na-
tionality of the vessel by examining the document authorising the flying of the
flag, if this document exists, but no other document.

"Any vessel which presents the appearance of a native build or rig may be
presumed to be a native vessel."

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) proposed 'to unite paragraphs (c) and (d) by the words " or 
in order that it should cover the case of a ship flying the flag of one of the High Contracting
Parties, or having the right to do so, but carrying on an illicit traffic in arms.

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, thought that points (a) and (b), on the one hand,
and (c) and (d), on the other hand, constituted alternatives and that in each of these alter-
natives only one of the conditions was necessary for determining the action to be taken.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) was disposed to accept the French text with the addition of
the word " or ", as he had proposed. In regard to the English text it appeared to him to be
an inexact translation.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) had no objection to make to the French text of
the last paragraph of Article 18, but he wished to point out that, in regard to the English
·text of the last paragraph, the United States of America, although approving of the stipulations,
were unable to consider themselves as bound, as would appear from the words " may proceed,"
to undertake the contemplated control.

The delegate of the United States therefore asked that the English text should be made
to conform to the French text.

The first paragraph of Article 18 was approved provisionally with the reservation that
the English text should be brought into line with the French text.

Paragraph 2.
" With this object, a boat commanded by a commissioned officer in uniform may

be sent to visit the suspected vessel after she has been hailed to give notice of such
intention. The officer sent on board the vessel shall act with all possible considera-
tion and moderation. Before leaving the vessel, the officer shall draw up a proces-
verbal in the form and language in use in his own country. This proces-verbal shall
state the facts of the case and shall be dated and signed by the officer.

" Should there be on board the warship no commissioned officer other than
the commanding officer, the above-prescribed operations may be carried out by the
warrant, petty or non-commissioned officer at the discretion of the commanding
officer.

" The captain or master of the vessel visited, as well as the witnesses, shall be
invited to sign the proces-verbal and shall have the right to add to it any explana-
tions which they may consider expedient.

The CHAIRMAN drew attention -to a difference between the French and English texts of
that paragraph. It was necessary to decide whether the phrase used should be " a vessel
stopped" or " a vessel visited".

M. CLAUZEL (France) preferred the word " stopped ", on account of the different jinter-
pretations existing as 'to the right of visiting or inspection.

Paragraph 2 of Article 18 was approved provisionally, on 'the understanding that the
phrase " on board the vessel stopped " should be used.

Paragraphs 3, 4 and 5 of Article 18 and Articles 19 and 20 were provisionally approved.

Article 21.
" Any illicit conveyance or attempted conveyance legally established against

the captain or owner of a vessel authorised to fly the flag of one of the High Contract-
ing Parties or holding the licence provided for in Article 15 shall entail the immediate
withdrawal of the said authorisation or licence.

" The High Contracting Parties will take the necessary measures to ensure that
their territorial authorities or their consuls shall send to those of the High Contracting
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Parties who demand it, certified copies of all authorisations granted under this
Convention to fly their flag as soon as such authorisation shall have been granted,
as well as notice of withdrawal of any such authorisation. They also undertake to
communicate to the said office copies of the licences provided for under Article 15. 

Article 21 was approved provisionally with the following correction proposed by the Chairman
with respect to the last clause : Instead of " they undertake to communicate to the said office
copies . . . ", read : " they undertake similarly to communicate copies of the licences

provided for under Article 15 ".

Articles 22 and 23 were approved provisionally.

The complete French text of Chapter V was approved, with the exception of: the
second paragraph of Article 15 (adjourned), the second paragraph of Article 17 (adopted
on the basis of the English text), and the seventh paragraph of Article 17 (omitted), it being
understood, however, that a further vote was necessary to confirm the adoption by the Committee
of the different Articles of Chapter V.

43. Consideration of the Draft Report on Chapter IV (Annex 14 (II), page 771).

The draft report on Chapter IV submitted by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur, was read.

The Committee approved the preamble and the portions of the report relating to Articles
10, 11 and 12.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) expressed his admiration of the report submitted by M. Matsuda.
He only wished to propose a small amendment regarding the following passage: " In view
of the fact that it was considered inadvisable to draft a special Article on the right of transit
in the stipulations on the general regime, it was considered best not to depart in this matter
from the same procedure. He would therefore propose to substitute the following:

" For this reason it was considered useless to draft a special Article regarding
the right of transit in the stipulations concerning the general regime, but, in the present
case, considering that the right to refuse the transit had been expressly abandoned
in the first paragraph, the British delegation observed that a guarantee should be
inserted to this effect. This guarantee would be found in the last paragraph of the
Article which is discussed below."

M. MATSUDA (Japan), Rapporteur, expressed his willingness to accept this amendment.

The last part of the report (relative to Article 13) was approved with the substitution of
the text proposed by the British delegation.

The CHAIRMAN congratulated the Rapporteur on the skill with which he had summarised
the work of the Committee with respect to Chapter IV. He emphasised the passages regarding
the division into Articles and annexes and pointed out that the provisions contained in the
latter had the same obligatory force as those included in the Articles themselves.

General Habibolah Khan (Persia) having resumed his place in the Committee, the CHAIR-

MAN informed him of the work accomplished during his absence.

44. Consideration of Article 24 of the Draft Convention.

Article 24.
" The High Contracting Parties who exercise authority over territories within

the prohibited zones specified in Article 9 agree to take, so far as each may be concerned,
the measures required for the enforcement of the present Convention, and in particular
for the prosecution and repression of offences against the provisions contained therein,
and to appoint the necessary territorial and consular officers or special represen-
tatives competent for this purpose.

" They shall communicate these measures to the Central International Office
and shall inform them of the competent authorities referred to in the preceding
article. "

The Committee adopted Article 24 in the above text, but amended the second [paragraph
to read as follows:

" They shall communicate these measures to such of the High Contracting Parties
as shall have expressed the wish to be informed of them. "
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TENTH MEETING

Held on Saturday, June 6th, 1925, at 10.30 a.m.

45. Continuation of the Discussion of Chapter V of the Draft Convention: New Draft pro-
posed by M. Matsuda, Rapporteur.

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that it had discussed the text of Chapter V
of the Draft Convention proposed by the Sub-Committee on Maritime Zones and had adopted
it subject to a final vote, with the exception of the second paragraph of Article 15, which, in
the absence of the Persian delegation, had not been touched upon. They now had to examine
the new draft of this chapter as submitted by M. Matsuda (Japan), with a view to forwarding
it as soon as possible to the Drafting Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) considered that the question of the delimitation of
the special maritime zones was continually referred to in this chapter. He therefore asked
that the question of delimitation should be settled first. He also enquired if the text as voted
would be transmitted to the General Committee or to the Drafting Committee.

The CHAIRMAN explained that the same procedure would be followed as hitherto. The
text of Chapter V would be transmitted in the first instance to the Drafting Committee, which,
in its turn, would send it to the General Committee, where the Persian delegation would have
the opportunity of discussing it once more. It must not be forgotten that, although the Geogra-
phical Committee was entitled to make proposals, the General Committee took the final decision
respecting these proposals after they had been modified by the Drafting Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) thanked the Chairman for his explanation and declared
that the Persian delegation adhered to its views on the point of procedure.

The Committee rejected the motion of procedure presented by the Persian delegation by 5
votes to 2.

It approved Article 14 and the first paragraph of Article 15 of the draft of Chapter V.

M. DUPRIEZ (Belgium),(Vice-Chairman),proposed the immediate discussion of the second
paragraph of Article 15, which had been adjourned at the last meeting.

That paragraph was read as follows :
" A ship shall be deemed to be native if she is either owned by a native, or fitted

out or commanded by a native, or if more than half of the crew are natives of the
countries bordering on the Indian Ocean, to the westward of the meridian of 95 E.
of Greenwich, the Red Sea, the Persian Gulf or the Gulf of Oman."

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) presented ail amendment for the exclusion of the
Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman from the places enumerated.

Sir Percy Cox (India) strongly opposed the adoption of this amendment, for the reason
that the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman were two extremely important centres of the
trade in arms.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) reminded the meeting that the French delegate had asked
that a southern limit should be fixed in addition to the western limit.

M. CLAUZEL (France) replied that he agreed to accept latitude 100 as the southern limit,
as had formerly been decided. He had, however, not yet received the instructions of his
Government regarding the French settlements in India, and reserved his decision until those
instructions were received.

Mr. ORDE (British Empire) proposed latitude 110.

M. CLAUZEL (France) said that this was a new proposal, which required to be studied.
Having consulted the map, the French delegate declared that he accepted the boundary traced
along latitude 110 while making the most explicit reservation with respect to the French estab-
lishments in India.

Sir Percy Cox (India) also had no orders from his Government as to accepting latitude 110
as the limit, and he reserved his decision in consequence.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Persian delegation if it was also disposed to reserve its ~decision
in the same manner as the French and Indian delegations, or if it maintained the amendment
it had submitted.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) replied that, although paragraph 2 of Article 15 only
dealt with the nationality of the ships, he did not withdraw his amendment for its omission.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) stated that the Persian delegation had for the last
two days been most attentively studying the question of the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of
Oman, which was of vital importance to their country. It had asked for instructions from
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Teheran, and until they arrived it could not take part in any vote respecting the special mari-
time zones.

M. CLAUZEL (France) was of opinion that, in view of the difficult position in which the
Persian delegation was placed, it would be well to postpone the vote on the second paragraph
of Article 15.

M. SAYEGUZA (Japan) and Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) supported this proposal.

The Committee decided to postpone the discussion of paragraph 2 of Article 15 till its next
meeting.

The CHAIRMAN asked the Committee whether it agreed to accept the succeeding Articles
of Chapter V en bloc, it being clearly understood that the details of drafting would be settled
by the Drafting Committee.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) repeated his reservations regarding all the Articles
of Chapter V.

The Committee adopted the wording proposed by M. Matsuda for Chapter V of the Draft
Convention, with the exception of paragraph 2 of Article 15 (reserved). It took note of the
reservations made by the Persian delegation.

ELEVENTH MEETING

Held on Monday, June 8th, 1925, at 9.30 a.m.

46. Continuation of the Discussion of Chapter V of the Draft Convention: Article 15, Para-
graph 2.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) declared that, taking his stand on the principle of the
sovereignty of Persia, on the one hand, and on the decision of the Technical Committee, on the
other hand, he proposed to the Geographical Committee the following amendment to para-
graph 2 of Article 15 in full reliance on the Committee's spirit of justice and equity :

" Persian vessels shall not be considered as native vessels for the purposes of
Article 15, as has already been decided by the Technical Committee. Persia shall
herself be the judge of the measures to be taken for the supervision of the illicit
traffic in arms, munitions and implements of war. If necessary, she shall judge of
the necessity of requesting a Naval Power, chosen by her, to supply the necessary
personnel ".

Sir Percy Cox (India) considered that if this exception was made for Persian ships, it
would place them in a privileged position in regard to vessels flying the British flag. It would,
further, result in the disappearance of the advantages presented by the system of special maritime
zones.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) supported the remarks of the Indian delegate and wished
to point-out that if the system of zones was not applied to Persia, Great Britain would, in view
of the important modifications which would result from this, be unable to adhere to the Con-
vention.

Sir Percy Cox (India) recalled that the Legal Committee had already decided that the
Persian Gulf was an open sea. He did not, therefore, understand why the Persian delegation
seemed to consider it as a national sea.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) did not share the views of the British and Indian dele-
gates. Two independent States possessed coast-lines on the Persian Gulf: India and Persia.
Two other territories in a like position were British possessions. As the British Government
undertook the supervision of the zone under its authority in the Persian Gulf he did not see
why Persian vessels should not enjoy the same right as those of India and Great Britain ; to
assimilate Persian vessels to native vessels - that is, to Arab vessels belonging to Iraq, etc. -- I
was contrary to the provisions of Article 10 of the Covenant of the League of Nations, which
stipulated that the Members of the League undertook to respect the existing political indepen-
dence of all the Members of the League.

Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that there was some misunderstanding. The intention of
Great Britain and India was not to subject Persia to a treatment different from that applied
to other countries; the proof of this was that Muscat would be submitted to the same regime,
although it, too, was an independent State.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) asked, in view of the fact that the rights of Persia were
recognised as equal to those of other Powers, what was the objection to excluding Persian



-- 711

vessels from the denomination of " native vessels ". The Persian Government maintained,
and always had maintained, good relations with Great Britain. It had, however, sent instructions
to its delegation to accept nothing which might be prejudicial to the legitimate interests of the
country.

Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that the difference of opinion arose from the interpretation
of the words " native vessels". The Indian delegate explained that vessels belonging to his
country would be included in this category.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) supported the observations of the Indian delegate and
considered that the special zone contemplated constituted an uninterrupted stretch of sea.
The supervision of this area constituted, in fact, one of the fundamental points of the present
Convention, and an exception could' not, without seriously prejudicing the whole of the
document '— any sort of exception - for any of the countries situated within this zone.
The delegate ,of the British Empire added that this would confer on such country and its
neighbours a superiority which was totally unjustifiable.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) insisted that Persia should be treated on the same footing
as the independent Powers which had signed the Covenant and not on the footing of protected
or mandated countries.

Sir Percy Cox (India) replied that this would be the case. Great Britain possessed terri-
tories on the coast in question. Muscat, for its part, was independent. Moreover, the territories
of Great Britain as well as Muscat fell within the scope of the provisions relating to the special
zone.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that Muscat was not a Member of the League
of Nations and that consequently it could not enter into this discussion.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said he understood that Persia wished to have an entirely
privileged position in the Persian Gulf and the Gulf of Oman. Only its vessels would not
be submitted to the formalities required in the special zones, whereas those of India, for exam-
ple, would have to conform to these regulations. That was a point which had not yet been
examined and which gave rise to the gravest objections.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that the Persian delegation had requested offi-
cially and by means of a formal amendment that its country should be placed on a footing
of equality with Great Britain and the other signatory Powers with respect to the terms of
this Convention.

Sir Percy Cox (India) remarked that, in the terms of the Convention, Persia would be
subject to the same regime as the other Powers.

The amendment, submitted by the Persian delegate was adopted by five votes to three
and several abstentions.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) had the greatest apprehension in regard to the decision
which had just been taken. He reserved for his delegation and his Government the right
to reopen the discussion at a future date, because he considered that the adoption of the Persian
amendment would vitally affect the Convention.

Sir Percy Cox (India) associated himself with the reservations made by the delegate of
the British Empire. If any measure provided in the Convention resulted in even a relative
disadvantage arising for vessels flying the British flag, the Government of India would have
great difficulty in ratifying the document.

On the proposal of M. CLAUZEL (France) seconded by Sir Percy Cox (India), the Committee
decided to adjourn the final vote on the second paragraph of Article 15 to its next meeting.

47. Inclusion in the Territorial Zone of the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan : Declaration by the Egyp-
tian Delegation.

The CHAIRMAN announced that the Egyptian delegation had asked to be heard on the
question of the delimitation of the territorial zone.

Mr. GRAVES (Egypt) stated that, from an administrative point of view, and having regard
to the present circumstances, the Egyptian Government had no objection to the inclusion of
the Anglo-Egyptian Sudan in the special African zone. From the legal point of view, however,
it must be clearly understood that that measure in no sense affected the future legal status of
the Sudan.

The CHAIRMAN took note of this declaration.

48. Delimitation of the Maritime Zones (continuation of the discussion of the Sub-Com-
mittee's Report) (Annex 13, page 766).

The CHAIRMAN opened the discussion on point 1 of the report of the Sub-Committee on
Maritime Zones, which had been held over. He reminded the meeting that an amendment
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to the proposals presented by the Sub-Committee in this part of its report had been submitted
by the Persian delegation - an amendment whose purpose was the exclusion of the Persian
Gulf and the Gulf of Oman from the special zone. He also recalled the fact that the Geogra-
phical Committee had received a report from the Special Committee of Jurists on the legal
status of these gulfs. The first step was to vote on the Persian amendment, the principle
of which had already, it seemed to him, been the subject of a sufficiently long discussion.

The Committee rejected the Persian amendment by six votes to three.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) protested against this new decision on the part of the
Committee and declared that he would abstain from voting on the Sub-Committee's report.

The Committee approved point 1 of the Sub-Committee's report.

TWELFTH MEETING

Held on Monday, June 8th, 1925, at 4 p.m.

49. Delimitation of Territorial Zones (contintuation of the discussion of the Sub-Committee's
Report).

The CHAIRMAN reminded the Committee that the Abyssinian delegation had asked that
the territory of Abyssinia should not be included in the African special zone.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) read the following declaration:

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

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

The Committee accepted the proposal put forward in the Abyssinian delegate's declaration
and decided to include Abyssinia among the exceptions provided for in point 1 of the report
of the Sub-Committee of the Geographical Committee.

Mr. GIBSON (United States) said that he had already stated that, in so far as the system
of special zones remained in accordance with the Brussels Convention, he would have no
suggestions to make. In view, however, of the decision which had been taken in favour of
Abyssinia, the speaker wished to reserve for his delegation the right to propose to the
General Committee that the same procedure should be applied to Liberia.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) emphasised the importance of the form in which the final
record of the Abyssinian declaration was recorded. He considered that, with the object of
simplifying the formalities, the said declaration should be inserted as an appendix so that it
should be included in the same way as the chapters of the Convention itself under the signatures
of the delegates.

M. CLAUZEL (France), M. CHIMIENTI (Italy) and Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia)
approved of this procedure.

The Committee decided to recommend to the General Committee to place the Abyssinian
delegation's declaration in an annex to the Convention.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) wished to lay emphasis on the conciliatory spirit which had been
shown by the Abyssinian delegation and the members of the Committee in settling this very
difficult question.

Dedjasmatch GUETATCHOU (Abyssinia) said that, thanks to the cheerful and unfailing
courtesy of the Chairman and to the conciliatory temper of the members of the Committee,
a complete agreement had been reached on every point. He wished to thank all the members
very sincerely, particularly the delegates of the countries bordering on Abyssinia. He hoped,
indeed, he was sure, that the ties of friendship between these countries would grow closer and
closer as time went on.
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On the proposal of the CHAIRMAN, speaking in the capacity of Spanish delegate, the Com-
mittee decided : (a) to correct the list of exceptions provided for in point 1 of the Sub-Commit-
tee's report by adding after the word " Socotra" the words " with 'the exception of the
Spanish islands situated north of latitude 26° "; (b) to note and approve the following decla-
ration by the Spanish delegation, which would be inserted in the Final Act:

"With reference to the special African territorial zone provided for in Article....
of the Convention and to the provisions of Article...., the Spanish delegation
states that, although the exception in favour of Spanish colonies in North Africa in-
cludes Ceuta, Melilla and Ifni, on the mainland, it agrees to the inclusion of the territory
of Ifni in the above-mentioned special zone until Spanish sovereignty over this terri-
tory becomes effective, which circumstance His Catholic Majesty's Government
will notify to the High Contracting Parties.

" As from the date of this notification, the territory of Ifni shall be ipso facto
excluded from the special zone, and the regime laid down in Chapters III, IV and V
shall become inapplicable thereto."

50. Discussion of Article 9 of the Draft Convention (Article 8 of the British Draft) relating
to Aircraft.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) proposed that this paragraph should be deleted, because
aircraft had been included, by decision of the General Committee, among the implements
covered by Article 1 and therefore came under the provisions of Article 9, paragraph 3.

This was agreed to.

51. Article 15, Paragraph 2, of the Draft Convention (continuation of discussion).

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) said that it would be impossible for the British Govern-
ment to accept without modification the decision adopted that morning by the Geographical
Committee as a result of the presentation of the Persian amendment. He had, therefore,
attempted to find a formula for a compromise, and he thought that he had found one. This
would only require the amendment of the text of Article 15 in the last phrase of the first para-
graph, to the following effect. Instead of saying " native vessels of less than 500 tons ",
the following words should be substituted : " it is prohibited to vessels of less than 500 tons ".

Further, the second paragraph of the Article should be suppressed.

Sir Percy Cox (India) drew the attention of the Committee to the importance of Article 15.
His Government considered that the stipulations contained therein formed an essential part
of the Convention. It was difficult to imagine, in the calm and pacific atmosphere of the Confe-
rence at Geneva, the permanent danger caused by those attempts at insurrection which were
endemic in certain countries included in the special zone. Merchants obtained enormous
profits in the illicit sale of rifles, and every measure should be taken as soon as possible to put a
stop to this traffic, which was the sole means by which the rebels could procure arms. Further,
it must be said that the decision which had been taken at the preceding meeting by the Com-
mittee did not tend to strengthen the measures of control and supervision but rather to weaken
them.: The Indian delegate thought it would even be a kind of encouragement to the illicit
traffic. Further, he supported the observations just made by Lord Onslow and declared that
it would be impossible for India, as for the British Empire, to ratify a convention in which
Article 15 appeared in the form it would assume in accordance with the vote on the Persian
amendment.

The speaker, quoting from the Times of June 5th, read a passage relating to the revolt
of the Baluchis, bands of whom had seized a Persian railway-station and had captured two
Persian generals commanding the troops sent to oppose them. When it was considered that it
was precisely with the aid of rifles that they obtained from the merchants of whom he had
spoken that these bands were able to cause such disorders, the necessity would be admitted
of having recourse to the most severe measures in regard to the control and supervision of the
traffic in arms. The situation was extremely grave on the frontiers of India from the fact
that pirates operated there. For this reason, the speaker insisted that the amendment pre-
sented by the delegate of the British Empire should be adopted.

The CHAIRMAN pointed out that this question could not be debated in the absence of the
Persian delegate. He proposed that the meeting should be adjourned until the Persian dele-
gate's arrival.

The meeting was adjourned for a few minutes. On the arrival of Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh,
the meeting was resumed.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) again submitted his amendment, with the reasons which
had led him to redraft it.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) said that he had cabled that very morning to his Govern-
ment an account of the debates at the previous meeting, including the decision taken with
regard to the Persian amendment, and had asked it to inform him of its views on the matter.
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He was therefore unable to accept any amendment until he had received instructions from
Teheran.

M. CLAUZEL (France) wished to intercede with the Persian delegate in order that the
British delegation's efforts at conciliation should not be rendered fruitless. He pointed out
that the amendment submitted by Lord Onslow disposed of the principal objection against
Article 15 put forward by the Persian delegation. It omitted the word " native " and thus
placed the vessels of all the signatory Powers on a footing of incontestable equality.

He (M. Clauzel) therefore begged the Persian delegate to telegraph immediately to his
Government the new provisions proposed by the British delegation.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) pointed out that Persian vessels were nearly all of a
tonnage lower than 500 tons. The effect of the British proposal would therefore be to preclude
nearly all these vessels from taking part in the operations referred to in Article 15.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) said that the American delegation had not up to
then taken part in the discussion of an affair which did not directly interest it. There was
only one reason for him to give upon that attitude and that was the possibility he perceived of
arriving at a general agreement on one point of the Convention. The speaker recalled the
ancient friendship between Persia and the United States and asked the Persian delegate to
reflect again before assuming the heavy responsibility of preventing the Committee studying a
proposal of so conciliatory a nature as that which had just been presented by the British dele-
gate.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) sincerely thanked the United States delegate for the
friendly way in which he spoke of Persia. If he would be so good as to submit a proposal in
writing, the speaker would forward it immediately to the Teheran Government.

Mr. GIBSON (United States of America) explained that he did not intend to make a concrete
proposal. He thought it was incumbent upon the members of this Committee to seek for a
means of realising general agreement. It would be extremely regrettable if one delegation
refused to study a proposal of a nature to be acceptable to all the others. Further, if the Con-
vention should not be ratified by one of the Governments, the efficacy of its stipulations would
be greatly decreased thereby. The speaker therefore asked the Persian delegate not to oppose
the examination of the British proposal and declared that, in regard to the United States, his
Government was ready to accept a draft which would receive the assent of all the members.

The CHAIRMAN and Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) also appealed to the conciliatory spirit of
the Persian delegation.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) said that he had listened with the closest attention to
the statements of the French and United States delegates. He had not refused to consider
a compromise. All that he asked was to be given a definite text that he could telegraph to
his Government. He nevertheless maintained the declarations he had made at the previous
meeting and repeated that he was unable to accept the clause referring to vessels of a tonnage
lower than 500 tons.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) thought that the British amendment should be put to the vote
in order that the Committee's views upon it might be ascertained. If the Committee accepted
this proposal unanimously, the Persian delegate could inform his Government of the fact,
and the latter might perhaps decide to modify its attitude in some degree.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) was unable to accept this suggestion. He was willing
to help the Committee to find a compromise, but he could not accept a vote on the point under
discussion.

Sir Percy Cox (India) thought that, in consideration of the point with which they were
dealing, the procedure to be adopted interested the Indian delegation as much as the Persian
delegation. But whereas the Persian delegation was opposed to a vote being taken, the
speaker, in the name of his delegation, asked the Committee to give a decision in order
that he might inform his Government of the opinion of the Committee.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) said he would communicate to his Government such
suggestions as might be made, but he could not take upon himself to abandon his attitude,
which was dictated by the circumstances of the case. He was awaiting instructions from
Teheran, and until they were received he could not take any decision.

MEHMED TEVFIK Bey (Turkey) recalled the fact that the Committee had taken a vote
at its previous meeting. The effect of the British proposal which had just been submitted
was to put this decision once more in question. In these circumstances he thought that the
Persian Government ought at least to have time to consider the new British amendment. He
did not see any reason why the Geographical Committee should not leave this amendment
to be discussed by the General Committee.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) supported the Turkish delegate's suggestion. The vote taken
at the previous meeting had clearly indicated the Committee's views by 5 votes to 3. If a
second vote were to be taken on the same point, the Chinese delegate would be obliged to leave
the meeting as a protest.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) perceived the force of the arguments put forward by the
delegates of Turkey and China. However, he drew the attention of the Committee to the fact
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that the British amendment which had just been presented constituted a new proposal which
was independent of the decision already taken. It should only be considered as a compromise
intended to secure the assent of the opposing parties. The discussion which had taken place
in that meeting had clearly shown that if only the decision taken at the last meeting was to
be transmitted to the General Committee the General Committee would be unable to form
an exact idea of the point of view of the Geographical Committee in regard to the question
under discussion.

It was not his intention to bring pressure on the Persian delegation, but he considered
that it was now the duty of the Geographical Committee to recommend to the General
Committee a method of solving a problem which affected the efficacy of the Convention.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) replied that, even if he accepted the British proposal
in the Geographical Committee, his Government would order him to go back on his decision
in the General Committee. The advantage of gaining his immediate consent would therefore
be purely illusory.

In reply to a question by the CHAIRMAN, he said that the Persian delegation had no
objection to the deletion of the second paragraph of Article 15 and of the word "native"
in the first paragraph of the same Article. His present attitude was solely dictated by the fact
that the limit of 500 tons fixed for the minimum tonnage was too high. He added that his
consenting to communicate to his Government the proposals made in the course of the dis-
cussion in no way affected the vote which had already been taken.

M. CLAUZEL (France) thought that the Persian delegate exaggerated the importance
both of the previous vote and of the vote now proposed. After all, the Geographical Committee
could only make recommendations or express opinions subject to the approval of the General
Committee.

On the other hand it seemed impossible on formal grounds to submit the point at issue
to the General Committee without any decision having been taken thereon by the Geographical
Committee. The text submitted by the British delegation was the outcome of a truly concilia-
tory spirit. It was worth emphasising that the word "native ", which had raised such strong
opposition on the part of the Persian delegation, had been omitted. Moreover, the whole
of paragraph 2 had disappeared, and -that was an additional reason for the Persian delegation
to accept the British amendment.

In the view of the French delegation this constituted a reason for a vote being taken on
Article 15, as the paragraph in question had led him to make reservations regarding the Indian
settlements. The French delegate could not accept Article 1-5 without the amendment or
deletion of the second paragraph.

In view of the obvious necessity of a second vote, he begged the Chinese delegate to
reconsider his attitude on this question. If he withdrew from the meeting, his action would
probably have more far-reaching effects than he desired.

Addressing the Persian delegate, the speaker then asked him to forward urgently to his
Government such a report of the Committee's recent discussions as would correct the impres-
sion produced by the first report.

A vote therefore appeared essential, first because it was the legal procedure and, secondly,
because it would allow the Persian Government to be informed as definitely as possible of the
Committee's intentions.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) said that after the remarks made by the French delegate, the
importance of which he fully appreciated, he would not withdraw if a second vote were taken.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) wished to suggest a further means of solving the difficulty.
The principal objection formulated by the Persian delegation was that Persian ships might
find themselves in a disadvantageous position in respect to the vessels of other Powers. It
would appear that if the following words were added at the commencement of Article 15: " and
affirming the equality of all the flags of the High Contracting Parties " the Iersian delegation
would no longer have reason to hesitate in regard to this point.

There was another apprehension on the part of the Persian delegation to be disposed
of. It had considered that the stipulations of Article 15 might be of a nature to interfere with
Persian commerce, but if they referred to the following paragraph of Article 15 they would
find the following : " this provision does not apply to lighters or barges, nor to vessels
which are engaged exclusively in the coasting trade ". If, therefore, they decided to add
these words to the end of the first paragraph of Article 15, " with reservation as to the stipulated
provision in the following paragraph ", this second apprehension also would be disposed of
as well as the first. The delegate of Great Britain in the name of his Government gave the most
formal assurances that the liberty of this navigation would be scrupulously respected by its
agents.

Sir Percy Cox (India) gave the same assurances on behalf of India.
The CHAIRMAN considered that the Committee had definitely rejected the Persian dele-

gation's contention -that the previous vote precluded any pronouncement being made on the
British proposal ; he would accordingly put the latter to the vote.

Prince ARFA-ED-DOWLEH (Persia) repeated the Persian delegation's reservations regarding
the priority of the question of the delimitation of special zones over that of the procedure
to be applied thereto.

The Persian delegate withdrew.
The Committee adopted the British amendment by 6 votes in favour and none against.
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52. Report of the Committee on Chapters III and V of the Draft Convention (Annex 14 (I and II),
pages 768 and 771).

The Committee decided, in order to obviate the necessity of holding a further meeting,
to leave it entirely to the Rapporteur to draft the report on Chapters III and V. The text
would therefore not be put to a special vote.

53. Conclusion of the Geographical Committee's Work.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece), on behalf of all the members of the Committee, thanked the
Charman most warmly for the courtesy and authority with which he had presided over their
debates, and paid a tribute to the lucidity and skill which he had displayed during this difficult
session.

The CHAIRMAN thanked the members of the Committee for their kind words, and empha-
sised the spirit of conciliation displayed by all the delegations without exception with a view
to reaching unanimous agreement on even the most controversial points.

He declared the session of the Geographical Committee closed.

THIRTEENTH MEETING

Held on Thursday, June 11th, 1925, at 10 a.mn.

54. Consideration of the Drafting Committee's Observations on Chapter V.

The CHAIRMAN informed the delegates that, although the Committee's session had been
declared closed on June 8th, he had called a further meeting, in agreement with the P r esident
of the Conference, to ask the Committee to consider the difficulties encountered by the Drafting
Committee in drafting Chapter V; these difficulties were set forth in the following report pre-
pared by the Drafting Committee:

" The Drafting Committee considers that it will be useful to refer certain questions regard-
ing Chapter V to the Geographical Committee before the final drafting can be successfully
undertaken.

" Two main difficulties have been encountered in the examination of this chapter by the
Drafting Committee. The first is a doubt as to the meaning of the term 'native vessel'
employed in Articles 16, 17 and 18. The previous definition having been suppressed by the
Geographical Committee, it seems impossible for the Drafting Committee to create another
definition without a directive on this point from the Geographical Committee.

"The Drafting Committee considered the possibility that it was the intention of the
Geographical Committee that the expression 'native vessel' should be suppressed throughout
-the chapter as a consequence of the omission of the definition of this term, and have, in order
not to delay the work of the Conference, examined the chapter from the point of view of this
possibility.

" In the course of this examination the second main difficulty was discovered. This
really consists of several difficulties, all of which, however, arise from the extension of the pro-
visions of Chapter V to other than native vessels. The following are examples of the type
of difficulty that have been discovered and to which the Drafting Committee think it its duty
to call the attention of the Geographical Committee.

" Article 17. This Article lays down conditions that will have to be fulfilled before a
vessel of less than 500 tons may fly the flag of a High Contracting Party within the special
zones. These conditions, while suitable and applicable to the local vessels previously affected
by the Article, are no longer suitable or applicable to any vessel of under 500 tons that may
happen to find herself in the maritime zone or in a port or territorial waters of the territorial zone.

" The conditions which a vessel must satisfy in order legally to fly a High Contracting Party's
flag in these waters are such that they would frequently be impossible of fulfilment by vessels
registered and owned in countries lying outside the special zone, and the result would be that
such a vessel would be precluded in practice from visiting the special zones without incurring
the risk of being confronted with the question as to whether - in these special waters - she
was fully qualified under the regulations of Article 17 to fly her flag.

" Another difficulty that arises is in connection with Article 15. This article will forbid
any vessel of under 500 tons to land a perfectly legitimate consignment of arms destined for
commercial purposes in any port of the special zones, e.g., a small Spanish vessel coming from
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Spain or a small Portuguese vessel going to Portuguese West Africa or a small vessel from
Bombay going to Basra.

There are other complications foreseen, but the Drafting Committee considers that the
above examples will probably be sufficient to illustrate the difficulties that arise if the -term
native vessel ' is entirely suppressed from Chapter V. "

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that, as the Geographical Committee had already
sent its report to the General Committee without taking Persia's interests into consideration,
he would refrain from taking part in the discussion, and would maintain his. attitude until
the question of principle raised by the Persian delegation had been dealt with.

Lord ONSLOW (British Empire) recalled that the object of the Geographical Committee
in using the expression '" native vessels " in Articles 16, 17 and 18 was to prevent the traffic
being carried on by a large number of vessels of small tonnage, but the Geographical Committee
had not intended to interfere needlessly in the legitimate traffic of vessels navigating within
the zone.

To obviate the difficulties which might arise from the suppression of the word " native ",
he proposed that -they should declare that the regulations in question should apply to ships
ordinarily engaged in commerce within these zones. He had presented two draft amendments,
either of which might be adopted to restrict the scope of the measures for supervision to vessels
habitually engaged in commerce in the maritime zone.

Sir Percy Cox (India) observed that the minimum limit of 500 tons had been adopted
in order not to interfere with the commerce of small coasting vessels. It should be remarked
-that ships of this tonnage were very few in number.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that -this remark showed clearly 'that all the
clauses in Chapter V on supervision and control directly, and almost exclusively, affected
Persian vessels. Great Britain could easily exercise control over India and over the part
of Arabia under her mandate, and Persia therefore remained the only country to come under
these provisions. On different pretexts, notably that of the slave trade, her ships had already
been made subject to numerous restrictions, and many owners had had to enter their vessels on
foreign registers in order to obtain freedom of navigation. Persian shipowners would lose the
small amount of liberty which they still retained if the provisions of Chapter V were applied,
since the majority of Persian vessels had a tonnage lower than 500 tons. Persia was quite
prepared to take all reasonable measures of control herself, but she could not consent to regu-
lations which would completely destroy her commerce.

Sir Percy Cox (India) said he must question this interpretation. The measures of super-
vision provided in Chapter V were directed against illicit traffic whatever its origin and did not
constitute in any way unfavourable discrimination in regard to Persia. Further, General
Habibolah Khan should recall that precise provisions for the safeguarding of coasting trade
had been laid down in Article 15.

The CHAIRMAN put the following question of principle to the vote : Did -the Committee
consider that it must take the Drafting Committee's report into account and amend its own
report accordingly ?

This question was answered in the affirmative by a majority of 7 voles.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) said that if the Persian delegation's request was
still going to be disregarded he would ask leave to withdraw, as his presence served no useful
purpose.

The CHAIRMAN strongly urged the Persian delegate to continue to 'take part in the
Committee's discussions, particularly as the Persian delegation retained full freedom of
action in the General Committee.

General Habibolah Khan (Persia) withdrew.

On the CHAIRMAN'S proposal, a Sub-Commitee was formed to consider the amendments to
be made in Chapter V on the basis of Lord Onslow's draft. This Sub-Committee was com-
posed of the representatives of Great Britain, France, India, Italy, Japan, Persia Portugal,
and Turkey.
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FOURTEENTH MEETING

Held on Friday, June 1211h, 1925, al 10.30 a.n.

55. Report of the Sub-Committee appointed to consider the Questions raised by the Drafting
Committee in connection with Chapter V.

M. FERREIRA (Portugal) read the following report:

The Sub-Committee appointed by the Geographical Committee yesterday morning met
the same afternoon to consider the amendments proposed by the British delegation as a conse-
quence of the Drafting Committee's report on Chapter V.

" M. Ferreira was elected Chairman of the Sub-Committee.
"After considering the question as a whole, the Sub-Committee unanimously concluded

that it would be desirable te revert to the original text of paragraphs 1 and 2 of Article 15, as
it appears in Document C.Z. 28, with the following addition proposed by the French delegation
and adopted unanimously:

" Article 15, paragraph 2, after the words: ' the meridian of 950 E. of Green-
wich ', add the words ' and to the southward of latitude 110 S.' 

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) read the following telegram received by thePersian
delegation from Teheran:

"Through good offices of friendly Powers seek points of agreement, endeavour
to dispel misunderstanding between British and Persian delegations while doing your
best to safeguard interests of your country. 

On June 8th, by a majority of five votes to three, a resolution had been adopted excluding
Persian vessels from the provisions of the Convention ; at the afternoon meeting, in the absence
of -the Persian delegation, another vote had been taken in connection with the British amend-
ment, which was not altogether in keeping with the previous vote. As it was now proposed
to revert to the original text, the speaker supposed that the situation automatically became
once more what it had been after the first vote was taken and that, therefore, Persian vessels
were excluded.

M. DENDRAMIS (Greece) suggested -that the Persian delegation should make all the neces-
sary reservations to safeguard its country's vital interests and should come to an agreement
on this point with the Powers concerned after the signature of *the Convention.

M. CLAUZEL (France) said that the French delegation had several -times offered its good
offices to the Persian delegation and was once more at its entire disposal for the purpose of
promoting an agreement which was not only desirable but indispensable. M. Dendramis had
just furnished a basis of agreement of a nature to safeguard all the interests involved. M. Clauzel
therefore urged most strongly that no dilatoriness of procedure should hinder the conclusion
of an agreement.

Dr. TCHEOU WEI (China) was glad to learn that 'the Persian Government's telegram re-
commended conciliation and hoped that the Persian delegation would take steps in this direc-
tion as promptly as possible.

Sir Percy Cox (India) heartily endorsed the remarks of his colleagues; it was most
important to settle this question in the Geographical Committee rather than in the general
Conference.

General HABIBOLAH Khan (Persia) thanked his colleagues ; but, although he must endea-
vour to find a common basis for agreement, he could not go so far as 'to sacrifice the vital
interests of his country. He only asked for justice and fair treatment ; the question of the
exception of Persian vessels affected the sovereignty, the rights and the interests of his country,
and if 'this exception were not maintained the effect would be to place Persia under a veritable
mandate. She asked for nothing more than what had been conceded to her already on June
8th. This vote was final and retained all its force as it had been proposed to revert to the
previous text.

The CHAIRMAN desired to correct two misapprehensions on the part of the Persian dele-
gate. In the first place, while it was true 'that the second vote had been taken in the absence
of the Persian delegation, -this absence was voluntary and the Persian delegation had already
taken part in the previous discussion and vote when the question of putting the British motion
was under consideration.

Secondly, the Sub-Committee's present proposal to revert to -the original text of paragraphs
1 and 2 of Article 15 seemed to him to signify -the re-establishment of the text proposed by the
Sub-Committee on special maritime zones, and not a return 'to the position before the second
vote. He asked M. Ferreira to state whether his proposal was to revert to the original text
or to the text as modified by the Persian amendment.
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M. FERREIRA (Portugal) replied -that the proposal was to return to the original text without
the Persian amendment, but with the addition of the French delegation's proposal. He "also
recalled the fact -that the Persian delegation had been invited to attend the meetings of the
Sub-Committee.

The CHAIRMAN noted that the Sub-Committee was in favour of a return to the original
text. The Persian proposal therefore constituted an amendment.

General HABIBOLAH Khan admitted that Prince Arfa-ed-Dowleh had not taken part in
the second vote owing to the absence of instructions from his Government, but the Persian
delegation did not believe that the meaning and effect of the resolution taken on the morning
of June 8th would be modified. As matters now stood, there was no question of principle at
issue; since a return was made to -the previous text, Persian vessels would automatically enjoy
full freedom.

The CHAIRMAN put the Sub-Committee's report to the vote.

This report was adopted by a majority of 7 votes.

The CHAIRMAN was anxious to do justice to the Persian delegation, but after the numerous
opportunities it had had of stating its views, he requested it to put them in writing in order
that the General Committee might take a decision.

The effects of the vote which had just been taken would in any case be explained by the
Rapporteur.

The Committee authorised the Rapporteur to come to an agreement with the Drafting Com-
mittee on certain verbal modifications.




